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Executive Summary 

El Dorado County has prepared this Draft Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to inform the community, 

responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other interested agencies and organizations, of the potential significant 

environmental effects resulting from implementation of the proposed Cool General Retail Project. This Executive 

Summary lists the potentially significant environmental impacts and feasible mitigation measures or project 

alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce those impacts. This Draft Final EIR was prepared in compliance 

with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000-21189.3) 

and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).  

ES.1 Summary of Impacts  

Table ES-1 presents a summary of the potential environmental impacts that could result from the project, their level 

of significance, proposed mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impact after the 

implementation of the mitigation measures.  
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Aesthetics – No Significant Impacts  

3.1-1. The project would not substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings.  

LTS N/A LTS 

3.1-2. The project would not create a new source of 

substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 

day or nighttime views in the area.  

LTS N/A LTS 

Air Quality 

3.1-1. The project would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  

LTS N/A LTS 

3.2-2. The project would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.  

LTS N/A LTS 

3.2-3. The project may expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations. 

PS MM-AQ-1: Asbestos Assessment and Minimization. 

The proposed project applicant (or their successor) 

shall provide a geologic evaluation of the property to 

determine that no serpentine, ultramafic rock, or 

asbestos is likely to be found in the area to be 

disturbed. This geologic evaluation shall be prepared 

by a Professional Geologist and submitted to the Air 

Pollution Control Officer (APCO) for consideration prior 

to issuance of building permits. If an exemption is not 

granted by the APCO, the proposed project sponsor 

shall adhere to all applicable regulations and control 

measures for fugitive dust emissions and asbestos 

hazards mitigation as required by the El Dorado 

County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) 

Rule 223 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 223-2 (Fugitive 

Dust – Asbestos Hazard Mitigation).  

LTS 

3.2-4. The project would not result in other emissions 

(such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people. 

LTS N/A LTS 

21-0733 P 19 of 479



ES– Executive Summary 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 ES-iii 

Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

3.3-1. The project could have a substantial adverse 

effect on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

special-status species in local or regional plans, by the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service. 

PS BIO-1: If project-related construction activities 

including site clearing, tree removal and grading are 

scheduled during the nesting season (typically 

February 1 to September 30), a focused pre-

construction survey for nests shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within three (3) days prior to the 

beginning of project-related activities. The qualified 

biologist shall survey the area within a minimum 500-

foot radius around the boundaries of the project site. 

If an active nest is found, a non-disturbance buffer 

shall be established around the nest. The width of the 

buffer shall be determined by the qualified biologist 

based on the species of bird, its general tolerance of 

disturbance, and the type of activity proposed. If a 

lapse in project-related work of seven (7) days or 

longer occurs, another focused survey shall be 

conducted. 

Monitoring Requirement: The applicant shall conduct 

all construction activities outside the nesting season 

or perform a pre-construction survey and implement 

the avoidance measures determined by the qualified 

biologist prior to initiation of construction activities. 

This mitigation measure shall be noted on grading 

and construction plans. If a pre-construction survey is 

required, the applicant shall provide evidence of the 

survey to the El Dorado County Planning and Building 

Department to verify compliance prior to issuance of 

grading and building permits.  

Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning 

and Building Department.  

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIO-2: A pre-construction survey shall be performed by 

a qualified biologist 30 days prior to initiation of 

construction activities to assess whether roosting bats 

occur in the abandoned house on the proposed 

subdivision site. If any roosting bats are detected, 

consultation with CDFW shall be initiated to identify 

appropriate measures to be taken to avoid and/or 

minimize impacts to the species, which can include 

approval to exclude any bats potentially found on the 

site before vegetation removal or grading. 

Monitoring Requirement: This mitigation measure 

shall be noted on grading and construction plans. The 

applicant shall provide evidence of the survey to the 

El Dorado County Planning and Building Department 

to verify compliance prior to issuance of grading and 

building permits.  

Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning 

and Building Department. 

3.3-2. The project would not interfere with the movement 

of any migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors 

or affect the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.3-3. The project would not conflict with any local 

policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 

including the County’s tree preservation ordinance.  

LTS N/A LTS 

Cultural Resources 

3.4-1. The project would not cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical resource 

pursuant to §15064.5. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.4-2. The project would not cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to §15064.5. 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

3.4-3. The project would not disturb any human remains, 

including those interred outside of dedicated 

cemeteries. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.4-4.  The project could cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. 

PS TCR-1: If any Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) are 

discovered during ground disturbing construction 

activities, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the 

find. The appropriate tribal representatives from 

culturally affiliated tribes shall be immediately 

notified. Work at the discovery location shall not 

resume, until the potential TCR is determined, in 

consultation with culturally affiliated tribes, that the 

find is not a TCR, or that the find is a TCR and all 

necessary investigation and evaluation of the 

discovery under the requirements the Public 

Resources Code has been satisfied. Preservation in 

place is the preferred alternative, and every effort 

must be made to preserve the identified resource in 

place, including but not limited to project redesign. 

Should be project redesign be required, the project 

shall be required to obtain a revision to the Design 

Review Permit. The contractor shall implement any 

measures deemed by the County to be necessary and 

feasible to preserve in place, avoid, or minimize 

impacts to the resource, including, but not limited to, 

facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the find, 

as necessary and feasible to preserve in place, avoid, 

or minimize impacts to the resource, including, but 

not limited to, facilitating the appropriate tribal 

treatment of the find as necessary 

Monitoring Requirement: This mitigation measure 

shall be noted on grading and construction plans.  

Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning 

and Building Department. 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Energy 

3.5-1. The project would not result in a potentially 

significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources, during project construction or operation. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.5-2. The project would not conflict with or obstruct a 

state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency.  

LTS N/A LTS 

Geology and Soils 

3.6-1. The project would not expose people or structures 

to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic 

ground shaking. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.6-2. The project would not result in substantial soil 

erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.6-3. The project would not be located on a geologic unit or 

soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the project, and potentially result in lateral 

spreading, liquefaction, or seismically induced settlement. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.6-4. The project would be located on expansive soil, as 

defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 

(1994) but would not create substantial risks to life or 

property. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.6-5. The project would not have soils incapable of 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 

alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers 

are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.6-6. The project would not directly or indirectly destroy 

a unique paleontological resources or site or unique 

geologic feature. 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

3.7-1. The project would not generate greenhouse gas 

emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.7-2. The project would not conflict with an applicable 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

3.8-1. The project would not create a significant hazard 

to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.8-2. The project would not emit hazardous emissions 

or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 

existing or proposed school. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.8-3. The project would not impair implementation of or 

physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.8-4. The project would not expose people or structures 

to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 

urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 

wildlands. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

3.9-1. The project would not water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade 

surface or ground water quality. 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

3.9-2. The project would not substantially decrease 

groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede 

sustainable groundwater management of the basin. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.9-3. The project would not substantially alter the 

existing drainage pattern of the Master Plan area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a 

stream or river or through the addition of impervious 

surfaces, in a manner which would: 

   

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; LTS N/A LTS 

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on 

or off site; 

LTS N/A LTS 

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

LTS N/A LTS 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows. LTS N/A LTS 

3.9-4. The project would not risk release of pollutants 

due to project inundation in a flood hazard, tsunami, or 

seiche zone. 

NI N/A NI 

3.9-5. The project would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Land Use and Planning 

3.10-1. The project would not conflict with any 

applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Public Services and Recreation  

3.11-1. The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 

facilities, or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental impacts, in order 

to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other 

public facilities: 

Fire protection LTS N/A LTS 

Law Enforcement  LTS N/A LTS 

Other Services  LTS N/A LTS 

3.11-1. The project would not increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 

the facility would occur or be accelerated. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Transportation 

3.12-1. The project would not conflict with a program, 

plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.12-2. The project would not conflict or be inconsistent 

with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.12-3. The project would not substantially increase 

hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 

(e.g., farm equipment). 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.12-4. The project would not result in inadequate 

emergency access. 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Project Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

Utilities and Service Systems 

3.13-1. The project would not require or result in the 

relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric 

power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could cause 

significant environmental effects. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.13-2. The project would have sufficient water supplies 

available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and 

multiple dry years. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.13-3. The project would result in a determination by 

the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may 

serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 

the project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.13-4. The project would not generate solid waste in 

excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 

attainment of federal, state, and local management and 

reduction statutes or solid waste reduction goals. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Wildfire 

3.14-1. The project would not substantially impair an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.14-2. The project would not, due to slope, prevailing 

winds, and other factors exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to pollutant 

concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread 

of a wildfire. 

LTS N/A LTS 

3.14-3. The project would not require the installation or 

maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 

LTS N/A LTS 
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Environmental Topic Impact Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power 

lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 

that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 

environment. 

3.14-4. The project would not expose people or 

structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 

post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Urban Decay 

3.15-1. The project would not create multiple long-term 

store vacancies or result in the abandonment of multiple 

buildings within the retail market served by the proposed 

project, which would result in the physical deterioration 

of properties or structures that impairs the proper 

utilization of the properties or structures, or the health, 

safety, and welfare of the surrounding community. 

LTS N/A LTS 

Notes: LTS = Less than Significant, N/A = Not Applicable, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable  
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ES.2 Analysis of Alternatives 

Alternatives Considered 

Alternatives to the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 4. This discussion includes alternatives that were identified 

but dismissed from further consideration. Only one feasible alternative was identified that would avoid or substantially 

lessen one ore more project impacts.  

• No Project Alternative 

No Project Alternative  

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR’s alternatives analysis must include consideration of the No Project 

Alternative. The “No Project” analysis discusses the existing conditions as well as what would reasonably be 

expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project was not approved (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 

(e)(2) and (3)(A)). For this analysis, the No Project assumes no construction.  

ES.3 Areas of Controversy 

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15123 (b)(2), require the executive summary of an EIR to disclose areas of 

controversy known to the lead agency that have been raised by the agencies and the public. The County circulated 

a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to solicit agency and public comments on the scope and environmental analysis to 

be included in the EIR. Comments expressed concern with traffic congestion, traffic safety, and economic 

competition. Traffic congestion is not considered to be an environmental effect, as further described in Section 

3.12, Transportation. Economic competition is not an environmental effect; however, the indirect effects of 

economic change are discussed in Section 3.15, Urban Decay.  

ES.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Lead Agency  

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15123(b)(3), require that an EIR contain a discussion of issues to be resolved. With 

respect to the proposed project, the issue at hand is the approval of a design review permit. The lead agency must 

determine if the design is consistent with the El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance and Design Guide. 
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Final Environmental Impact Report 
In compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132, this document serves as 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project (State Clearinghouse 
[SCH] No. 2019049168). This Final EIR has been prepared under the direction of El Dorado County, acting as lead 
agency, in accordance with the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and 
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et seq.). In accordance 
with Sections 15087 and 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR was circulated for public review and 
comment for a period of 45 days, starting on January 7, 2021 and ending on February 23, 2021. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 requires that the Final EIR consist of the following components: 

1. The Draft EIR including clarifications and revisions; 

2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary; 

3. A list of persons, organization, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

4. Lead agency to significant environmental issues raised during public review; and 

5. Any other information added by the lead agency which does not constitute significant new information per 
15088.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

This Final EIR contains the public comments received on the Draft EIR, as well as all written responses to those 
comments. A list of the person, organizations, and public agencies who commented on the Draft EIR is provided in 
Chapter 7.0 Comments and Responses to Comments. 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
This document contains minor revisions to the Draft EIR with additions shown in underline and deletions shown 
in strikethrough. 

Summary of Revisions 
Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources. The source note in Table 3.3-1, Trees on the Project Site, was corrected.  

Chapter 3.11 Public Services. Information regarding County General Plan Policy 5.1.2.2 was added to the 
Regulatory Setting. The estimated response time from Fire Station 72 was added to the impact discussion.  

Where appropriate, changes have been made throughout the document to reflect that this is the Final EIR.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose and Intended Use of this EIR 
The County of El Dorado (County) as the lead agency has prepared this Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft Final EIR) to inform the general public, the local community, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and 
other interested public agencies, including local Native American tribes, and the County’s decision-making bodies 
(County Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors) regarding the potential significant environmental 
effects resulting from implementation of the DR19-0006-Cool General Retail Project (proposed project), as well as 
feasible measures to mitigate those significant effects and alternatives to the proposed project. This Draft Final 
EIR was prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).  

As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is an informational document that assesses potential 
environmental impacts of a proposed project, as well as identifies feasible mitigation measures and alternatives 
to a proposed project that could reduce or avoid adverse environmental impacts. As the CEQA lead agency for this 
project, the County is required to consider the information in the EIR along with any other available information in 
deciding whether to approve the requested project entitlements. The basic requirements for an EIR include 
providing information that establishes the environmental setting (or project baseline), and identifying 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, project alternatives, growth inducing impacts, and cumulative 
impacts. In a practical sense, an EIR functions as a method of fact-finding, allowing an applicant, the public, other 
public agencies, and agency staff an opportunity to collectively review and evaluate baseline conditions and 
project impacts through a process of full disclosure. Additionally, this EIR provides the primary source of 
environmental information for the lead agency to consider when exercising any permitting or approval authority 
directly related to implementation of this project. It is not the intent of an EIR to recommend either approval or 
denial of a project.  

1.2 Project Background and Overview 
The project site is located on the east side of State Route 49 (SR 49), south of the intersection with Northside 
Drive in the community of Cool, El Dorado County, California.  

The project applicant proposes to construct and operate a 9,100 sq. ft. commercial retail building (Dollar General) on a 
1.68-acre site. The single-story building would have a maximum height of 33 feet. The building would be located in the 
southerly half of the project site, facing the intersection of Highway 49 and Northside Drive. Site improvements would 
include a driveway, parking lot, utilities, lighting, signage, and landscaping. The project design is in the style of new 
traditional, Western false front architecture. The design is responsive to community input and designed to replicate the 
style of the “Boardwalk” project on the west side of SR 49. The building would have a central entrance, and parapet 
walls extending along the building façade. The project would include parking for 31 vehicles, a refuse enclosure for 
solid waste, landscaping, an on-site septic system, and on-site stormwater treatment.  

The parcel is zoned General Commercial with a Design Control overlay (CG-DC). The intent of the -DC combining 
zone is a discretionary permit that ensures architectural supervision and consistency with the adopted Design 
Guidelines (https://www.edcgov.us/Government/planning/Documents/Community-Design-Guide-Reformatted-
Adopted-4-24-18.pdf ). Typically, during the Design Review Permit process, the Planning Director has the initial 
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approval authority over a project which is not visible from designated state scenic highway corridors. The 
proposed project is not visible from a designated state scenic highway corridor. For the proposed project, the 
Planning Director opted to refer the project to the Planning Commission, as provided for by County procedure. The 
proposed project was considered by the El Dorado County Planning Commission at their regular meeting on May 
28, 2020. The Commission adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project and approved the Design 
Review Permit. The Planning Commission approval was appealed to the Board of Supervisors, who heard the item 
at their regular meeting of July 14, 2020. The Board vacated the Commission approval and directed County staff 
to prepare an EIR for the proposed project, focused on the topics of transportation, urban decay, and public 
safety. The County and project applicant agreed that a full EIR would be prepared to identify the full range of 
potential impacts, as further described in Section 1.4, below.  

1.3 EIR Process 
Notice of Preparation 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public and 
agency review from September 22 through October 21, 2020 (included as Appendix A). The purpose of the NOP is 
to provide notification that an EIR for the proposed project is being prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope 
and content of the document. The County also prepared an Initial Study (IS) for the project that was appended to 
the NOP identifying those issue areas where impacts would be less than significant.  

Eleven comment letters were received during the scoping period. No local, state or federal agencies provided 
comment during the scoping period. A summary of the comments received on the NOP is included in the 
Executive Summary, as well as in the introduction of each technical section in Chapter 3. The scoping comments 
received are included in Appendix B to this EIR. 

Draft EIR and Public Review 

This The Draft EIR is being was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45 days. The beginning 
and end dates of the comment period are identified in the Notice of Availability for this the Draft EIR. Written 
comments may be were sent to:  

Evan Mattes, Senior Planner 
County of El Dorado Development Services Division 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 
Email: mailto:CoolGeneralRetail@edcgov.us 

The public can review the The Draft EIR and supporting documents were available for review at the following 
address during normal business hours (currently 8:00 – 12:00, Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday, 9:00 – 
12:00 Wednesday, please check prior to visiting; afternoon appointments also available) or and on the County’s 
website at: https://www.edcgov.us/Government/planning  

County of El Dorado Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 
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Final EIR and EIR Certification 

Upon completion of the Draft EIR public review period, a the Final EIR will be is prepared that will includes written 
comments on the Draft EIR received during the public review period and the County’s responses to those comments. 
The Final EIR will also includes the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared in accordance with 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resource Code. The Final EIR will address includes the complete Draft EIR and minor 
any revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to agency or public comments. The Draft EIR and Final EIR together will 
comprise the EIR for the proposed project.  

Before the County can approve the project, it must first certify that the EIR has been completed in compliance with 
CEQA, that the County Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information in the EIR, and that the EIR 
reflects the independent judgment of the County. The County Planning Commission is also required to adopt Findings 
of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (for any significant and unavoidable impacts) explaining the 
decision to balance the benefits of the project against unavoidable environmental impacts if it approves the proposed 
project (see also Public Resources Code Section 21081).  

Type of EIR and EIR Adequacy  

This EIR is a “Project EIR,” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. A Project EIR examines the 
environmental impacts of a specific project. This type of EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that 
would result from implementation of the project, including construction and operation. 

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
states the following:  

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of the 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

1.4 Scope of the Draft EIR 
Based on the scope of the proposed project as described in the NOP and IS and comments received from the 
public and public agencies (see Appendix A), the following issues were determined to be potentially significant 
and are therefore addressed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR and 
in this document: 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Energy 

• Geology/Soils 

• Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Land Use/Planning 
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• Transportation/Traffic 

• Public Services and Recreation 

• Public Utilities 

• Wildfire 

• Urban Decay 

 

The CEQA-mandated environmental areas of agricultural resources and forest land, mineral resources, noise, and 
population and housing are evaluated in the IS Checklist found in Appendix A and summarized in Chapter 4 of this 
EIR. As described in Chapter 4, the proposed project would not affect these issue areas and impacts were found 
to either be less than significant with mitigation or compliance with existing state requirements.  

This EIR will also address the cumulative environmental effects of the project in combination with other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects in the area. This will serve to satisfy 
CEQA’s requirements that a project’s potential cumulative impacts be analyzed in the EIR. It should be noted that 
the intent of CEQA is not to evaluate the impacts of the cumulative projects on the project, but instead to evaluate 
the potential impacts on the environment resulting from implementation of the project in conjunction with the 
cumulative projects. 

In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this EIR also describes and evaluates the comparative 
merits of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, including the required No Project Alternative, 
and also identifies the environmentally superior alternative. This EIR also describes alternatives that were 
considered but rejected by the lead agency as infeasible and explains the reasons why.  

1.5 Organization of the Draft Final EIR 
Executive Summary — Summarizes the elements of the project and the environmental impacts that could result 
from implementation of the proposed project and provides a table which lists impacts, describes proposed 
mitigation measures, and indicates the level of significance of impacts both before and after mitigation. 

Chapter 1, Introduction — Provides an introduction and overview of the EIR process and describes the intended 
use of the EIR and the review process. 

Chapter 2, Project Description — Provides a detailed description of the proposed project, including its location, 
background information, project history, project objectives, and technical characteristics. 

Chapter 3, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures — Describes the baseline environmental setting and 
provides an assessment of potential project impacts for each technical issue area presented. Each section is 
divided into four sub-sections: Introduction, Environmental Setting, Regulatory Background, and Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures (project-specific and cumulative).  

Chapter 4, Project Alternatives — Describes and compares the proposed project alternatives to the proposed project. 

Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations — Provides information required by CEQA regarding impacts that would 
result from the proposed project, including a summary of cumulative impacts, secondary impacts including 
potential impacts resulting from growth inducement, and significant irreversible changes to the environment. 

Chapter 6, Preparers and Persons Consulted — Lists report authors who provided technical assistance in the 
preparation and review of the EIR. 
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Chapter 7, Responses to Comments — Lists all persons and organizations who commented on the Draft EIR, 
presents those comments, and provides responses to environmental issues raised.  

Appendices (included on CD at the back of the Draft EIR) — Includes various documents and data that support the 
analysis presented in the Draft Final EIR. 

1.6 References 
El Dorado County. 1981. Community Design Guide. Prepared November 1981, reformatted May 2017. 
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Overview 
The project consists of a proposed 9,100 square foot (SF). commercial retail building on a 1.68-acre site. The 
project site is located on the east side of State Route 49 (SR 49), south of the intersection with Northside Drive in 
the community of Cool, El Dorado County, California (see Figure 2-1). The project requires approval of a Design 
Review Permit, DR19-0006, by El Dorado County.  

2.2 Project Location and Surrounding Land Uses 
The project site fronts on the East side of Highway 49 (Golden Chain Highway) and the south side of Northside 
Drive, North of Highway 193 (Georgetown Road) approximately 400 feet, in the community of Cool, El Dorado 
County, California (see Figure 2-1). The project site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 071-500-037. 

The 1.68-acre project site is undeveloped and has gently sloping to flat topography (see Figure 2-2). Elevations at 
the site range from approximately 1,525 to 1,555 feet above mean sea level (msl), for a difference of about 30± 
feet across the entire site. The center of the site has previously been graded. Drainage within the subject property 
generally flows to the southeast. Most of the vegetation on the site consists of moderate amounts of annual 
weeds/grasses, along with small to large trees, including several oak trees, scattered throughout the subject site 
(see Figure 2-4).  

There is a commercial building north of the project site (across Northside Drive) that includes a restaurant, 
offices, and a U.S. Post Office, totaling approximately 8,800 SF The parcel immediate east is vacant, while further 
east is a cellular tower (approximately 225 feet). To the south is a vacant parcel and then Highway 193. South of 
Highway 193 is a retail shopping center, anchored by a Holiday Market. To the west, on the other side of Highway 
49, is the central commercial area of Cool, which includes several restaurants, retail stores, a feed and ranch 
supply store, a gas station, auto repair, and a veterinary hospital. Fire Station No. 72 of the El Dorado County Fire 
Protection District is located northwest of the project site, on St. Florian Ct. The Olmstead Loop Trailhead, part of 
the Auburn State Recreation Area, is located next to the Fire Station. 

The site is designated Commercial in the General Plan and is zoned General Commercial-Design Control (CG-DC). 
The project is within a Rural Center (Cool) as designated by the General Plan. There are no other special 
designations applicable to the site.  

2.3 Project Characteristics 
2.3.1 Proposed Commercial Structure 
The project applicant proposes to construct a 9,100 SF. commercial retail building (Dollar General). The single-
story building would have a maximum height of 33 feet. The building would be located in the southerly half of the 
project site, facing the intersection of Highway 49 and Northside Drive (see Figure 2-3). The project design is in 
the style of new traditional, Western false front architecture. The building has a central entrance, and parapet 
walls extending along the building façade (see Figure 2-5). The design is responsive to community input and 
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designed to replicate the “Boardwalk” project on the west side of SR 49 (see Figure 2-6). The project would 
include parking for 31 vehicles, a refuse enclosure for solid waste, landscaping, an on-site septic system, and on-
site stormwater treatment.  

Dollar General hours of operation are Monday thru Sunday 8am to 10pm. Typically, there would be 3 employees 
during a normal shift and 4-5 customers at a time during peak hours.  

Project landscaping would include tree plantings in the parking lot, and a variety of shrubs and ground cover 
around the parking lot and building, as shown on Figure 2-7. The two mature oak trees at the northwest corner of 
the property would be preserved, and the area around them left in a natural state. New trees to be planted 
include Strawberry trees, Ponderosa Pine, and English Oak trees. New shrubs include a mix of manzanita, Coyote 
brush, blue fescue, juniper, pyracantha, and switch grass. The eastern end of the property would be left 
undisturbed except where the dedicated septic field would be located. 

A monument sign would be located at the northwest corner of the project, near the corner of State Route 49 and 
Northside Drive. The sign would be approximately 50 SF and approximately 11 feet above ground surface (at the 
highest point). The design is a wood framed (or optional steel frame) sign, with channelized internally illuminated 
letters on a wood grain background.  

Project lighting includes at least one parking lot fixture and building mounted lighting (“gooseneck” or similar 
downward shielding light fixtures), as shown on Figure 2-3, Site Plan.  

2.3.2 Transportation/Circulation/Parking  
Project Area Roadways 

State Route 49 (SR 49) serves north-south traffic throughout the Sierra Nevada foothills. In and near El Dorado 
County, State Route 49 runs from Plymouth in Amador County through Diamond Springs, Placerville, Coloma, Pilot 
Hill, and Cool to Auburn in Placer County. In the vicinity of the project site, SR 49 is a 2-lane facility with no 
frontage improvements. The posted speed limit is 45 mph.  

Northside Drive is a 2-lane (privately maintained) local street that intersects State Route 49 approximately 600 
feet north of SR 193. Northside Drive provides primary access to the project site.  

State Route 193 (SR 193) runs easterly from SR 49 in Cool to an intersection on SR 49 north of Placerville. In the 
vicinity of the project site, SR 193 is a 2-lane facility with no frontage improvements, although a separated bike 
path exists along the north side of the road. The posted speed limit is 55 mph.  

Project Area Intersections 

State Route 49 / St Florian Court intersection is a “Tee” intersection controlled by an eastbound stop sign on St 
Florian Court. A northbound left turn lane is present on SR 49. The St Florian Court approach is a single lane, and 
there are no crosswalks present. 

State Route 49 / Northside Drive intersection is a “Tee” intersection controlled by a westbound stop sign on 
Northside Drive. A Two-Way-Left-Turn-Lane is present on SR 49. The Northside Drive approach is a single lane, 
and there are no crosswalks present. 
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State Route 49 / Commercial Driveway intersection is a “Tee” controlled by a stop sign on eastbound Commercial 
Driveway. A Two-Way-Left-Turn-Lane is present on SR 49. The Commercial Driveway is a private drive, and there 
are no crosswalks present. 

State Route 49 / State Route 193 intersection is a four-way intersection controlled by an all-way stop with an 
overhead flasher. SR 49 has separate left turn lanes on each approach. A southbound right turn lane exists, and 
the northbound thru lane is wide enough to allow right turns outside of the queue of northbound traffic. The SR 
193 westbound approach is wide enough to act as a combined left-thru lane and a separate right turn lane, and 
the eastbound leg is a single lane private drive. Crosswalks exist on the south and east side of the intersection. 

USPS Driveway / Northside Drive intersection is a “Tee” controlled by a stop sign on the southbound USPS 
Driveway. There are no auxiliary lanes or crosswalks present. 

Project Transportation/Circulation Components 

Access to the project site is proposed via a single, 40-foot wide driveway on Northside Drive. The driveway would 
be approximately 35 feet from the USPS driveway to the west and approximately 655 feet from the Cool Boat and 
RV Storage across Northside Drive to the east. The project’s Northside Drive frontage is currently unimproved, and 
other than the driveway access improvements, development of the project would not include additional 
improvements along the Northside Drive frontage, except for any necessary grading and paving to maintain a 24-
foot street width along the property frontage.  

Onsite, the project proposes to develop a parking lot with 31 parking spaces.  

In terms of onsite circulation, regular truck deliveries would consist of 1-2 full size trucks visiting the store each 
week. The project proponents anticipate that smaller single unit trucks may visit the site each day. The project 
would result in trucks turning into the site and turning first right into the parking aisle that runs parallel to 
Northside Drive. From that point the truck would back into the aisle towards the store’s rear door. After 
completing the delivery, the trucks would proceed to Northside Drive. This is a common Dollar General Store 
configuration, and the parking layout is wide enough to accommodate these movements. 

The project would include a Class 2 bike land/path on the east side of SR 49 adjacent to the property frontage. 
This improvement would either be constructed by the applicant or subject to an in-lieu fee.  

2.3.3 Utilities and Infrastructure 
The project site is served by Georgetown Divide Public Utility District for water. The project would connect to the 
existing water service on the west side of the property adjacent to SR 49. As the site is not served by a 
wastewater system, an on-site septic system would be installed. The proposed JET J-1000 NSF certified septic 
system would be located northeast of the building, see Figure 2-3. The project incorporates Low Impact Design 
features including an on-site retention basin sized to accommodate stormwater flows to treat and store 
stormwater runoff. The project’s stormwater runoff is designed to sheet flow away from the proposed building and 
into a retention basin located to the northwest of the parking lot. Any runoff in excess of the designed storage 
capacity of the retention basin would drain at a managed rate into the County’s existing stormwater collection 
system in Northside Drive via a storm drain outlet located at the northern end of the basin.  
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An existing overhead electrical line owned by PG&E crosses the property from west to east. This line would be 
relocated to the north, in coordination with PG&E, to avoid the proposed building. PG&E would provide electrical 
service to the site.  

New privately-maintained road improvements to bring Northside Drive into compliance with minimum pavement 
width requirements would be constructed on the south side of Northside Drive from the proposed driveway to the 
easterly property line.  

2.4 Project Objectives 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 15124(b) require that the Project Description include a 
statement of the objectives of the project. The objectives should describe the purpose of the project and are 
intended to assist the lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives for consideration in the EIR.  

The proposed project includes the following objectives: 

1. Provide locally serving commercial retail uses consistent with the Commercial General Plan land use designation.  

2. Provide a high quality building design consistent with County guidance.  

3. Minimize the grading of the project site and maintain natural topography to the extent feasible.  

4. Provide additional property and sales tax revenue to the County.  

2.5 Construction  
The project is a vacant previously disturbed parcel. Planned construction would avoid the two mature oak trees at 
the front (north side) of the property. It is anticipated project grading would require approximately 4,800 cubic 
yards of excavation of on-site soils of which 4,400 cubic yards of this soil would be used for embankments on the 
project site. Approximately 400 cubic yards of fill material would be imported to balance the on-site earthwork, as 
shown on the project’s grading plan on Figure 2-8. If approved, the project would start site clearing and grading in 
Spring/Summer 2021 and be completed by late 2021.  

2.6. Uses of this EIR 
El Dorado County, acting as the lead agency, will consider this EIR when considering approval of Design Review 
Permit DR19-0006. In addition to discretionary approval of the Design Review Permit, several non-discretionary 
(ministerial) approvals will be required by the County, including the issuance of grading and building permits.  

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife, while not having permitting authority over the project, will act as a 
Trustee Agency under CEQA, for the protection of wildlife.  

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 3 has been consulted on this project, but does not 
have permitting authority over the project. Caltrans is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the state 
highway system, including SR 49, which is adjacent to the project site.  
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2.7 References 
El Dorado County 2018. Community Design Guide. Prepared November 1981, Adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors April 24, 2018 by Resolution 071-2018. Accessed November 4, 2020. Available online at: 
https://www.edcgov.us/Government/planning/Documents/Community-Design-Guide-Reformatted-
Adopted-4-24-18.pdf.  

El Dorado County 2019a. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan, Land Use Element. Adopted July 19, 2004. 
Amended December 20, 2019. 

El Dorado County 2019b. Zoning Ordinance. El Dorado County Code title 130. Adopted August 14, 2018. 
Amended January 8, 2019 
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Site Photograph
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SOURCE:  MPA Architects, Inc. 2019
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       FIGURE 2-5A
Proposed Elevation
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Proposed Monument Sign
County of El Dorado Dollar General Project

Pa
th:

 Z
:\P

ro
jec

ts\
j12

45
00

1\M
AP

DO
C\

DO
CU

ME
NT

\M
ND

SOURCE:  MPA Architects, Inc. 2019
FIGURE 2-5B
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SOURCE: MPA Architects, Inc. 2019        FIGURE 2-5C

Proposed Color Board
County of El Dorado Dollar General Project
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Dollar General - Cool, CA 
Batt & Board / Horizontal Siding: Barrel Stove (DE6216), Deep Crimson (DEA152), 

Golden Rays (DE5423), Trinity lslands (DE6249), Downpour (DE5871) 
Trim: Fossil (DE6225) 
Metal Panel: Light Stone (Ceco) 
Roof: Owens Corning "Teak" Shingles 
Metal Roof: Bronze 
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Existing Retail View
County of El Dorado Dollar General Project
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Preliminary Landscaping Plan
Cool  Dollar General Project

FIGURE 2-7
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Grading Plan
Cool  Dollar General Project

FIGURE 2-8
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DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.0-1 

3.0 Environmental Setting and Impacts 
This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes the environmental setting (baseline) and the 
cumulative setting. This information is provided to assist readers in understanding the manner in which the impact 
analyses have been conducted in this EIR. 

3.01 Environmental Baseline/Existing Conditions 
An EIR must include a description of the existing physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project to 
provide the “baseline physical conditions” against which project-related changes can be compared. The existing 
conditions are described in each of the impact analysis chapters. Normally, the baseline condition is the physical 
condition that exists when the NOP is published or, absent an NOP, when the environmental review begins, per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1). The CEQA Guidelines also provide for discretion on the part of the lead 
agency. The lead agency may use historic conditions, or even expected conditions, where necessary to provide the 
most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts. In this case, CEQA review began prior to the 
publication of the NOP. The County prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project that was 
circulated for public review and comment from April 24 to May 26, 2020.. The NOP for the Project was published 
on September 22, 2020. Note that several technical studies were prepared for the project prior to the NOP, as the 
application process and initial CEQA review for the project began in 2019. Therefore, 2019-2020 shall constitute 
the environmental baseline for the project. The condition and use (vacant land) of the project site has not been 
altered in that period. The dates of reports and field investigations used to describe the existing conditions are 
identified in each environmental impact chapter.  

Note that travel behavior may be affected following the implementation of health restrictions related to COVID-19 
in March 2020. Transportation data, such as vehicle traffic counts, may not reflect the normal conditions of the 
project area. Therefore, transportation data used in the EIR analysis was collected prior to COVID-19.  

3.02 Impact Analysis 
Impacts are evaluated in terms of changes due to the project as compared to existing conditions. For each 
environmental topic or resource area, the conditions anticipated as the result of project implementation are 
compared to baseline (current existing) conditions, to characterize the anticipated change. It should be noted that 
existing conditions do not constitute a significant impact for the purposes of CEQA. “[T]he purpose of an EIR is to 
identify the significant effects of a project on the environment, not the significant effects of the environment on the 
project” (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 473 and California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay area Air Quality Management District (2015) Cal.App 4th.). 

This chapter addresses the environmental setting, environmental impacts, and mitigation measures associated 
with the project with respect to the following environmental topics: 

• Section 3.1, Aesthetics 

• Section 3.2, Air Quality 

• Section 3.3, Biological Resources 

• Section 3.4, Cultural Resources 

• Section 3.5, Energy 

• Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

• Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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• Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning 

• Section 3.11, Public Services and Recreation 

• Section 3.12 Transportation 

• Section 3.13, Utilities  

• Section 3.14, Wildfire 

• Section 3.15 Urban Decay  

Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of this Draft Final EIR, which present technical analysis for each of the 15 environmental 
topics evaluated in detail, include the following components. 

Environmental Setting: This subsection describes existing environmental conditions on the project site, and in the 
surrounding areas as appropriate, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. The discussions of the 
environmental setting focus on information relevant to the issue under evaluation. The extent of the geographic area 
considered may differ between environmental topics, depending on the locations of potentially affected resources.  

Regulatory Setting: This subsection presents information on the laws, regulations, plans, and policies that govern 
or pertain to the environmental topic being discussed.  

Thresholds of Significance: The thresholds of significance, which incorporate the checklist items from Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines are identified in this section. Note that thresholds may be quantitative or qualitative, as 
appropriate for the environmental topic.  

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures: For each environmental topic, this section includes an overview 
of the analytical methodology including technical studies upon which the analyses rely, and a detailed discussion 
of the potentially significant effects of the proposed project on the existing environment, in accordance with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2. Project impacts and mitigation measures are numbered sequentially in each 
subsection (Impact 3.2-1, Impact 3.2-2, Impact 3.2-3, etc.). A summary impact statement precedes detailed impact 
analysis for each significance thresholds. The impact analysis includes the substantial evidence upon which 
significance determinations are based.  

For each impact determination, a less than significant impact indicates that the proposed project would not result in a 
substantial adverse change in the physical environment. A potentially significant or significant impact indicates a 
substantial adverse change in the physical environment and requires the identification of feasible mitigation that would 
avoid, minimize, or reduce those impacts, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  

Where an existing law, regulation, or permit requires mandatory and prescriptive actions that provide environmental 
protections, with little or no discretion required for their implementation and with the effect of avoiding an impact 
or maintaining an impact at a less than significant level, the environmental protections afforded by the regulations 
are considered before determining impact significance. In contrast, where existing laws or regulations specify a 
mandatory permit process for future projects, performance standards without prescriptive actions to accomplish 
them, or other requirements that afford substantial discretion in their implementation, impact significance is 
determined prior to consideration of the environmental protections afforded by the regulatory requirements. In such 
circumstances, impacts may be potentially significant or significant, and those regulatory requirements may then 
be included as mitigation measures. 

This subsection also describes whether mitigation measures would reduce project impacts to less than significant 
levels. Significant and unavoidable impacts are identified where applicable, in accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(b).  
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3.03 Cumulative Impacts 
CEQA requires that in addition to project impacts, an EIR must discuss cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 
refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment, which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). 

The CEQA Guidelines clarify a number of issues with respect to cumulative impacts, as follows. 

• An EIR should not discuss cumulative impacts to which the project would not contribute. 

• If the combined cumulative impact (impacts from other projects combined with the impact from the 
proposed project) is not significant, then the EIR should briefly indicate why the impact is not significant, 
and no further evaluation is necessary. 

• If the combined cumulative impact is significant, the EIR discussion must reflect the severity of the impact 
and the likelihood of its occurrence. 

• If the combined cumulative impact is significant, the EIR also must indicate whether the project’s 
contribution to that significant cumulative impact will or will not be cumulatively considerable. 

• An EIR may determine that the project’s contribution is rendered less than cumulatively considerable if the 
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to 
alleviate the cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines 15130[a]). 

The CEQA Guidelines provide additional guidance with respect to how an adequate cumulative impact analysis 
might be completed and note that this may be based on: 

• A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, or 

• A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or 
area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines 15130[b]). 

To evaluate the cumulative impacts of the project, the analysis in this EIR uses the list method. All recently approved 
and pending projects in the Cool planning area were reviewed. The following two projects were identified:  

1. Design Review Permit for new signage for 76 gas station (DR-R19-0003)  

2. Conditional Use Permit for a proposed cell tower (S17-0019) 

Project 1 is the 76 gas station at 2968 Highway 49, approximately 440 feet southwest of the project site, at the 
intersection of SR 49 and SR 193 (Georgetown Road). The project includes several changes to the existing signage: 
a resurface of the pole sign, new canopy signage and new pump displays. No new structures are proposed. The 
design review permit was approved on August 19, 2019. A Notice of Exemption was filed for the proposed project.  

Project 2 is a 160-foot cellular tower in a 40-foot by 45-foot fenced enclosure. The tower is a monopine design 
(which at a distance appears to be a tree). The project site is approximately 2 miles east on Cramer Ct., south of SR 
193. It was approved on June 14, 2018. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted for the project. Mitigation 
measures were adopted to avoid potentially nesting protected bird species.   
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3.1 Aesthetics 
The following analysis identifies potential impacts due to project-related visual changes as experienced by existing 
and future viewers with exposure to the project site. These effects are discussed in terms of compatibility of 
character and visual quality in relation to visual sensitivity of these viewers. The analysis included in this chapter 
evaluates physical changes that would occur, considering both natural and constructed features, and considers 
the proposed project in the context of planning guidance documents applicable to the project area, including the 
El Dorado County General Plan.  

Public comments related to visual resources that were received in response to circulation of the Notice of 
Preparation (Appendix B) and the public scoping meeting for the proposed project included general concerns 
about community aesthetics and the height of the proposed building.  

3.1.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Setting 

The proposed project site is within the unincorporated community of Cool in the northern portion of El Dorado 
County, as shown in Figure 2-1. The project site fronts on the East side of Highway 49 (Golden Chain Highway) and the 
south side of Northside Drive, North of Highway 193 (Georgetown Road) approximately 400 feet (see Figure 2-2). The 
site is designated Commercial in the El Dorado County General Plan and is zoned General Commercial-Design Control 
(CG-DC) (El Dorado County 2004) The project is within a Rural Center (Cool) as designated by the General Plan.  

Project Site  

The 1.68-acre project site is currently undeveloped. The elevation on site ranges from approximately 1,525 to 1,555 
feet above mean sea level (msl), for a difference of about 30± feet across the entire site. Drainage within the 
subject property generally flows to the southeast. Most of the vegetation on the site consists of moderate amounts 
of annual weeds/grasses, along with small to large trees scattered throughout the subject site. There is an existing 
graded pad area in the center of the site that has been incorporated into the site design (see Figure 2-4). 

There is a commercial building north of the project site (across Northside Drive) that includes a restaurant, 
offices, and a U.S. Post Office, totaling approximately 8,800 square feet. The parcel immediate east is vacant, 
while further east is a cellular tower (approximately 225 feet). To the south is a vacant parcel and then Highway 
193. South of Highway 193 is a retail shopping center, anchored by a Holiday Market. To the west, on the other 
side of Highway 49, is the central commercial area of Cool, which includes several restaurants, retail stores, a 
feed and ranch supply store, a gas station, auto repair, and a veterinary hospital. Fire Station No. 72 of the El 
Dorado County Fire Protection District is located northwest of the project site, on St. Florian Ct. The Olmstead 
Loop Trailhead, part of the Auburn State Recreation Area, is located next to the Fire Station. 

Sensitive Receptors: Key Viewpoints  

Sensitive receptors are those viewers who would be most sensitive to changes in the character of the project site. 
Individuals may have high sensitivity to visual changes if they have frequent or lengthy exposure to the view, are 
familiar with the existing condition of the site, or have a unique view of the site. Sensitive receptors are often 
represented by residents of adjacent parcels with views to a project site, or people viewing the site from public land. 
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The project site is visible from the adjacent public streets, SR 49, SR 193, Northside Drive, and Saint Florian Court, and 
from nearby commercial/retail areas. The site is not visible for people residing in existing homes on the Taurus Drive 
because views of the site are blocked by the existing development. Viewers are travelling on public roads and/or 
visiting other commercial businesses near the project site. Viewer sensitivity is not considered high (as compared to 
residents or recreational visitors).  

Visual Character and Quality  

The project site, as shown in Figure 2-4, is not intact, and shows a mix of natural vegetation (both native and 
ruderal), a graded gravel pad, and overhead utilities. Background views include the adjacent commercial 
development, and do not provide high vividness or contrast.  

Considering these factors, the visual quality of the area may be characterized as moderate.  

3.1.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

No federal regulations are applicable to aesthetics in relation to the proposed project.  

State  

California Scenic Highway Program  

California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963 to preserve and protect scenic 
highway corridors from change which would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. The state 
laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and Highways Code, Section 260 et seq. The 
State Scenic Highway System includes a list of highways that are either eligible for designation as scenic highways 
or have been so designated. County roads can also become part of the Scenic Highway System. To receive official 
designation, the county must follow the same process required for official designation of State Scenic Highways. 
Several highways in El Dorado County have been designated by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) as scenic highways or are eligible for such designation. These include U.S. 50 from the eastern limits of 
the Government Center interchange (Placerville Drive/Forni Road) in Placerville to South Lake Tahoe, all of State 
route (SR) 89 within the county, and those portions of SR 88 along the southern border of the county.  

There are no state-eligible or state-designated scenic highways within the viewshed of the proposed project. The 
project site is located near SR 49 and SR 193, which have not been designated or found eligible for Scenic 
Highway status.  

Local 

The County has several standards and ordinances that address issues relating to visual resources. Many of these 
can be found in the County Zoning Ordinance (Title 130 of the County Code). The Zoning Ordinance consists of 
descriptions of the zoning districts, including identification of uses allowed by right or requiring a special-use 
permit and specific development standards that apply in particular districts based on parcel size and land use 
density. These development standards often involve limits on the allowable size of structures, required setbacks, 
and design guidelines. Included are requirements for setbacks and allowable exceptions, the location of public 
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utility distribution and transmission lines, architectural supervision of structures facing a state highway, height 
limitations on structures and fences, outdoor lighting, and wireless communication facilities. 

Visual resources are classified as 1) scenic resources or 2) scenic views. Scenic resources include specific features of 
a viewing area (or viewshed) such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings. They are specific features that act 
as the focal point of a viewshed and are usually foreground elements. Scenic views are elements of the broader 
viewshed such as mountain ranges, valleys, and ridgelines. They are usually middle ground or background elements of 
a viewshed that can be seen from a range of viewpoints, often along a roadway or other corridor.  

A list of the county’s scenic views and resources is presented in Table 5.3-1 of the El Dorado County General Plan 
EIR (p. 5.3-3). This list includes areas along highways where viewers can see large water bodies (e.g., Lake Tahoe 
and Folsom Reservoir), river canyons, rolling hills, forests, or historic structures or districts that are reminiscent of 
El Dorado County’s heritage.  

Rivers in El Dorado County include the American, Cosumnes, Rubicon, and Upper Truckee rivers. A large portion of 
El Dorado County is under the jurisdiction of the USFS, which under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act may designate 
rivers or river sections to be Wild and Scenic Rivers. To date, no river sections in El Dorado County have been 
nominated for or granted Wild and Scenic River status. 

El Dorado County General Plan  

There are no County designated scenic vistas, scenic roads, or significant scenic resources in proximity to the 
project site listed in the County’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element (El Dorado County 2017).  

A list of the county’s scenic views and resources is presented in Table 5.3-1 of the El Dorado County General Plan 
EIR (p. 5.3-3). This list includes areas along highways where viewers can see large water bodies (e.g., Lake Tahoe 
and Folsom Reservoir), river canyons, rolling hills, forests, or historic structures or districts that are reminiscent of 
El Dorado County’s heritage. This table does not identify any scenic views or resources within or proximate to the 
project site. 

The General Plan Land Use Element contains several goals and policies related to aesthetics. The following 
policies are applicable to the proposed project:  

 Policy 2.5.1.1 Low intensity land uses shall be incorporated into new development projects to 
provide for the physical and visual separation of communities. Low intensity land uses may 
include any one or a combination of the following: parks and natural open space areas, 
special setbacks, parkways, landscaped roadway buffers, natural landscape features, and 
transitional development densities. 

 Policy 2.5.2.1 Neighborhood commercial centers shall be oriented to serve the needs of the 
surrounding area, grouped as a clustered, contiguous center where possible, and should 
incorporate but not be limited to the following design concepts as further defined in the 
Zoning Ordinance:  

A. Maximum first floor building size should be sized to be suitable for the site;  

B. Allow for Mixed Use Developments;  

C. No outdoor sales or automotive repair facilities;  

D. Reduced setback with landscaping and walkways;  
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E. Interior parking, or the use of parking structure;  

F. Bicycle access with safe and convenient bicycle storage area;  

G. On-street parking to reduce the amount of on-site parking;  

H. Community bulletin boards/computer kiosks;  

I. Outdoor artwork, statues, etc., in prominent places; and J. Pedestrian circulation to 
adjacent commercial centers.  

 Policy 2.5.2.2 New commercial development should be located near by existing commercial 
facilities to strengthen existing shopping locations and avoid strip commercial. Policy 2.5.2.3 
New community shopping centers should also contain the applicable design features of 
Policy 2.5.2.1. 

 Policy 2.6.1.3 Discretionary projects reviewed prior to the adoption of the Scenic Corridor 
Ordinance, that would be visible from any of the important public scenic viewpoints identified 
in Table 5.3-1 and Exhibit 5.3-1 of the El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, shall be subject to design review, and Policies 2.6.1.4, 2.6.1.5, and 2.6.1.6 
shall be applicable to such projects until scenic corridors have been established. 

 Policy 2.6.1.4 Commercial designations on U.S. Highway 50 interchanges will be considered 
for commercial development as part of the General Plan review pursuant to Policy 2.9.1.2.  

 Policy 2.6.1.5 All development on ridgelines shall be reviewed by the County for potential 
impacts on visual resources. Visual impacts will be assessed and may require methods such 
as setbacks, screening, low-glare or directed lighting, automatic light shutoffs, and external 
color schemes that blend with the surroundings in order to avoid visual breaks to the skyline.  

 Policy 2.6.1.6 A Scenic Corridor (-SC) Combining Zone District shall be applied to all lands 
within an identified scenic corridor. Community participation shall be encouraged in 
identifying those corridors and developing the regulations. 

 Policy 2.7.1.1 The Sign Ordinance shall include design review for signs within the foreground 
and background of the designated scenic corridors commensurate with the goal of scenic 
corridor viewshed protection. 

 Policy 2.8.1.1 Development shall limit excess nighttime light and glare from parking area 
lighting, signage, and buildings. Consideration will be given to design features, namely 
directional shielding for street lighting, parking lot lighting, sport field lighting, and other 
significant light sources, that could reduce effects from nighttime lighting. In addition, 
consideration will be given to the use of automatic shutoffs or motion sensors for lighting 
features in rural areas to further reduce excess nighttime light. 

• Policy 7.3.4.1 Natural watercourses shall be integrated into new development in such a way 
that they enhance the aesthetic and natural character of the site without disturbance. 

Development Standards 

The County has several standards and ordinances that address issues relating to visual resources. Many of these can 
be found in the County Zoning Ordinance (Title 130 of the County Code). Section 130.34.020 of the Zoning Ordinance 
establishes outdoor lighting standards, and requires that all outdoor lighting shall be located, adequately shielded, and 
directed such that no direct light falls outside the property line, or into the public right-of-way. 
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3.1.3 Thresholds of Significance  
• Cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

• Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?  

• Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

• In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage 
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality; 

As evaluated in the Initial Study circulated with the Notice of Preparation for the proposed project (Appendix A), 
the project would have no impact with respect to the first two criteria, scenic vistas and scenic highways. 
Therefore, these topics are not discussed further in this EIR. 

3.1.4. Project Impacts 
Methodology 

Following professionally accepted practice in visual analysis, visual impacts that cross a threshold of “substantial 
adverse effect” are defined as a consequence of three primary factors: (1) the existing scenic quality and 
character of an area (landscape attributes), (2) the level of viewer exposure and concern with visual change 
(viewer sensitivity), and (3) the level of actual change to existing visual character and quality caused by the 
project as seen by a given viewer group (FHWA 2015). The overall visual sensitivity of each key viewpoint, 
reflecting the anticipated level of viewer concern and visual exposure, is first established. This rating is then 
considered with the level of expected visual change experienced by key (existing) viewer groups and caused by 
the project to arrive at an assessment of potential impacts and their significance.  

Project Impacts  

Impact 3.1-1 

The project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

As described above, the visual quality is considered moderate open space with moderate amounts of annual 
weeds/grasses, along with small to large trees scattered throughout the project site. The proposed project would 
result in the construction of a new 9,100-square foot retail store in the community of Cool. Parking facilities are 
also a part of the project. These elements would result in a change to the visual character of the site by increasing 
the number of urban structures on otherwise vacant land. However, the site is designated and zoned for 
commercial land uses and therefore intended to accommodate commercial development under the El Dorado 
County General Plan. The proposed project would be required to comply with County development standards. The 
proposed building is well below the allowable height and bulk standards for the site. The proposed building would 
be 33 feet tall, less than the 50 maximum height allowed by the zoning district. The floor area ratio (the area of all 
building floors divided by the parcel size) would be 0.12, less than the 0.85 allowed. The project is subject to 
design review to ensure it would be consistent with the surrounding commercial uses. The project design reflects 
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the character of the existing commercial development, as shown in Figure 2-6, which shows the commercial 
development west of SR 49. The project design, architectural treatments, and associated improvements 
substantially conform to the El Dorado County Design Guide and would not substantially detract from this 
commercial district. Therefore, construction of the project would not substantially degrade the character of the 
site or its surroundings, as the new retail store building would be consistent with existing development in the 
area. This impact is less than significant. 

Impact 3.1-2 

The project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

The proposed project would result in a new building and parking area, both of which may result in an increase of 
artificial light and glare into the existing environment. Potential sources of light and glare include external building 
lighting, parking lot lighting, an illuminated sign, and building windows. The introduction of new sources of light and 
glare may contribute to nighttime light pollution and result in impacts to nighttime views in the area. The contribution of 
proposed lighting on the project site would be similar to existing light sources in the project vicinity and compatible with 
the adjacent retail land uses. However, the project would be required to comply with County design standards and 
outdoor lighting associated with the project would be required to meet the County Zoning Ordinance Section 
130.14.170 (Outdoor Lighting). Outdoor lighting associated with the project would be required to be shielded to avoid 
potential glare affecting day or nighttime views for those that live or travel through the area. Lighting onsite would be 
designed and installed in locations that minimize light spillover onto adjacent properties and into the sky, in keeping 
with the requirements of County Zoning Ordinance Section 130.14.170. In complying with County regulations, the 
proposed project impact would be less than significant regarding the creation of a new source of substantial light or 
glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

3.1.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The geographic context of cumulative impacts to visual resources is confined to those areas that would be visible 
in the landscape in the vicinity of the project site. Of the two projects in the cumulative setting, described in 
Section 3.0, only project 1, revised signage at the 76 gas station (DR-R19-0003) near the intersection of SR 49 
and SR 193 is visible from the same key viewpoints. The 76 gas station signage would not increase the amount of 
signage or lighting, but would improve the existing signage. Furthermore, the project has received a design review 
permit, subject to the same standards that apply to the proposed project. The cumulative projects would not 
result in significant cumulative changes to visual character, quality, or glare/lighting. 

3.1.6 Mitigation Measures 
The project would not result in a significant aesthetic impact and no mitigation measures are required.  

3.1.7 References 
El Dorado County. 2004a. El Dorado County General Plan. Adopted July 19, 2004. Available online at: 
https://www.edcgov.us/Government/planning/pages/adopted_general_plan.aspx 
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El Dorado County. 2017. El Dorado County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element. Adopted July 19, 
2004, amended October 2017. Available online at: https://edcgov.us/government/planning/ 
adoptedgeneralplan/documents/7_conservation.pdf 

FHWA (Federal Highway Administration).2015. “Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway 
Projects.” Revised January 2015. https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/ 
documents/VIA_Guidelines_for_Highway_Projects.asp. 
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3.2 Air Quality 
This section includes a description of existing air quality conditions, a summary of applicable regulations, and 
analyses of potential short-term and long-term air quality impacts of the proposed project.  

In response to the NOP, comments received relative to air quality pertained to the occurrence of naturally occurring 
asbestos on-site and to the extent of the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) jurisdiction. 
These comments have been addressed herein. Pleased see Appendix B for a copy of the NOP and comments 
received in response to the NOP. 

3.2.1 Existing Setting 
Meteorological and Topographical Conditions 

The proposed project is located within the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB) portion of El Dorado County. As 
summarized in the Guide to Air Quality Assessment – Determining Significance of Air Quality Impacts Under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Guide to Air Quality Assessment) (EDCAQMD 2002), the MCAB comprises the 
mountainous area of the central and northern Sierra Nevada Mountains, from Plumas County to Mariposa County. 
Elevations within MCAB range from several hundred feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the foothills to over 10,000 
feet amsl along the Sierra Crest. The general climate of the MCAB varies considerably with elevation and proximity 
to the Sierra ridge. The pattern of mountains and hills causes a wide variation in rainfall, temperature, and localized 
winds throughout the MCAB. Temperature variations have an important influence on basin wind flow, dispersion 
along mountain ridges, vertical mixing, and photochemistry. The Sierra Nevada receives large amounts of 
precipitation from storms moving in from the Pacific in the winter, with lighter amounts from intermittent 
“Monsoonal” moisture flows from the south and cumulus buildup in the summer. Precipitation levels are high in 
the highest mountain elevations but decline rapidly toward the western portion of the basin. Winter temperatures 
in the mountains can be below freezing for weeks at a time, and substantial depths of snow can accumulate, but 
in the western foothills, winter temperatures usually dip below freezing only at night and precipitation is mixed as 
rain or light snow. In the summer, temperatures in the mountains are mild, with daytime peaks in the 70s to low 
80s degrees Fahrenheit, but the western end of the county can routinely exceed 100 degrees Fahrenheit 
(EDCAQMD 2002). 

From an air quality perspective, the topography and meteorology of the MCAB combine such that local conditions 
predominate in determining the effect of emissions in the basin. Regional airflows are affected by the mountains 
and hills, which direct surface air flows, cause shallow vertical mixing, and create areas of high pollutant 
concentrations by hindering dispersion. Inversion layers, where warm air overlays cooler air, frequently occur and 
trap pollutants close to the ground. In the winter, these conditions can lead to carbon monoxide (CO) “hotspots” 
along heavily traveled roads and at busy intersections. During summer’s longer daylight hours, stagnant air, high 
temperatures, and plentiful sunshine provide the conditions and energy for the photochemical reaction between 
reactive organic compounds (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) that results in the formation of ozone (O3). Because 
of its long formation time, O3 is a regional pollutant rather than a local hotspot problem. In the summer, the strong 
upwind valley air flowing into the basin from the Central Valley to the west is an effective transport medium for O3 
precursors and ozone generated in the Bay Area and the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. These transported 
pollutants predominate as the cause of O3 in the MCAB and are largely responsible for the exceedances of the state 
and federal O3 ambient air quality standards (AAQS) in the MCAB. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has 
officially designated the MCAB as O3 impacted by transport from those areas (EDCAQMD 2002).  
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Pollutants and Effects 

Criteria Air Pollutants  

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have established 
ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public health. The national and 
California standards have been set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels above which concentrations could 
be harmful to human health and welfare. These standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons from 
illness or discomfort. Pollutants of concern include O3, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse 
particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead. In California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen 
sulfide, and visibility-reducing particles are also regulated as criteria air pollutants. These pollutants, as well as toxic 
air contaminants (TACs), are discussed in the following paragraphs. 1 

Ozone. O3 is a strong-smelling, pale blue, reactive, toxic chemical gas consisting of three oxygen atoms. It is a 
secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical process involving the sun’s energy and O3 
precursors. These precursors are mainly NOx and ROG (also termed volatile organic compounds or VOCs). The 
maximum effects of precursor emissions on O3 concentrations usually occur several hours after they are emitted 
and many miles from the source. Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3 formation, and ideal conditions 
occur during summer and early autumn on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, and 
cloudless skies. O3 exists in the upper atmosphere O3 layer (stratospheric O3) and at the Earth’s surface in the 
troposphere (ground-level O3). 2 The O3 that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and CARB regulate as 
a criteria air pollutant is produced close to the ground level, where people live, exercise, and breathe. Ground-level 
O3 is a harmful air pollutant that causes numerous adverse health effects and is thus considered “bad” O3. 
Stratospheric, or “good,” O3 occurs naturally in the upper atmosphere, where it reduces the amount of ultraviolet 
light (i.e., solar radiation) entering the Earth’s atmosphere. Without the protection of the beneficial stratospheric O3 
layer, plant and animal life would be seriously harmed. 

O3 in the troposphere causes numerous adverse health effects; short-term exposures (lasting for a few hours) to O3 
can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, 
inflammation of the lung tissue, and some immunological changes (EPA 2013). These health problems are 
particularly acute in sensitive receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young children. 

Inhalation of O3 causes inflammation and irritation of the tissues lining human airways, causing and worsening a 
variety of symptoms. Exposure to O3 can reduce the volume of air that the lungs breathe in and cause shortness of 
breath. O3 in sufficient doses increases the permeability of lung cells, rendering them more susceptible to toxins 
and microorganisms. The occurrence and severity of health effects from O3 exposure vary widely among individuals, 
even when the dose and the duration of exposure are the same. Research shows adults and children who spend 
more time outdoors participating in vigorous physical activities are at greater risk from the harmful health effects 
of O3 exposure. While there are relatively few studies of O3’s effects on children, the available studies show that 
children are no more or less likely to suffer harmful effects than adults. However, there are a number of reasons 
why children may be more susceptible to O3 and other pollutants. Children and teens spend nearly twice as much 
time outdoors and engaged in vigorous activities as adults. Children breathe more rapidly than adults and inhale 
more pollution per pound of their body weight than adults. Also, children are less likely than adults to notice their 

 
1 The descriptions of the criteria air pollutants and associated health effects are based on the EPA’s Criteria Air Pollutants (EPA 2018a), 

CARB’s Glossary of Air Pollutant Terms (CARB 2019a), and CARB’s “Fact Sheet: Air Pollution Sources, Effects and Control” (CARB 2009). 
2  The troposphere is the layer of the Earth’s atmosphere nearest to the surface of the Earth. The troposphere extends outward 

about 5 miles at the poles and about 10 miles at the equator. 
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own symptoms and avoid harmful exposures. Further research may be able to better distinguish between health 
effects in children and adults. Children, adolescents and adults who exercise or work outdoors, where O3 
concentrations are the highest, are at the greatest risk of harm from this pollutant (CARB 2019b). 

Nitrogen Dioxide and Oxides of Nitrogen. NO2 is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban 
atmospheres. The major mechanism for the formation of NO2 in the atmosphere is the oxidation of the primary air 
pollutant nitric oxide, which is a colorless, odorless gas. NOx, which includes NO2 and nitric oxide, plays a major role, 
together with ROG, in the atmospheric reactions that produce O3. NOx is formed from fuel combustion under high 
temperature or pressure. In addition, NOx is an important precursor to acid rain and may affect both terrestrial and 
aquatic ecosystems. The two major emissions sources of NOx are transportation and stationary fuel combustion 
sources (such as electric utility and industrial boilers).  

A large body of health science literature indicates that exposure to NO2 can induce adverse health effects. The 
strongest health evidence, and the health basis for the AAQS for NO2, results from controlled human exposure 
studies that show that NO2 exposure can intensify responses to allergens in allergic asthmatics. In addition, a 
number of epidemiological studies have demonstrated associations between NO2 exposure and premature death, 
cardiopulmonary effects, decreased lung function growth in children, respiratory symptoms, emergency room visits 
for asthma, and intensified allergic responses. Infants and children are particularly at risk because they have 
disproportionately higher exposure to NO2 than adults due to their greater breathing rate for their body weight and 
their typically greater outdoor exposure duration. Several studies have shown that long-term NO2 exposure during 
childhood, the period of rapid lung growth, can lead to smaller lungs at maturity in children with higher levels of 
exposure compared to children with lower exposure levels. In addition, children with asthma have a greater degree 
of airway responsiveness compared with adult asthmatics. In adults, the greatest risk is to people who have chronic 
respiratory diseases, such as asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (CARB 2019c). 

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of hydrocarbon, or fossil 
fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, 
aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, automobile exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a 
nonreactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly; therefore, ambient CO concentrations generally follow 
the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local meteorological 
conditions—primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can 
become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric 
conditions, which is a typical situation at dusk in urban areas from November to February. The highest levels of CO 
typically occur during the colder months of the year, when inversion conditions are more frequent. 

CO is harmful because it binds to hemoglobin in the blood, reducing the ability of blood to carry oxygen. This 
interferes with oxygen delivery to the body’s organs. The most common effects of CO exposure are fatigue, 
headaches, confusion and reduced mental alertness, light-headedness, and dizziness due to inadequate oxygen 
delivery to the brain. For people with cardiovascular disease, short-term CO exposure can further reduce their body’s 
already compromised ability to respond to the increased oxygen demands of exercise, exertion, or stress. 
Inadequate oxygen delivery to the heart muscle leads to chest pain and decreased exercise tolerance. Unborn 
babies whose mothers experience high levels of CO exposure during pregnancy are at risk of adverse developmental 
effects. Unborn babies, infants, elderly people, and people with anemia or with a history of heart or respiratory 
disease are most likely to experience health effects with exposure to elevated levels of CO (CARB 2019d). 

Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion of sulfur-containing 
fossil fuels. The main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants and industries; as such, the highest 
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levels of SO2 are generally found near large industrial complexes. In recent years, SO2 concentrations have been 
reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur 
content of fuels. 

Controlled human exposure and epidemiological studies show that children and adults with asthma are more likely 
to experience adverse responses with SO2 exposure, compared with the non-asthmatic population. Effects at levels 
near the 1-hour standard are those of asthma exacerbation, including bronchoconstriction accompanied by 
symptoms of respiratory irritation such as wheezing, shortness of breath, and chest tightness, especially during 
exercise or physical activity. Also, exposure at elevated levels of SO2 (above 1 part per million [ppm]) results in 
increased incidence of pulmonary symptoms and disease, decreased pulmonary function, and increased risk of 
mortality. The elderly and people with cardiovascular disease or chronic lung disease (such as bronchitis or 
emphysema) are most likely to experience these adverse effects (CARB 2019e).  

SO2 is of concern both because it is a direct respiratory irritant and because it contributes to the formation of sulfate 
and sulfuric acid in particulate matter (NRC 2005). People with asthma are of particular concern, both because 
they have increased baseline airflow resistance and because their SO2-induced increase in airflow resistance is 
greater than in healthy people, and it increases with the severity of their asthma (NRC 2005). SO2 is thought to 
induce airway constriction via neural reflexes involving irritant receptors in the airways (NRC 2005).  

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in the air, 
which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate matter can form when gases emitted from 
industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions 
of particulate matter. Coarse particulate matter (PM10) is about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair. Major sources 
of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood-burning stoves 
and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial 
sources; windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. Fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 results from fuel combustion (e.g., from motor 
vehicles and power generation and industrial facilities), residential fireplaces, and woodstoves. In addition, PM2.5 
can be formed in the atmosphere from gases such as sulfur oxides, NOx, and ROG. 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny particles can 
penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract. PM2.5 and PM10 can 
increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and 
reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. Very small particles of substances such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates 
can cause lung damage directly or be absorbed into the blood stream, causing damage elsewhere in the body. 
Additionally, these substances can transport adsorbed gases such as chlorides or ammonium into the lungs, also 
causing injury. PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the respiratory system, whereas PM2.5 is small enough 
to penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissue. Suspended particulates also produce haze and reduce 
regional visibility and damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle. 

A number of adverse health effects have been associated with exposure to both PM2.5 and PM10. For PM2.5, short-
term exposures (up to 24-hour duration) have been associated with premature mortality, increased hospital 
admissions for heart or lung causes, acute and chronic bronchitis, asthma attacks, emergency room visits, 
respiratory symptoms, and restricted activity days. These adverse health effects have been reported primarily in 
infants, children, and older adults with preexisting heart or lung diseases. In addition, of all of the common air 
pollutants, PM2.5 is associated with the greatest proportion of adverse health effects related to air pollution, both 
in the United States and worldwide based on the World Health Organization’s Global Burden of Disease Project. 
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Short-term exposures to PM10 have been associated primarily with worsening of respiratory diseases, including 
asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, leading to hospitalization and emergency department visits 
(CARB 2017).  

Long-term exposure (months to years) to PM2.5 has been linked to premature death, particularly in people who have 
chronic heart or lung diseases, and reduced lung function growth in children. The effects of long-term exposure to 
PM10 are less clear, although several studies suggest a link between long-term PM10 exposure and respiratory 
mortality. The International Agency for Research on Cancer published a review in 2015 that concluded that 
particulate matter in outdoor air pollution causes lung cancer (CARB 2017).  

Lead. Lead in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Sources of lead include leaded gasoline; the 
manufacturing of batteries, paints, ink, ceramics, and ammunition; and secondary lead smelters. Prior to 1978, 
mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead. Between 1978 and 1987, the phase out of leaded 
gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95%. With the phase-out of leaded gasoline, 
secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and manufacturing facilities are becoming lead-emissions sources of 
greater concern. 

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects associated with 
exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, and, in severe cases, 
neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are low-level lead exposures during infancy and 
childhood, because children are highly susceptible to the effects of lead. Such exposures are associated with 
decrements in neurobehavioral performance, including intelligence quotient performance, psychomotor 
performance, reaction time, and growth. 

Sulfates. Sulfates are the fully oxidized form of sulfur, which typically occur in combination with metals or hydrogen 
ions. Sulfates are produced from reactions of SO2 in the atmosphere and can result in respiratory impairment, as 
well as reduced visibility. 

Vinyl Chloride. Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor, which has been detected near landfills, 
sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites, due to the microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents. Short-term 
exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride in air can cause nervous system effects, such as dizziness, drowsiness, and 
headaches. Long-term exposure through inhalation can cause liver damage, including liver cancer. 

Hydrogen Sulfide. Hydrogen sulfide is a colorless and flammable gas that has a characteristic odor of rotten eggs. 
Sources of hydrogen sulfide include geothermal power plants, petroleum refineries, sewers, and sewage treatment 
plants. Exposure to hydrogen sulfide can result in nuisance odors, as well as headaches and breathing difficulties 
at higher concentrations. 

Visibility-Reducing Particles. Visibility-reducing particles are any particles in the air that obstruct the range of 
visibility. Effects of reduced visibility can include obscuring the viewshed of natural scenery, reducing airport safety, 
and discouraging tourism. Sources of visibility-reducing particles are the same as for PM2.5 described above. 

Reactive Organic Gases. Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are formed from hydrogen and carbon and 
sometimes other elements. Hydrocarbons that contribute to formation of O3 are referred to and regulated as ROG. 
Combustion engine exhaust, oil refineries, and fossil-fueled power plants are the sources of hydrocarbons. Other 
sources of hydrocarbons include evaporation from petroleum fuels, solvents, dry cleaning solutions, and paint. 
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The primary health effects of ROGs result from the formation of O3 and its related health effects. High levels of 
ROGs in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount of available oxygen through 
displacement. Carcinogenic forms of hydrocarbons, such as benzene, are considered TACs. There are no separate 
health standards for ROGs as a group. 

Non-Criteria Air Pollutants 

Toxic Air Contaminants. A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse health effects in 
humans, including increasing the risk of cancer upon exposure, or acute and/or chronic non-cancer health effects. 
A toxic substance released into the air is considered a TAC. TACs are identified by federal and state agencies based 
on a review of available scientific evidence. In the State of California, TACs are identified through a two-step process 
that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act. This two-step process 
of risk identification and risk management and reduction was designed to protect residents from the health effects 
of toxic substances in the air. In addition, the California Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act, 
Assembly Bill (AB) 2588, was enacted by the California State Legislature (Legislature) in 1987 to address public 
concern over the release of TACs into the atmosphere. The law requires facilities emitting toxic substances to 
provide local air pollution control districts with information that will allow an assessment of the air toxics problem, 
identification of air toxics emissions sources, location of resulting hotspots, notification of the public exposed to 
significant risk, and development of effective strategies to reduce potential risks to the public over 5 years. 

Examples of TACs include certain aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons, certain metals, and asbestos. TACs are 
generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as dry cleaners, gas stations, combustion 
sources, and laboratories; mobile sources, such as automobiles; and area sources, such as landfills. Adverse health 
effects associated with exposure to TACs may include carcinogenic (i.e., cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic 
effects. Noncarcinogenic effects typically affect one or more target organ systems and may be experienced on either 
short-term (acute) or long-term (chronic) exposure to a given TAC. 

Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is part of a complex mixture that makes up diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is 
composed of two phases, gas and particle, both of which contribute to health risks. More than 90% of DPM is less 
than 1 micrometer in diameter (about 1/70th the diameter of a human hair), and thus is a subset of PM2.5 (CARB 
2019f). DPM is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot,” also called black carbon) and numerous organic 
compounds, including over 40 known carcinogenic organic substances. Examples of these chemicals include 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene (CARB 
2019f). CARB classified “particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines” (i.e., DPM) (17 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Section 93000) as a TAC in August 1998. DPM is emitted from a broad range of diesel engines: 
on-road diesel engines of trucks, buses, and cars; and off-road diesel engines including locomotives, marine 
vessels, and heavy-duty construction equipment, among others. Approximately 70% of all airborne cancer risk in 
California is associated with DPM (CARB 2000). To reduce the cancer risk associated with DPM, CARB adopted a 
diesel risk reduction plan in 2000 (CARB 2000). Because it is part of PM2.5, DPM also contributes to the same non-
cancer health effects as PM2.5 exposure. These effects include premature death; hospitalizations and emergency 
department visits for exacerbated chronic heart and lung disease, including asthma; increased respiratory 
symptoms; and decreased lung function in children. Several studies suggest that exposure to DPM may also 
facilitate development of new allergies (CARB 2019f). Those most vulnerable to non-cancer health effects are 
children, whose lungs are still developing, and the elderly, who often have chronic health problems. 

In El Dorado County, naturally occurring asbestos is another TAC of concern. Asbestos is the common name for a 
group of naturally occurring fibrous silicate minerals that can separate into thin but strong and durable fibers, with 
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principal forms including chrysotile, crocidolite, amosite, tremolite, actinolite, and anthophyllite (OEHHA 2000). 
Naturally occurring asbestos is found in some areas throughout California, most commonly where ultramafic rock 
or serpentinite rock is present. When construction activities occur in areas with naturally occurring asbestos in the 
soils or rock, the asbestos fibers can become airborne and may be inhaled, which can cause chronic local 
inflammation and disrupt orderly cell division, both of which can facilitate the development of asbestosis (a 
noncancerous lung disease involving fibrotic scarring of the lungs) and cancer (OEHHA 2000). 

Odorous Compounds. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Manifestations 
of a person’s reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., 
circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). The ability to detect odors varies considerably 
among the population and overall is quite subjective. People may have different reactions to the same odor. An 
odor that is offensive to one person may be perfectly acceptable to another (e.g., coffee roaster). An unfamiliar odor 
is more easily detected and is more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. In a phenomenon known as odor 
fatigue, a person can become desensitized to almost any odor, and recognition may only occur with an alteration 
in the intensity. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity of the 
source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors. 

Sensitive Receptors 

The CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000) identify sensitive receptors as facilities that house or attract children, the 
elderly, people with illnesses, or others that are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Hospitals, 
schools, and convalescent hospitals are examples of sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
proposed project include single family residences east of the project site, the nearest of which is approximately 775 
feet away. 

Existing Air Quality Conditions 

Under both the federal and state Clean Air Acts (described in Section 3.2.2 below), standards identifying the maximum 
allowable concentration of criteria air pollutants have been adopted. The EPA and CARB use air quality monitoring data 
to determine if each air basin or county is in compliance with the applicable standards. If the concentration of a criteria 
air pollutant is lower than the standard or not monitored in an area, the area is classified as attainment or unclassified 
(unclassified areas are treated as attainment areas). If an area exceeds the standard, the area is classified as 
nonattainment for that pollutant. The status of the western El Dorado County portion of the MCAB with respect to 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 
are summarized in Table 3.2-1. 

Table 3.2-1. Mountain Counties Air Basin Attainment Status (Western El Dorado County) 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 
Ozone (O3) – 1-hour No federal standard Nonattainment/severe 
Ozone (O3) – 8-hour Nonattainment/moderate (2015 NAAQS) 

Nonattainment/severe (2008 NAAQS) 
Nonattainment 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 
Carbon monoxide (CO) Unclassifiable/attainment Unclassified 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 
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Table 3.2-1. Mountain Counties Air Basin Attainment Status (Western El Dorado County) 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 
Respirable particulate matter 
(PM10)  

Unclassifiable/attainment Nonattainment 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment/moderate Unclassified 
Lead Unclassifiable/attainment Attainment 
Sulfates (SO4) No federal standard Attainment 
Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) No federal standard Unclassified 
Vinyl chloride No federal standard No designation 
Visibility-reducing particles No federal standard Unclassified 

Sources: CARB 2020a; EPA 2020.  
Notes: Attainment = meets the standards; Attainment (maintenance) = achieve the standards after a nonattainment designation; 
Nonattainment = does not meet the standards; Unclassified or unclassifiable = insufficient data to classify; Unclassifiable/attainment 
= meets the standard or is expected to be meet the standard despite a lack of monitoring data. 

In summary, the western El Dorado County portion of the MCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for both 
federal and state O3 standards, the state PM10 standard, and the federal PM2.5 standard. El Dorado County is 
designated “unclassified” or “attainment” for all other criteria air pollutants. Notably, “unclassified” areas cannot 
be classified, based on available information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient 
air quality standard for the pollutant. 

Local air districts and CARB maintain ambient air quality monitoring stations throughout California. Air quality 
monitoring stations usually measure pollutant concentrations 10 feet above ground level; therefore, air quality is 
often referred to in terms of ground-level concentrations. Not all air pollutants are monitored at each station; thus, 
data are summarized from the closest representative station that monitors a specific pollutant.  

The closest ambient air quality monitoring station to the project site that monitors O3 is located at 1400 American River 
Trail, Cool, California 95614, approximately 0.75 miles east of the project. The closest ambient air quality monitoring 
station to the project site that monitors PM2.5 is located at 11645 Atwood Road, Auburn California 95603, approximately 
5.5 miles northwest of the project. The closest ambient air quality monitoring station to the project site that monitors 
PM10 and NO2 is located at 151 North Sunrise Avenue, Roseville California 95661, approximately 17 miles southwest of 
the project. The data collected at these stations are considered generally representative of the air quality experienced in 
the project vicinity. The most recent background ambient air quality data from 2017 to 2019 and the number of days 
exceeding the ambient air quality standards are presented in Table 3.2-2. 

Table 3.2-2. Local Ambient Air Quality Data 

Averaging Time Unit 
Agency/ 
Method 

Ambient 
Air  
Quality 
Standard 

Measured Concentration 
by Year Exceedances by Year 

2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 

Ozone (O3) – American River Trail, Cool Station  
Maximum 1-hour 
Concentration 

ppm State 0.09 0.106 0.121 0.090 4 13 0 

Maximum 8-hour 
Concentration 

ppm State 0.070 0.085 0.108 0.078 28 26 4 
Federal 0.070 0.084 0.108 0.077 28 26 3 
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Table 3.2-2. Local Ambient Air Quality Data 

Averaging Time Unit 
Agency/ 
Method 

Ambient 
Air  
Quality 
Standard 

Measured Concentration 
by Year Exceedances by Year 

2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) – North Sunrise Avenue, Roseville Station 
Maximum 1-hour 
Concentration 

ppm State 0.18 0.052 0.054 0.050 0 0 0 
Federal 0.100 0.052

8 
0.054

4 
0.0504 0 0 0 

Annual 
Concentration 

ppm State 0.030 0.008 0.008 0.007 — — — 
Federal 0.053 0.007 0.007 0.006 — — — 

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10)a – North Sunrise Avenue, Roseville Station 
Maximum 24-hour 
Concentration 

µg/m3 State 50 65.8 211.3 63.1 ND 
(5) 

ND 
(16) 

2.0 
(2) 

Federal 150 66.0 202.2 61.3 0.0 
(0) 

2.0 
(2) 

0.0 
(0) 

Annual 
Concentration 

µg/m3 State 20 ND ND 15.4 — — — 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)a – Atwood Road, Auburn Station 
Maximum 24-hour 
Concentration 

µg/m3 Federal 35 29.7 91.1 21.1 0.0 
(0) 

11.6 
(11) 

0.0 
(0) 

Annual 
Concentration 

µg/m3 State 12 5.7 8.5 7.2 — — — 
Federal 12.0 5.6 8.5 7.1 — — — 

Sources: CARB 2020b. 
Notes: — = not available; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ND = insufficient data available to determine the value; ppm = parts 
per million 
Data taken from CARB iADAM (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam) and EPA AirData (http://www.epa.gov/airdata/) represent the highest 
concentrations experienced over a given year.  
Exceedances of federal and state standards are only shown for O3 and particulate matter. Daily exceedances for particulate matter are 
estimated days because PM10 and PM2.5 are not monitored daily. All other criteria pollutants did not exceed federal or state standards 
during the years shown. There is no federal standard for 1-hour O3, annual PM10, nor is there a state 24-hour standard for PM2.5. 
a Measurements of PM10 and PM2.5 are usually collected every 6 days and every 1 to 3 days, respectively. Number of days exceeding the 

standards is a mathematical estimate of the number of days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had 
each day been monitored. The numbers in parentheses are the measured number of samples that exceeded the standard. 

3.2.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

The federal Clean Air Act, passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for the national air pollution 
control effort. The EPA is responsible for implementing most aspects of the Clean Air Act, including setting NAAQS 
for major air pollutants; setting hazardous air pollutant (HAP) standards; approving state attainment plans; setting 
motor vehicle emission standards; issuing stationary source emission standards and permits; and establishing acid 
rain control measures, stratospheric O3 protection measures, and enforcement provisions. Under the Clean Air Act, 
NAAQS are established for the following criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. 
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The NAAQS describe acceptable air quality conditions designed to protect the health and welfare of the citizens of 
the nation. The NAAQS (other than for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual averages or arithmetic 
mean) are not to be exceeded more than once per year. NAAQS for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are based on 
statistical calculations over 1- to 3-year periods, depending on the pollutant. The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to 
reassess the NAAQS at least every 5 years to determine whether adopted standards are adequate to protect public 
health based on current scientific evidence. States with areas that exceed the NAAQS must prepare a state 
implementation plan that demonstrates how those areas will attain the standards within mandated time frames. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 

The 1977 federal Clean Air Act amendments required the EPA to identify National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) to protect public health and welfare. HAPs include certain VOCs, pesticides, 
herbicides, and radionuclides that present a tangible hazard, based on scientific studies of exposure to humans 
and other mammals. Under the 1990 federal Clean Air Act Amendments, which expanded the control program for 
HAPs, 189 substances and chemical families were identified as HAPs. 

State 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

The federal Clean Air Act delegates the regulation of air pollution control and the enforcement of the NAAQS to the 
states. In California, the task of air quality management and regulation has been legislatively granted to CARB, with 
subsidiary responsibilities assigned to air quality management districts and air pollution control districts at the 
regional and county levels. CARB, which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency in 1991, is 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the California Clean Air Act of 1988, responding to the federal Clean Air 
Act, and regulating emissions from motor vehicles and consumer products. 

CARB has established CAAQS, which are generally more restrictive than the NAAQS. As stated previously, an ambient 
air quality standard defines the maximum amount of a pollutant averaged over a specified period of time that can 
be present in outdoor air without harm to the public's health. For each pollutant, concentrations must be below the 
relevant CAAQS before an air basin can attain the corresponding CAAQS. Air quality is considered in attainment if 
pollutant levels are continuously below the CAAQS and violate the standards no more than once each year. The 
CAAQS for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 and visibility-reducing particles are values that 
are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.  

California air districts have based their thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes on the levels that scientific 
and factual data demonstrate that the air basin can accommodate without affecting the attainment date for the 
NAAQS or CAAQS. Since an ambient air quality standard is based on maximum pollutant levels in outdoor air that 
would not harm the public's health, and air district thresholds pertain to attainment of the ambient air quality 
standard, this means that the thresholds established by air districts are also protective of human health. Table 3.2-
3 presents the NAAQS and CAAQS. 
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Table 3.2-3. Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standardsa National Standardsb 

Concentrationc Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 
O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 μg/m3) — Same as Primary 

Standardf 8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 μg/m3) 0.070 ppm  
(137 μg/m3)f 

NO2g 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 μg/m3) 0.100 ppm  
(188 μg/m3) 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.030 ppm (57 μg/m3) 0.053 ppm  
(100 μg/m3) 

CO 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) None 
8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

SO2h 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 μg/m3) 0.075 ppm  
(196 μg/m3) 

— 

3 hours — — 0.5 ppm  
(1,300 μg/m3) 

24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 μg/m3) 0.14 ppm  
(for certain areas)g 

— 

Annual — 0.030 ppm  
(for certain areas)g 

— 

PM10i 24 hours 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 μg/m3 — 

PM2.5i 24 hours — 35 μg/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

12 μg/m3 12.0 μg/m3 15.0 μg/m3 

Leadj,k 30-day Average 1.5 μg/m3 — — 
Calendar Quarter — 1.5 μg/m3  

(for certain areas)k 
Same as Primary 

Standard 
Rolling 3-Month 

Average 
— 0.15 μg/m3 

Hydrogen 
sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 μg/m3) — — 

Vinyl 
chloridej 

24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 μg/m3) — — 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 μg/m3 — — 
Visibility 
reducing 
particles 

8 hour (10:00 a.m. 
to 6:00 p.m. PST) 

Insufficient amount to 
produce an extinction 
coefficient of 0.23 per 
kilometer due to particles 
when the relative 
humidity is less than 70 
percent 

— — 

Source: CARB 2016. 
Notes: ppm = parts per million by volume; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; mg/m3= milligrams per cubic meter. 
a California standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, suspended particulate matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-reducing 

particles, are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. CAAQS are listed in the Table of 
Standards in Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, chapter 1, § 70200. 

b National standards (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) 
are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured 
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at each site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 μg/m3 is equal to or less 
than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are 
equal to or less than the standard. 

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25° Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a 
reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of 
pollutant per mole of gas. 

d National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 
e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated 

adverse effects of a pollutant. 
f On October 1, 2015, the primary and secondary NAAQS for O3 were lowered from 0.075 ppm to 0.070 ppm. 
g To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations 

at each site must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of ppb. California standards 
are in units of ppm. To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb 
to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 

h On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. 
To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations 
at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an 
area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment of the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards 
remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved. 

i On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3. The existing national 
24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 μg/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 μg/m3. 
The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 μg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and 
secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

j CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These 
actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

k The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 
μg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in 
areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain 
or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The state Air Toxics Program was established in 1983 under AB 1807 (Tanner). The California TAC list identifies more 
than 700 pollutants, of which carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic toxicity criteria have been established for a subset of 
these pollutants pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code. In accordance with AB 2728, the state list includes 
the (federal) HAPs. In 1987, the Legislature enacted the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 
(AB 2588) to address public concern over the release of TACs into the atmosphere. AB 2588 law requires facilities 
emitting toxic substances to provide local air pollution control districts with information that will allow an assessment of 
the air toxics problem, identification of air toxics emissions sources, location of resulting hotspots, notification of the 
public exposed to significant risk, and development of effective strategies to reduce potential risks to the public over 5 
years. TAC emissions from individual facilities are quantified and prioritized. “High-priority” facilities are required to 
perform a health risk assessment, and if specific thresholds are exceeded, the facility operator is required to 
communicate the results to the public in the form of notices and public meetings. 

In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel emissions from both new 
and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines (CARB 2000). The regulation is anticipated to result in an 80-percent 
decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Additional regulations apply 
to new trucks and diesel fuel, including the On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicle (In-Use) Regulation, the On-Road 
Heavy Duty (New) Vehicle Program, the In Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, and the New Off-Road 
Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engines and Equipment Program. These regulations and programs have timetables 
by which manufacturers must comply and existing operators must upgrade their diesel-powered equipment. There 
are several airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) that reduce diesel emissions, including In-Use Off-Road Diesel-
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Fueled Fleets (13 CCR Section 2449 et seq.), In-Use On-Road Diesel-Fueled Vehicles (13 CCR Section 2025), and 
Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling (13 CCR Section 2485). 

Asbestos is strictly regulated due to its serious adverse health effects, including asbestosis and lung cancer, and 
based on its natural widespread occurrence and its use as a building material. CARB has established two ATCMs 
for naturally occurring asbestos. The first asbestos ATCM applies to Surfacing Applications (e.g., restricts the 
content of asbestos material used in surfacing applications, such as unpaved roads and parking lots), and the 
second asbestos ATCM is for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations (i.e., requires 
implementation mitigation measures to minimize asbestos-laden dust during these activities). Pursuant to the 
ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations, an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan is 
required for any project with greater than 1 acre of surface disturbance if any portion of the area to be disturbed is 
mapped as having serpentine or ultramafic rock, or if any portion of the area to be disturbed has naturally occurring 
asbestos as determined by the owner/operator or the Air Pollution Control Officer. The Asbestos Dust Mitigation 
Plan, which must include dust mitigation practices that are sufficient to ensure that no equipment or operation 
emits dust that is visible crossing the property line, would be required to be submitted to and approved by the local 
air district before any clearing, grading, or construction begins. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 

Section 41700 of the Health and Safety Code states that a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever 
quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons or to the public; or that endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of 
those persons or the public; or that cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or 
property (Health and Safety Code Section 41700). This section also applies to sources of objectionable odors. 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 

The EDCAQMD is the regional agency responsible for the regulation and enforcement of federal, state, and local air 
pollution control regulations in the MCAB, where the proposed project is located. The MCAB portion of El Dorado 
County lies within the area designated by the EPA as the Sacramento Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area (SFONA), 
comprised of Sacramento and Yolo counties, and parts of El Dorado, Solano, Placer, and Sutter counties. 

The clean air strategy of the EDCAQMD includes the preparation of plans for the attainment of ambient air quality 
standards, adoption and enforcement of rules and regulations concerning sources of air pollution, issuance of 
permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspection of stationary sources of air pollution and response to 
citizen complaints, monitoring of ambient air quality and meteorological conditions, and implementation of 
programs and regulations required by the Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act. 

The Sacramento region is classified as a severe nonattainment area for the 2008 NAAQS. The EDCAQMD along 
with the other air districts which comprise the SFONA, developed the Sacramento Regional 2008 NAAQS 8-Hour 
Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan) to demonstrate attainment of 
the 2008 8-hour NAAQS by an attainment year of 2024 (EDCAQMD et al. 2017). This plan was approved by 
EDCAQMD and the other air districts that comprise the SFONA on August 24, 2017. The Ozone Attainment Plan was 
adopted by CARB on November 16, 2017, which was then forwarded to EPA.  
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The EDCAQMD has adopted rules and regulations as a means of implementing the air quality plans for El Dorado 
County and has also prepared the Guide to Air Quality Assessment, which provides quantitative emission thresholds 
and established protocols for the analysis of air quality impacts from project and plans. The Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment outlines quantitative and qualitative significance criteria, methodologies for the estimation of 
construction and operational emissions and mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts (EDCAQMD 2002). 

The EDCAQMD rules applicable to the proposed project include the following: 

Rule 205 – Nuisance. This rule prohibits the discharge from any source such as quantities of air contaminants or 
other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons, or to the 
public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons, or the public, or which cause to 
have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property. 

Rule 215 – Architectural Coatings. This rule requires manufacturers, distributors, and users of architectural and 
industrial maintenance coatings to reduce VOC emissions from the use of use of these coatings by placing limits 
on the VOC content of various coating categories. 

Rule 223 – Fugitive Dust. This rule governs the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result 
of anthropogenic (man-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust 
emissions. It applies to any construction or construction related activities including but not limited to, land clearing, 
grubbing, scraping, travel on site, and travel on access roads. 

Rule 223-1 – Fugitive Dust – Construction. This rule requires a Fugitive Dust Control Plan be submitted to the Air 
Pollution Control Officer prior to the start of any construction activity for which a grading permit was issued by El 
Dorado County. 

Rule 223-2 – Fugitive Dust – Asbestos Hazard Mitigation. This rule reduces the amount of asbestos particulate matter 
that may be released as a result from construction related activities through the use of required actions or mitigation. 

Rule 224 – Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials. This rule governs the use of asphalt and limits the 
VOC content in asphalt.  

El Dorado County General Plan 

The following are applicable goals and policies from the Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element of the General Plan 
(County of El Dorado 2019), which was updated in August 2019. The most recent goals and policies are listed below. 

• Goal 6.3 Geological and Seismic Hazards. Minimize the threat to life and property from seismic 
and geological hazards. 

 Policy 6.3.1.1. The County shall require that all discretionary projects and all projects 
requiring a grading permit, or a building permit that would result in earth disturbance, that 
are located in areas likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos (based on mapping 
developed by the California Department of Conservation [DOC]) have a California-
registered geologist knowledgeable about asbestos-containing formations inspect the 
project area for the presence of asbestos using appropriate test methods. The County shall 
amend the Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance to include a section that addresses 
the reduction of thresholds to an appropriate level for grading permits in areas likely to 
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contain naturally occurring asbestos (based on mapping developed by the DOC). The 
Department of Transportation and the EDCAQMD shall consider the requirement of posting 
a warning sign at the work site in areas likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos based 
on the mapping developed by the DOC. 

• Goal 6.7 Air Quality Maintenance. Strive to achieve and maintain ambient air quality standards 
established by the EPA and CARB and minimize public exposure to toxic or hazardous air 
pollutants and air pollutants that create unpleasant odors. 

 Policy 6.7.7.1 The County shall consider air quality when planning the land uses and 
transportation systems to accommodate expected growth, and shall use the 
recommendations in the most recent version of the El Dorado County Air Quality 
Management (AQMD) Guide to Air Quality Assessment: Determining Significance of Air 
Quality Impacts Under the California Environmental Quality Act, to analyze potential air 
quality impacts (e.g., short-term construction, long-term operations, toxic and odor-related 
emissions) and to require feasible mitigation requirements for such impacts. The County 
shall also consider any new information or technology that becomes available prior to 
periodic updates of the Guide. The County shall encourage actions (e.g., use of light-colored 
roofs and retention of trees) to help mitigate heat island effects on air quality. 

3.2.3 Thresholds of Significance 
The standards of significance used to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project related to air quality are based on 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as listed below. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

• Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

• Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

• Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

In addition, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that, where available, the significance criteria established 
by the applicable air quality management district or pollution control district may be relied upon to determine 
whether the proposed project would have a significant impact on air quality. The EDCAQMD Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment provides quantitative emission thresholds and established protocols for the analysis of air quality 
impacts from projects and plans. Project related air quality impacts estimated in this environmental analysis would 
be considered significant if any of the applicable significance thresholds presented in Table 3.2-4 are exceeded.  

A project would result in a substantial contribution to an existing air quality violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS for O3 
(see Table 3.2-3), which is a nonattainment pollutant, if the project’s construction or operational emissions would 
exceed the EDCAQMD ROG or NOx thresholds shown in Table 3.2-4. These emission-based thresholds for O3 
precursors are intended to serve as a surrogate for an “O3 significance threshold” (i.e., the potential for adverse O3 
impacts to occur) because O3 itself is not emitted directly (see the previous discussion of O3 and its sources), and 
the effects of an individual project’s emissions of O3 precursors (ROG and NOx) on O3 levels in ambient air cannot 
be reliably and meaningfully determined through air quality models or other quantitative methods. According to the 
EDCAQMD, if ROG and NOx are less than significant during construction, then exhaust CO and PM10 would also be 
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less than significant. During operation, if ROG and NOx are less than significant, then exhaust CO, NO2, SO2, and 
PM10 would also be less than significant. 

Table 3.2-4. EDCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant Construction Operation 

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds 
ROG 82 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 
NOx 82 lbs/day 82 lbs/day 

Source: EDCAQMD 2002. 
Notes:  
Construction Screening: If ROG and NOx are less than significant during construction, then exhaust CO and PM10 would also be 
less than significant.  
Operational Screening: If ROG and NOx are less than significant during operation, then exhaust CO, NO2, SO2, and PM10 would also be 
less than significant.  
EDCAQMD = El Dorado County Air Quality Management District; lb/day = pounds per day; ROG = Reactive Organic Gases; NO2 = 
nitrogen oxides; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter. 

For the other criteria pollutants, including CO, PM10, SO2, NO2, sulfates, lead, and hydrogen sulfide (H2S), a project 
is considered to have a significant impact on air quality if it will cause or contribute significantly to a violation of the 
applicable national or state ambient air quality standard(s) (see Table 3.2-3 for a list of the federal and state 
standards). The determination of whether emissions of these pollutants from a project would cause or contribute 
to a violation of an applicable air quality standard will be done in accordance with the methods laid out in the Guide 
to Air Quality Assessment. 

For TACs, the following two alternative significance criteria from the EDCAQMD are used. Exceeding either of these 
criteria will lead to a conclusion that a project has a significant impact with respect to TACs: 

1. The lifetime probability of contracting cancer is greater than 1 in 1 million (10 in 1 million if T-BACT is 
applied); or 

2. The ground-level concentration of non-carcinogenic toxic air contaminants would result in a Hazard Index 
of greater than 1. 

3.2.4 Project Impacts 
Approach and Methodology 

Emissions from construction and operation of the proposed project were estimated using the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2.3 

 
3 CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperation with air districts throughout the state to quantify criteria air 

pollutant emissions associated with the construction and operational activities from a variety of land use projects, such as residential, 
commercial, and industrial facilities. CalEEMod input parameters, including the proposed project land use type and size and 
construction schedule were based on information provided by the project applicant, or default model assumptions if project specifics 
were unavailable. 
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Construction 

Construction emissions were calculated for the estimated worst-case day over the construction period. (“Worst-case day” 
means the day with the greatest emissions.) Default CalEEMod values were used where detailed project information was 
not available. 

It is anticipated that construction of the proposed project would take approximately seven months. Construction would 
begin in Spring/Summer of 2021.4  

The construction equipment mix and estimated hours of operation per day for the criteria air pollutant emissions 
modeling are based on default assumptions included in CalEEMod (see Table 3.2-5). For this analysis, it was assumed 
that heavy construction equipment would be used 5 days per week (22 days per month) during project construction.  

Table 3.2-5 also presents estimated worker trips, vendor (delivery) truck trips, and haul truck trips anticipated for 
each construction phase. During the grading phase, approximately 4,800 cubic yards of material would be 
excavated, 4,400 cubic yards would be balanced on-site, and 400 cubic yards would be exported off site, based on 
information provided by the applicant. Assuming a haul truck capacity of 16 cubic yards per truck, it is anticipated 
that 25 round-trip haul truck trips (50 one-way trips) would be required to export excavated material off site. Vendor 
trucks transporting concrete, steel, and other building materials were assumed during building construction. Table 
3.2-5 presents the construction scenario assumptions used to estimate project-generated construction emissions. 

Table 3.2-5. Construction Scenario Assumptions 

Construction 
Phase 

One-Way Vehicle Trips  Equipment 

Average 
Daily 
Worker 
Trips 

Average 
Daily Vendor 
Truck Trips 

Total 
Haul 
Truck 
Trips Equipment Type Quantity 

Usage 
Hours 

Site Preparation 8 0 0 Graders 1 8 
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7 
Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 

1 8 

Grading 8 0 50 Graders 1 6 
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 6 
Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 

2 7 

Building 
Construction 

8 4 0 Cranes 1 6 
Forklifts 1 6 
Generator Sets 1 8 
Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 

1 6 

Welders 3 8 

 
4 The analysis assumes a construction start date of September 2020, which represents the earliest date construction would have 

initiated at the time of analysis. Although this start date has passed, assuming the earliest start date for construction represents 
the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later 
years are reduced over time due to more stringent standards for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet 
turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years. 
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Table 3.2-5. Construction Scenario Assumptions 

Construction 
Phase 

One-Way Vehicle Trips  Equipment 

Average 
Daily 
Worker 
Trips 

Average 
Daily Vendor 
Truck Trips 

Total 
Haul 
Truck 
Trips Equipment Type Quantity 

Usage 
Hours 

Paving 13 0 0 Cement and Mortar 
Mixers 

1 6 

Pavers 1 6 
Paving Equipment 1 8 
Rollers 1 7 
Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 

1 8 

Architectural 
Coatings 

2 0 0 Air Compressors 1 6 

Notes: See Appendix B for details. 

Operation 

Emissions from the operational phase of the project were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. Year 2022 
was assumed as the first full year of operations.  

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was used to estimate operational emissions from area sources, which include emissions from consumer 
product use, architectural coatings, and landscape maintenance equipment. Consumer products are chemically 
formulated products used by household and institutional consumers, including detergents; cleaning compounds; 
polishes; floor finishes; cosmetics; personal care products; home, lawn, and garden products; disinfectants; 
sanitizers; aerosol paints; and automotive specialty products. Other paint products, furniture coatings, or 
architectural coatings are not considered consumer products (CAPCOA 2017). Consumer product VOC emissions 
are estimated in CalEEMod based on the floor area of residential and nonresidential buildings and on the default 
factor of pounds of VOC per building square foot per day. For the proposed parking lot, CalEEMod estimates VOC 
emissions associated with use of parking surface degreasers based on a square footage of parking surface area 
and pounds of VOC per square foot per day.  

VOC off-gassing emissions result from evaporation of solvents contained in surface coatings such as in paints and 
primers used during building maintenance. CalEEMod calculates the VOC evaporative emissions from application of 
nonresidential surface coatings based on the VOC emission factor, the building square footage, the assumed fraction of 
surface area, and the reapplication rate. The model default reapplication rate of 10% of area per year is assumed. 
Consistent with CalEEMod defaults, it is assumed that the nonresidential surface area for painting equals 2.0 times the 
floor square footage, with 75% assumed for interior coating and 25% assumed for exterior surface coating. For asphalt 
surfaces, the architectural coating area is assumed to be 6% of the total square footage, consistent with the supporting 
CalEEMod studies provided as an appendix to the CalEEMod User’s Guide (CAPCOA 2017).  

Landscape maintenance includes fuel combustion emissions from equipment such as lawn mowers, rototillers, 
shredders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers. The emissions associated with landscape 
equipment use are estimated based on CalEEMod default values for emission factors.  
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Energy Sources 

As represented in CalEEMod, energy sources include emissions associated with building electricity and natural gas 
usage. Electricity use would contribute indirectly to criteria air pollutant emissions; however, the emissions from 
electricity use are only quantified for greenhouse gas emissions in CalEEMod, since criteria pollutant emissions 
would occur at the site of power plants, which are not on the project site. However, natural gas combustion would 
occur at the project site itself, in association with equipment that uses natural gas. As such, its use on the project 
site is estimated and modeled in CalEEMod. For nonresidential buildings, CalEEMod energy intensity values (natural 
gas usage per square foot per year) assumptions were based on the California Commercial End-Use Survey 
database. CalEEMod default values for energy consumption assume compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, which were assumed for this analysis. This is conservative since the project would be 
required to comply with the more stringent 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards that became effective 
January 1, 2020.  

Mobile Sources 

Mobile sources for the project would primarily be motor vehicles (automobiles and light-duty trucks) traveling to and from 
the project site. Motor vehicles may be fueled with gasoline, diesel, or alternative fuels. The default vehicle mix provided 
in CalEEMod 2016.3.2, which is based on CARB’s Mobile Source Emissions Inventory model (EMFAC) version 2014, was 
applied to the project. Emission factors representing year 2022 were used to estimate emissions associated with the 
first full year of operations. Trip generation rates and pass-by assumptions for the project are based on the traffic data 
provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis (KD Anderson 2019) prepared for the proposed project. 

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.2-1 

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

As mentioned previously, the MCAB is currently non-attainment for the O3 CAAQS and NAAQS, as well as the CAAQS 
for PM10. While an air quality plan exists for O3, none currently exists for particulate matter. The Ozone Attainment 
Plan was developed for application within the Sacramento region, including the MCAB portion of El Dorado County 
(EDCAQMD et al. 2017). If a project can demonstrate consistency with the Ozone Attainment Plan for ROG and NOx 
emissions, it would be determined that it would not have a significant cumulative impact with respect to O3. 

Projects within the MCAB portion of the County must demonstrate Ozone Attainment Plan consistency with the 
following four indicators: 

1. The project does not require a change in the existing land use designation (e.g., a general plan 
amendment or rezone), or projected emissions of ROG and NOx from a project are equal to or less than 
the emissions anticipated for the site if development under the existing land use designation; 

2. The project does not exceed the “project alone” significance criteria; 

3. The lead agency for the project requires the project to implement any applicable emission reduction 
measures contained in and/or derived from the Ozone Attainment Plan; and 

4. The project complies with all applicable district rules and regulations. 
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The first way to assess project compliance with the Ozone Attainment Plan is to ensure that the population density and 
land use are consistent with the growth assumptions used in the plans for the MCAB. The proposed project includes no 
uses that would generate a long-term increase in population and does not require a change in land use designations 
applied to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the regional growth forecasts and 
would not conflict with or exceed the assumptions of the Ozone Attainment Plan. 

The second criterion assesses a project’s contribution to existing air quality violations. As discussed in Impact 3.2-
2 below, it was determined that the project would not contribute to an air quality violation because construction 
and operational emissions would not exceed the EDCAQMD thresholds of significance for ROG or NOx emissions. 

The third criterion is compliance with control measures in the Ozone Attainment Plan. Most of the control 
strategies in the Ozone Attainment Plan include measures in the categories of transportation and stationary 
sources. The non-regulatory control measures include; on-road and off-road mobile incentive programs, and an 
emerging/voluntary urban forest development program. These are followed by the regulatory control measures, 
which include; indirect source rules and a variety of stationary and area-wide source control measures. CARB’s 
strategy for reducing mobile source emissions includes the following: new engine standards, reducing emissions 
from in-use fleet, requiring the use of cleaner fuels, supporting the use of alternative fuels, and pursuing long-
term advanced technology measures. The project would result in no conflict with CARB’s strategy for controlling 
mobile source emissions. In addition, the project would be required to adhere to EDCAQMD Rule 215 – 
Architectural Coatings, which restricts the VOC content of coatings. 

The final criterion is compliance with the EDCAQMD rules and regulations. The EDCAQMD has adopted rules designed 
specifically to address a variety of air quality impacts through measures that construction and operational related air 
quality emissions. The project would be required by law to comply with all applicable rules and regulations.  

In summary, the project would not conflict with the growth assumptions for the region, does not exceed the EDCAQMD 
significance thresholds, would be consistent with all control measures of the Ozone Attainment Plan, and would comply 
with applicable EDCAQMD rules. Based on these considerations, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of an applicable air quality plan and would therefore result in less than significant impact. 

Impact 3.2-2 

The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

The following discussion evaluates the potential for the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions 
to result in a considerable contribution to the region’s cumulative air quality impact. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would result in the addition of pollutants to the local air shed caused by soil 
disturbance, fugitive dust emissions, and combustion pollutants from on-site construction equipment, as well as 
from off-site trucks hauling construction materials. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, 
depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 
Therefore, such emission levels can only be estimated, with a corresponding uncertainty in precise ambient air 
quality impacts. Fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions would primarily result from earthwork activities. NOx and 
CO emissions would primarily result from the use of construction equipment and motor vehicles. 
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Construction of the project is anticipated to occur over a 4.5-month (135 day) period. For the purpose of this analysis, 
construction activities were assumed to begin in September 2020 and would be completed in March 2021. Construction 
scenario assumptions, including phasing, equipment mix, and vehicle trips, were based on information provided by the 
applicant and CalEEMod generated default values. Complete detailed construction assumptions are included in 
Appendix B. Table 3.2-6 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily construction emissions generated 
during construction of the project.  

Table 3.2-6. Maximum Daily Unmitigated Construction Emissions 

Year 

ROG NOx 

Pounds per Day 
2020 2.11 18.39 
2021 36.82 14.11 

Maximum Daily Emissions 36.82 18.39 
EDCAQMD Threshold 82 82 
Threshold exceeded? No No 

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results. 
Notes: EDCAQMD = El Dorado County Air Quality Management District; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen 
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

As shown in Table 3.2-6, ROG and NOx emissions would not exceed the EDCAQMD significance thresholds; therefore 
the project would have a less than significant impact. According to the EDCAQMD, if ROG and NOx are less than 
significant during construction, then exhaust emissions of other pollutants from the operation of equipment and 
other vehicles would also be considered less than significant. Further, existing regulations implemented at issuance 
of building and grading permits would ensure that any construction related fugitive dust emissions would be 
reduced to acceptable levels. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact in regards to 
criteria air pollutant emissions generated during construction. 

Operation 

Operation of the proposed project would generate criteria pollutant emissions from mobile sources (vehicular 
traffic), area sources (consumer products, natural gas hearths, architectural coatings, and landscaping equipment), 
energy sources (natural gas consumption). CalEEMod was used to estimate daily emissions from project-related 
operational sources. Table 3.2-7 summarizes the operational emissions criteria pollutants that would be generated 
from the project. Operational emissions were then compared to the EDCAQMD operational thresholds. 

Table 3.2-7. Maximum Daily Unmitigated Operational Emissions 

Year 

ROG NOx 

Pounds per Day 
Area 0.26 <0.01 
Energy <0.01 0.02 
Mobile 1.39 3.59 

Total 1.65 3.61 
EDCAQMD Threshold 82 82 
Threshold exceeded? No No 

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results. 
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Notes: EDCAQMD = El Dorado County Air Quality Management District; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen 
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

As indicated in Table 3.2-7, operational emissions of ROG and NOx would not exceed the EDCAQMD significance thresholds 
resulting from development of the project. Furthermore, if ROG and NOx are less than significant during construction, then 
exhaust emissions of other pollutants would also be considered less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in a 
less than significant impact in regards to criteria air pollutant emissions generated during operations. 

Impact 3.2-3 

The project may expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction.  

The discussion below reviews the significance of emissions within the context of potential impacts to sensitive receptors. 
Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project include single family residences east of the project site, the nearest of which is 
approximately 775 feet away.  

Toxic Air Contaminants  

TACs are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may 
pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described 
in terms of cancer risk. The EDCAQMD recommends an incremental cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million (with 
implementation of best available control technology for toxics). “Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased 
likelihood that a person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 
70-year exposure period will contract cancer based on the use of standard California Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In addition, some TACs have non-
carcinogenic effects. EDCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute (short-term) and chronic (long-
term) non-carcinogenic effects. The TACs that would potentially be emitted during construction activities associated 
with development of the proposed project would be diesel particulate matter (DPM) and naturally occurring asbestos. 

Diesel particulate matter emissions would be emitted from heavy equipment operations and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-
duty construction equipment is subject to a CARB Airborne Toxics Control Measure for diesel construction equipment 
to reduce diesel particulate emissions. According to the OEHHA, health risk assessments, which determine the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure period for the maximally 
exposed individual resident; however, such assessments should be limited to the period and duration of activities 
associated with the proposed project. The 4.5-month duration of the proposed construction activities would only 
constitute about 1.25% of the total 30-year exposure period. The active construction period for the proposed project 
would be approximately 135 days, after which construction-related TAC emissions would cease. EDCAQMD considers 
implementation of “project alone” mitigation requirements, and compliance with all applicable emission limits and 
mitigation measures required by the EPA, CARB, EDCAQMD rules and regulations, and local ordinances sufficient for 
a finding of less than significant related to TACs. As discussed previously, the project would result in a less than 
significant impact pertaining to exhaust PM10 emissions, which is a surrogate for DPM. Due to the relatively short 
period of exposure, the substantial distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, and minimal particulate emissions 
generated, TACs emitted during construction would not be expected to result in concentrations causing significant 
health risks, which would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Naturally occurring asbestos is also a TAC that could be generated during earthmoving activities in areas of El Dorado 
County. Although the proposed project site has not been identified as an area containing naturally occurring asbestos 
(Bole and Associates 2019), current County records indicate the proposed project property parcel is located within the 
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Naturally Occurring Asbestos Review Area. As such, potential impacts to naturally occurring asbestos would be 
considered potentially significant before mitigation.  

Operation of the project would not result in any non-permitted direct emissions (e.g., those from a point source such 
as diesel generators) or result in substantial diesel vehicle trips (i.e., delivery trucks). According to the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (KD Anderson 2019), the project would result in approximately 1 to 2 full size delivery trucks per week, with 
smaller single unit trucks potentially visiting daily. Based on the above considerations, the project would not result in 
exposure of sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site to substantial TAC concentrations due to operations. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants 

ROG and NOx are precursors to O3, for which the MCAB is designated as nonattainment with respect to the NAAQS and 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Thus, existing O3 levels in the MCAB are at unhealthy levels during 
certain periods. The health effects associated with O3 are generally associated with reduced lung function. Because the 
project involves construction or operational activities that would not result in ROG or NOx emissions that would exceed 
the EDCAQMD thresholds, the project is not anticipated to substantially contribute to regional O3 concentrations and the 
associated health impacts. 

CO, PM10, and other pollutants are evaluated for significance by comparison against the NAAQS and CAAQS. A project 
would be considered significant if it is projected to cause a violation of any NAAQS and/or CAAQS. The MCAB portion of 
El Dorado County is classified as attainment (or unclassified) for all NAAQS and CAAQS for CO, PM2.5, NO2, SO2, sulfates, 
lead, and H2S, and is classified as nonattainment for the state 24-hour PM10 standard. 

Emissions of CO, PM10, and other pollutants generated from operation of the project would be considered 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 5% of the AAQS 

The EDCAQMD considers lead, sulfates, and H2S to be less than significant except from industrial sources that result in 
these pollutants being directly emitted. The project would not include these sources and thus any potential emissions of 
lead, sulfates, and H2S would be less than significant. 

The EDCAQMD considers projects that fall below the significance levels for ROG and NOx emissions to also fall below 
significance thresholds for the other criteria air pollutants, including CO, NO2, PM10, and SO2. As discussed in Impact 3.2-
2 above, ROG and NOx emission would be below the thresholds of significance during project construction and operations. 
Therefore, project emissions of other criteria air pollutants would also be less than significant. 

Visibility impacts are controlled through state and federal regulatory programs that govern vehicle emissions and through 
mitigation required for O3 precursors and particulate matter. Due to these regulatory controls, EDCAQMD assumes that 
visibility impacts from projects in the MCAB portion of the County are less than significant.  

In summary, the proposed project would not make a potentially significant contribution to regional concentrations of 
nonattainment pollutants, and would not result in a significant contribution to the adverse health impacts associated 
with those pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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Impact 3.2-4 

The project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people. 

Other emissions associated with the project are anticipated to be limited to odors, which is assessed herein. The 
occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depend on numerous factors. The nature, frequency, and intensity 
of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receiving location each contributes to the intensity of 
the impact. Although offensive odors seldom cause physical harm, they can be annoying, cause distress, and 
generate citizen complaints. 

Common sources of odors include wastewater treatment plants, landfills, transfer stations, composting facilities, 
refineries, chemical plants, and food processing plants (EDCAQMD 2002). The proposed project would include 
development of a retail store, which is not anticipated to generate new odors or increase emissions of odors. During 
project construction, exhaust from equipment may produce discernible odors typical of most construction sites. 
Potential odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons 
from the tailpipes of construction equipment. However, such odors would disperse rapidly from the project site and 
generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Accordingly, impacts associated 
with odors would be less than significant. 

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Impact 3.2-2 considers the cumulative effect of project air emissions, based on the attainment status of the air 
basin. Impact 3.2-2 finds cumulative impacts to be less than significant.  

3.2.6  Mitigation Measures 
MM-AQ-1: Asbestos Assessment and Minimization. The proposed project applicant (or their successor) shall 

provide a geologic evaluation of the property to determine that no serpentine, ultramafic rock, or 
asbestos is likely to be found in the area to be disturbed. This geologic evaluation shall be prepared 
by a Professional Geologist and submitted to the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) for 
consideration prior to issuance of building permits. If an exemption is not granted by the APCO, the 
proposed project sponsor shall adhere to all applicable regulations and control measures for 
fugitive dust emissions and asbestos hazards mitigation as required by the El Dorado County Air 
Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) Rule 223 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 223-2 (Fugitive Dust – 
Asbestos Hazard Mitigation).  

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of MM-AQ-1, any potential asbestos in fugitive dust generated by the proposed project would be 
minimized to the extent feasible and Impact 3.2-3 would be less than significant.  

3.2.7 References 
Bole and Associates. 2019. Opinion Regarding Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) on El Dorado County 

APN 071-500-037.  
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3.3 Biological Resources 
This section evaluates the potential effects on biological resources associated with development and 
operation of the Cool Dollar General (project). This section describes the biological resources present within 
the project site; identifies special-status plant and wildlife species that are known to occur or potentially 
occur within the project site; outlines applicable federal, State, regional and local regulations adopted for the 
protection of plant and wildlife species; evaluates potential project-specific impacts on biological resources; 
identifies mitigation measures to minimize these impacts; and evaluates the degree to which the project 
could contribute to cumulative impacts.  

No comments were received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) that addressed biological resources 
issues or concerns. The NOP and comments received are provided in Appendix B to this EIR. 

Information used to prepare this section was based on a review of the Biological Assessment and Wetland 
Determination report prepared by Bole & Associates (revised February 18, 2020), Cool Dollar General Oak 
Resources Technical Report prepared by Dudek (February 25, 2020), and a review of the County’s General 
Plan. Copies of these reports are included in Appendix D and Appendix E, respectively, to this draft Final 
Eenvironmental Iimpact Rreport (EIR). 

3.3.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional and Local Setting 

The 1.68-acre project site (APN 071-500-037) is located in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountain range along 
the east side of State Route 49 (SR 49), south of the intersection with Northside Drive in the community of Cool, 
El Dorado County, California, as shown in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 Project Description. The project site is 
undeveloped but located within a developed area with commercial development to the north and west. The parcel 
on eastside of the project site is vacant. 

The topography of the project site is generally flat with elevations ranging from 1,525 feet in the western portion 
to 1,555 feet above mean sea level in the eastern portion for a difference of approximately 30 feet across the 
site. The project site is located on the U.S. Geological survey (USGS) Auburn 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle 
Section 18, Township 12 North, Range 9 East. Portions of the project site have been graded and disturbed and is 
generally characterized as disturbed non-native grassland featuring several oak and pine trees. There are 11 
native oak and pine trees present on the site primarily along the eastern boundary and in the northwest corner.  

The project site is not within nor designated as an Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay. The IBC overlay 
applies to lands identified as having high wildlife habitat values due to extent, habitat function, connectivity, and 
other factors. 

Existing Vegetation Communities/Land Covers 

Non-Native Annual Grasslands 

The majority of the project site contains annual, non-native grassland. Due to the phenology of these grasses they 
tend to dominate the landscape. Grassland species includes soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), barley, ryegrass, 
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and barbed goatgrass (Aegilops triuncialis). Non-native forbs found at the site included yellow starthistle 
(Centaurea solstitialis), filaree (Erodium spp.), and vetch (Vicia spp.). 

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

A biologist from Bole & Associates conducted a field survey of the project site during May and June 2019 to 
identify if any wetlands or other waters of the U.S. were present on the site. The survey adhered to protocols and 
methodologies for identifying wetlands included in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual 
and followed the Routine On-Site Determination method. Based on their survey no federally-protected 
jurisdictional wetland habitats were identified within the project site (see Appendix D). 

Plants and Wildlife  

A Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination was prepared for the project site by Bole & Associates in 
February 2020 (Appendix D). Habitat on site was evaluated for the potential to support special-status plant and 
animal species. An query of the following literature databases was conducted including the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Federal Endangered and Threatened Species List (IPaC, NEPA) for the Auburn7 ½ 
minute quadrangle for plants and wildlife that have federal special-species status. The IPaC data base lists 
revealed several special status wildlife species with a potential to occur onsite. Additionally, a nine quadrangle 
search of the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW), California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was 
reviewed including the USGS Auburn, Lake Combie, Pilot Hill, Wolf, Coloma, Gold Hill, Rocklin, Colfax and 
Greedwood 7.5 minute quadrangles. Based on the results of the species lists, appropriate biological and 
botanical surveys were conducted. 

In February 2020, Dudek conducted an evaluation of oak resources present on the site (Appendix E) and 
identified eight native oak trees, blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni) and three 
gray pine trees (Pinus sabiniana). Seven of the oak trees meet the County’s definition of an Individual Native oak 
tree and one meets the definition of a Heritage Tree. No oak woodlands were identified on the site. 

Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Many animal and plant species within the region are given special-status under State and federal law because 
they are rare, threatened, endangered, or otherwise identified as needing protection in order to ensure their 
survival. Special-status plant and animal species fall into one or more of the following categories:  

• Officially listed or proposed for listing under the State and/or federal Endangered Species Acts.  

• State or federal candidate for possible listing.  

• Species meeting the criteria for listing, even if not currently included on any list, as described in Section 
15380 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  

• Protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  

• Species considered by the CDFW to be a “Species of Special Concern.”  

Results of the CNDDB and IPaC searches revealed 22 listed or special-status wildlife species or species proposed 
for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by either the CDFW or USFWS (See Table 1 in Appendix D). Of these 
22 species, 14 species were removed from consideration due to lack of suitable habitat or because the site is 
outside the known geographic range of the species. The remaining species that have marginal potential to occur 
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are pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), White-tailed kite (Ellanus leucuru), Purple martin (Progne subis), American 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), Obscure bumble bee (Bombus caliginosus), Morrison bumble bee 
(Bombus morrisoni), and Consumnes stripetail (Cosumnoperia hypocrena). None of these species were observed 
during the field survey. They are discussed further, below.  

Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus) 

Pallid bat is not federally or State listed, but is considered a CDFW species of special concern, and is classified by 
the Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) as a High priority species. It favors roosting sites in crevices in rock 
outcrops, caves, abandoned mines, hollow trees, and human-made structures such as barns, attics, and sheds 
(WBWG 2017). Roosting habitat for this species is present in tree hollows and under exfoliating bark on trees 
present on the project site. No pallid bats were observed during the surveys (Appendix D).  

White Tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus) 

White-tailed kite is not federally or State listed but is a CDFW fully protected species. This species is a yearlong 
resident in the Central Valley and is primarily found in or near foraging areas such as open grasslands, meadows, 
farmlands, savannahs, and emergent wetlands. White-tailed kites typically nest from March through June in trees 
within riparian, oak woodland, and savannah habitats of the Central Valley and Coast Range.  

Trees on the project site provide nesting habitat for white-tailed kite, and the non-native annual grasslands in the 
area including the project site are foraging habitat. No white-tailed kites were observed during the surveys 
(Appendix D). 

Purple Martin (Progne subis) 

Purple martin is a State species of special concern. It inhabits woodlands, low elevation coniferous forest of 
Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and riparian habitats. Purple martin nests in old woodpecker cavities mostly; also in 
humanmade structures. Nests are often located in tall, isolated trees or snags. The project site lacks suitable 
riparian and nesting habitat. None were observed during the habitat survey.  

American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) 

American peregrine falcon is found near wetlands, lakes, rivers, or other water; on cliffs, banks, dunes, mounds; 
also humanmade structures. Nests consists of a scrape or a depression or ledge in an open site. The subject 
property is not near lakes or other suitable habitat. None were observed during the habitat survey. 

Obscure Bumble Bee (Bombus caliginosus) 

Obscure bumble bee forage on good plant genera including baccharis, cirsium, lupines, lotus, grindelia and 
phacelia. The project site has a sparse amount of flowers required for forage, and no nest sites or overwintering 
sites to sustain this species. None were observed during onsite surveys.  

Morrison Bumble Bee (Bombus morrisoni) 

Morrison bumble bee forage on food plant genera including cirsium, cleome, helianthus, lupinus, chrysothamus 
and melilotus. The project site has a sparse amount of flowers required for forage, and no nest sites or 
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overwintering sites to sustain this species. The site is not within the known range of this species and none 
observed during onsite surveys. 

Consumnes Stripetail (Cosumnoperia hypocrena)  

The Cosumnes stripetail is a species of stonefly found in intermittent streams on western slope of central Sierra 
Nevada foothills in American and Cosumnes River basins. The project site has a sparse amount of flowers 
required for forage, and no nest sites or overwintering sites to sustain this species. None were observed during 
onsite surveys. 

Special-Status Plant Species 

The CNDDB, CNPS, and IPaC searches revealed 17 listed or special-status plant species or species proposed for 
listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by either the CDFW or USFWS that occur in the project region. There are 
15 special-status plant species that could be present on the site; however, none were observed during the field 
survey primarily due to the disturbed nature of the site. The likelihood that any of these species exist on the site is 
considered very low because the site is either outside of the species known range, or the site does not contain 
suitable habitat for these species (Appendix D).  

Sensitive Habitats 

Sensitive habitats include those that are of special concern to resource agencies and those that are protected 
under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code, or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. During the field 
survey in May and June 2019, the project site was surveyed to identify the potential for supporting special-status 
species and sensitive habitats. No sensitive habitats were identified within the site. 

Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages 

Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large areas or patches of natural open space and provide 
avenues for the migration of animals. Habitat linkages are small areas or patches of land that join larger blocks of 
habitat and help reduce the adverse effects of habitat fragmentation; they may be continuous habitat or discrete 
habitat islands that essentially function as ‘stepping stones’ for wildlife dispersal. 

The project site is surrounded by commercial development, vacant lands, and paved roads. In addition, the 
project site is less than 2 acres and does not contain high quality habitat. Thus, the project site itself does not 
provide suitable components of a wildlife corridor or provide habitat linkages for terrestrial species. 

Native Nesting Migratory Birds 

Native migratory birds and their nests and eggs are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503.5 and 3511. The site provides nesting habitat for native bird 
species, including raptors such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and White-tailed kite (Ellanus leucurus).  
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3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal Regulations 

Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S. Code [USC] Section 1531 et seq.; 50 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Parts 17 and 222) provides for conservation of species that are endangered or threatened throughout all or 
a substantial portion of their range, as well as protection of the habitats on which they depend. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) share responsibility for implementing 
the ESA. In general, USFWS manages terrestrial and freshwater species, whereas NMFS manages marine and 
anadromous species. 

Section 9 of the ESA and its implementing regulations prohibit the “take” of any fish or wildlife species listed 
under the ESA as endangered or threatened, unless otherwise authorized by federal regulations. The ESA defines 
the term “take” to mean “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to 
engage in any such conduct” (16 USC Section 1532). Section 7 of the ESA (16 USC Section 1531 et seq.) outlines 
the procedures for federal interagency cooperation to conserve federally listed species and designated critical 
habitats. Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA provides a process by which nonfederal entities may obtain an incidental 
take permit from USFWS or NMFS for otherwise lawful activities that incidentally may result in “take” of 
endangered or threatened species, subject to specific conditions. A habitat conservation plan (HCP) must 
accompany an application for an incidental take permit. threatened species, subject to specific conditions.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC, Chapter 7, Subchapter II) protects migratory birds. Most actions 
that result in take, or the permanent or temporary possession of, a migratory bird constitute violations of the 
MBTA. The MBTA also prohibits destruction of occupied nests. USFWS is responsible for overseeing compliance 
with the MBTA. 

Clean Water Act  

Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the U.S., 
which include all navigable waters, their tributaries, and some isolated waters, as well as some wetlands adjacent 
to the aforementioned waters (33 CFR Section 328.3). Areas typically not considered to be jurisdictional waters 
include non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dry land, artificially irrigated areas, artificial lakes or 
ponds used for irrigation or stock watering, small artificial waterbodies such as swimming pools, vernal pools, and 
water-filled depressions (33 CFR Part 328). Areas meeting the regulatory definition of waters of the U.S. are 
subject to the jurisdiction of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under the provisions of CWA Section 404. 
Construction activities involving placement of fill into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are regulated by USACE 
through permit requirements. No USACE permit is effective in the absence of state water quality certification 
pursuant to Section 401 of CWA. 

Section 401 of the CWA requires an evaluation of water quality when a proposed activity requiring a federal 
license or permit could result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. In California, the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) issue water quality certifications. 
Each RWQCB is responsible for implementing Section 401 in compliance with the CWA and its water quality 
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control plan (also known as a Basin Plan). Applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may 
result in the discharge to waters of the U.S. (including wetlands or vernal pools) must also obtain a Section 401 
water quality certification to ensure that any such discharge will comply with the applicable provisions of the CWA. 

State Regulations 

California Fish and Game Code 

The California Fish and Game Code includes various statutes that protect biological resources, including the Native 
Plant Protection Act of 1977 (NPPA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The NPPA (California Fish and 
Game Code Section 1900-1913) authorizes the Fish and Game Commission to designate plants as endangered or rare 
and prohibits take of any such plants, except as authorized in limited circumstances. 

CESA (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050–2098) prohibits state agencies from approving a project that 
would jeopardize the continued existence of a species listed under CESA as endangered or threatened. Section 
2080 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the take of any species that is state listed as endangered or 
threatened, or designated as a candidate for such listing. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) may 
issue an incidental take permit authorizing the take of listed and candidate species if that take is incidental to an 
otherwise lawful activity, subject to specified conditions. 

California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, 3513, and 3800 protect native and migratory birds, including their 
active or inactive nests and eggs, from all forms of take. In addition, Section 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 identify 
species that are fully protected from all forms of take. Section 3511 lists fully protected birds, Section 5515 lists fully 
protected fish, Section 4700 lists fully protected mammals, and Section 5050 lists fully protected amphibians. 

California Native Plant Protection Act 

The California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code Section 1900–1913) prohibits the 
taking, possessing, or sale of any plants with a state designation of rare, threatened, or endangered (as defined 
by CDFW). The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a list of plant species native to California that has 
low population numbers, limited distribution, or are otherwise threatened with extinction. This information is 
published in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2001). Potential impacts to 
populations of CNPS‐listed plants receive consideration under CEQA review. 

Local Regulations 

2004 El Dorado County General Plan  

The County’s General Plan include goals and policies that contain specific, enforceable requirements and/or 
restrictions and corresponding performance standards that address potential impacts on special-status plant and 
wildlife species and also create opportunities for habitat improvement.  

The project site is not located on the County’s IBC & PCA Layers map (July 20, 2017) which identifies priority 
conservation areas and important biology corridors.  
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The County’s Open Space and Conservation Element includes the following goals, objectives and policies 
applicable to the proposed project. 

• GOAL 7.4: WILDLIFE AND VEGETATION RESOURCES Identify, conserve, and manage wildlife, 
wildlife habitat, fisheries, and vegetation resources of significant biological, ecological, and 
recreational value. 

o OBJECTIVE 7.4.2: IDENTIFY AND PROTECT RESOURCES Identification and protection, 
where feasible, of critical fish and wildlife habitat including deer winter, summer, and 
fawning ranges; deer migration routes; stream and river riparian habitat; lake shore 
habitat; fish spawning areas; wetlands; wildlife corridors; and diverse wildlife habitat.  

 Policy 7.4.2.1: The County will coordinate wildlife and vegetation protection programs 
with appropriate Federal and State agencies. 

 Policy 7.4.2.8: Conserve contiguous blocks of important habitat to offset the effects 
of increased habitat loss and fragmentation elsewhere in the County through a 
Biological Resource Mitigation Program (Program). The Program will result in the 
conservation of:  

1. Habitats that support special status species;  

2. Aquatic environments including streams, rivers, and lakes;  

3. Wetland and riparian habitat;  

4. Important habitat for migratory deer herds; and  

5. Large expanses of native vegetation.  

A. Habitat Protection Strategy. The Program establishes mitigation ratios to offset impacts to 
special-status species habitat and special-status vegetation communities within the County. 
Special-status species include plants and animals in the following categories: 

• Species listed or proposed for listing as Threatened or Endangered under the federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA);  

• Species considered as candidates for listing as Threatened or Endangered under ESA or CESA;  

• Wildlife species identified by California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) as 
Species of Special Concern;  

• Wildlife species identified by US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) as Species of Concern;  

• Plants listed as Endangered or Rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act;  

• Animals fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code;  

• Plants that have a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) California Rare Plant Rank 
(CRPR) of 1A (plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct 
elsewhere), 1B (plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere), 2A 
(plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere), or 2B (plants 
rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere). The CNPS 
CRPRs are used by both CDFW and USFWS in their consideration of formal species 
protection under ESA or CESA.  
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With the exception of oak woodlands, which would be mitigated in accordance with the ORMP (see General Plan Policy 
7.4.4.4), and Pine Hill rare plant species and their habitat, which would be mitigated in accordance with County Code 
Chapter 130.71 (see General Plan Policy 7.4.1.1), mitigation of impacts to vegetation communities will be 
implemented in accordance with the table below. Preservation and creation of the following vegetation communities 
will ensure that the current range and distribution of special-status species within the County are maintained. 

Habitat Mitigation Summary Table 

Vegetation Type Preservation Creation Total 
Water N/A 1:1 1:1 
Herbaceous Wetland 1:1 1:1 2:1 
Shrub and Tree Wetlands 2:1 1:1 3:1 
Upland (non-oak and non-Pine Hill 
rare plant species habitat) 

1:1 N/A 1:1 

 

B. Wildlife Movement for future 4- and 6- and 8-lane roadway construction projects. Consideration of wildlife 
movement will be given by the County on all future 4-, 6, and 8-lane roadway construction and widening 
projects. Impacts on public safety and wildlife movement for projects that include new roads of 4 or more 
lanes or the widening of roads to 4 or more lanes will be evaluated during the development review 
process (see Section C below). The analysis of wildlife movement impacts will take into account the 
conditions of the project site and surrounding property to determine whether wildlife undercrossings are 
warranted and, if so, the type, size, and locations that would best mitigate a project’s impacts on wildlife 
movement and associated public safety. 

C. Biological Resources Assessment. A site-specific biological resources technical report will be required to 
determine the presence of special-status biological resources that may be affected by a proposed 
discretionary project. Vegetation communities and special-status plants shall be mapped and assessed in 
accordance with the CDFG 2009 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native 
Plant Populations and Natural Communities and subsequent updates, and the List of Vegetation 
Alliances and Associations (CDFG 2010) and subsequent updates. Any surveys conducted to evaluate 
potential presence of special- status wildlife species shall conform to practices recommended by CDFW 
and/or USFWS at the time of the surveys. The report will include an assessment of direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to biological resources, including vegetation communities, plant and wildlife species 
and wildlife movement. The report shall include recommendations for: 

• pre-construction surveys and avoidance/protection measures for nesting birds; 

• pre-construction surveys and avoidance/protection measures for roosting bats; 

• avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts related to entrapment, entanglement, 
injury, or poisoning of wildlife; and 

• avoidance and minimization measures to reduce indirect impacts to wildlife in open space adjacent 
to a project site. 

The results of the biological resources technical report shall be used as the basis for establishing mitigation 
requirements in conformance with this policy and the Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP, see General Plan 
Policy 7.4.4.4). 
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D. Habitat Protection. Mitigation for impacts to vegetation communities defined above in Section A will occur 
within the County on a minimum contiguous habitat block of 5 acres. Wetlands mitigation may occur 
within mitigation banks and/or outside the County if within the watershed of impact. Mitigation sites will 
be prioritized based on the following criteria: 

• Location within PCAs and IBCs 

• Location within other important ecological areas, as defined in the Updated INRMP Initial Inventory 
and Mapping (June 2010); 

• Woodland, forest and shrub communities with diverse age structure; 

• Woodland and forest communities with large trees and dense canopies; 

• Opportunities for active land management to be used to enhance or restore natural ecosystem processes; 

• Presence of or potential to support special-status species; 

• Connectivity with adjacent protected lands; 

• Parcels that achieve multiple agency and community benefits; 

• Parcels that are located generally to the west of the Eldorado National Forest; and 

• Parcels that would preserve natural wildlife movement corridors such as crossings under major 
roadways (e.g., U.S. Highway 50 and across canyons). 

E. Mitigation Assistance. The County will establish and maintain a database of willing sellers of land for 
mitigation of biological resource impacts within the County. The County will manage the database as a 
voluntary program wherein landowners must opt-in to be included in the database by contacting the 
County. The database will include the following information: 

• Property owner name 

• Assessor’s Parcel Number 

• Parcel acreage 

• General vegetation communities as mapped in the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP) database 

• Location within PCA, IBC, or important ecological area, as defined in the Updated INRMP Initial 
Inventory and Mapping (June 2010). 

F. Mitigation Monitoring. Prior to final approval of an individual development project, applicants shall submit 
to the County a Mitigation Monitoring Plan that provides for periodic monitoring of preserved lands to 
assess effectiveness of the measures implemented to protect special-status and native species. The 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan shall demonstrate that funding is secured to implement the monitoring 
strategy in perpetuity. 
o Objective 7.4.4: Forest, Oak Woodland, and Tree Resources Protect and conserve forest, oak 

woodland, and tree resources for their wildlife habitat, recreation, water production, domestic 
livestock grazing, production of a sustainable flow of wood products, and aesthetic values. 

 Policy 7.4.4.2: Through the review of discretionary projects, the County, consistent with any limitations 
imposed by State law, shall encourage the conservation protection, planting, restoration, and 
regeneration of native trees in new developments and within existing communities. 

 Policy 7.4.4.3: Encourage the clustering of development to retain the largest contiguous areas of 
forests and oak woodlands possible. 
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 Policy 7.4.4.4: For all new development projects or actions that result in impacts to oak 
woodlands and/or individual native oak trees, including Heritage Trees, the County shall require 
mitigation as outlined in the El Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP). The 
ORMP functions as the oak resources component of the County’s biological resources mitigation 
program, identified in Policy 7.4.2.8. 

Oak Resources Management Plan (Ordinance No. 5061) 

The County’s Oak Conservation Ordinance defines oak resources within the County as Oak Woodlands, Individual 
Native Oak Trees, and Heritage Trees and applies to all development activities that remove oak trees below the 
4,000 foot elevation. The County has prepared an Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP) which is referenced 
in combination with the ordinance to identify tree species, impact reporting requirements, and standards for 
mitigation. Oak resources covered under the ORMP and the ordinance include the following:  

Individual Native Oak Tree are defined as: 

“Any live native oak tree of the genus Quercus (including blue oak (Quercus douglasii), valley oak 
(Quercus lobata), California black oak (Quercus kelloggii), interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni), 
canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepis), Oregon oak (Quercus garryana), oracle oak (Quercus x 
morehus), or hybrids thereof) with a single main trunk measuring greater than 6 but less than 36 
inches dbh, or with a multiple trunk with an aggregate trunk diameter measuring greater than 10 
but less than 36 inches dbh.” 

Heritage Trees are defined as: 

“Any live native oak tree of the genus Quercus (including blue oak (Quercus douglasii), valley oak 
(Quercus lobata), California black oak (Quercus kelloggii), interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni), 
canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepis), Oregon oak (Quercus garryana), oracle oak (Quercus x 
morehus), or hybrids thereof) with a single main trunk measuring 36 inches dbh or greater, or 
with a multiple trunk with an aggregate trunk diameter measuring 36 inches or greater.” 

3.3.3 Significance Criteria 
As evaluated in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project would have no impact with respect to the 
following significance criterion: 

• Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

• Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

• Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Therefore, these topics are not discussed further in this Draft EIR. 
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The analysis below evaluates potentially significant project impacts related to biological and forestry resources 
based on the following significance criteria. A significant impact would occur if development of the proposed 
project would do any of the following: 

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

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance. 

3.3.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

CEQA requires that projects analyze the potential impacts on special-status plant and animal species, as well as 
on sensitive habitats, wildlife corridors, and waters of the United States. Impacts on wildlife species that are not 
considered special-status under CEQA are generally not considered significant unless impacts are associated with 
the species’ migration routes or movements, or the species are considered locally important. In the area surrounding 
the project site, other common species (e.g., deer, skunk, raccoon, and possum) would not be considered special-status 
species; however, impacts on their movements and migration routes would be considered significant under CEQA. 
Regardless of status, all nesting native bird species are protected from harm under the State Fish and Game Code 
and the federal MBTA. 

The following sources were reviewed in the process of evaluating potential project impacts including the 
Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination report prepared by Bole & Associates (revised February 
18, 2020), Cool Dollar General Oak Resources Technical report prepared by Dudek (February 25, 2020), the 
2004 El Dorado County General Plan (last amended December 2019), and relevant federal, State, and local 
regulations and plans as they relate to sensitive biological resources. Copies of the biological reports listed above 
are included in Appendix D to this EIR. 

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.3-1 

The project could have a substantial adverse effect on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Consistent with General Plan policy 7.4.2.8(C), a Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination report was 
prepared by Bole & Associates to determine if the project site contains any special-status plant or wildlife 
resources. The results of the assessment and potential impacts associated with construction and operation of the 
project is addressed below. 
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Special-Status Plants 

As noted in the Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination report prepared by Bole & Associates 
(Appendix D), the literature search noted that project site provides marginal habitat for special-status plants 
including Hartweg’s golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia), Jepson's onion (Allium jepsonii), Big-scale 
balsamroot (Balsamorhiza macrolepis), El Dorado County mule ears (Wyethia reticulata) and Stebbins' morning-
glory (Calystegia stebbinsii) because the habitat on-site is highly disturbed due to prior grading and these species 
were not observed during the site survey. The site surveys were conducted during the blooming season when 
these special-status plants would be evident and identifiable and were evaluated based on elevation, soils, and 
existing disturbance levels for each plant species. (Appendix D). Thus, it is not likely these plant species occur on 
the project site and any impacts to special-status plant species anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed 
project would be less than significant.  

Special-Status Wildlife 

Based on the results of the literature search conducted for the project site, marginal foraging and nesting habitat 
for numerous invertebrates, birds and mammals was identified. Trees on site provide roosting habitat for bat 
species common to the area. The remainder of the site provides potential nesting and foraging habitat for white-
tailed kite, purple martin, American peregrine falcon. Potential impacts to these species and their habitat are 
discussed below. 

Invertebrates 

Obscure bumble bee, Morrison bumble bee, Cosumnes stripetail  

The Obscure bumble bee and Morrison bumble bee prefer flowering plants including lupines, chrysothamus, 
helianthus and lotus. The project site has been disturbed and contains very few flowering plants including the 
species required for foraging and also nesting for these bumble bees. The Cosumnes stripetail is typically found in 
intermittent streams on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada foothills in the American or Cosumnes River 
basins. The project site is not within or near any water bodies nor does the site provide flowering plants required 
for nesting and foraging for these species. None of these species were observed during the field survey. It is not 
likely these species occur on the project site and any impacts anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed project 
would be less than significant.  

Birds  

White-Tailed Kite, Purple Martin, American Peregrine Falcon 

The White-tailed kite prefers rolling foothills with scattered oaks and agricultural lands or meadows and marshes 
for foraging. Isolated dense-topped trees are preferred for nesting. On-site oak trees do not provide dense-topped 
trees for nesting and no suitable habitat for foraging is present in the site. The American peregrine falcon prefers 
areas near lakes, rivers or other sources of water. This species nests on ledges or in areas with cliffs. The project 
site is not near lakes or other suitable nesting or foraging habitat for this species. Purple martin prefers 
woodlands, coniferous forests or riparian habitat. This species nest in old woodpecker cavities also in human-
made structures such as under bridges and overpasses. The project site lacks foraging and nesting habitat for 
this species. 
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Project construction could impact nesting raptors or other protected migratory birds in the project vicinity, which are 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, due to construction activities such as tree and vegetation removal, 
ground disturbances, heavy equipment use. According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
Code 3503, "take" of the nest or eggs of any bird is prohibited, except upon approval from the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife. If any of the species discussed above or other nesting birds are present during construction, 
noise, light, and other construction activities could result in nest failure if active nests are present within the on-
site trees slated for removal or within 0.5 mile of the project site at the time of construction. Disturbance of active 
nests can be avoided during construction through appropriate measures. Impacts would be potentially significant 
but anticipated to be reduced to less than significant with adherence to General Plan Policies and mitigation. 

Mammals 

Pallid Bat 

The project site provides roosting habitat for pallid bats in tree hollows, under exfoliating bark on trees, 
abandoned woodpecker holes and in the foliage of trees on the site. Project removal of trees could remove 
roosting habitat. Foraging habitat for bats on the project site includes the open area and surrounding lands. This 
habitat along with seven trees (one tree would be preserved) would be removed by the project. Therefore, loss of 
roosting and foraging habitat along with construction activities could disturb these species if they are present on 
the site. This is a potentially significant impact. 

Impact 3.3-2 

The project would not interfere with the movement of any migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or affect the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

The Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination report (Appendix D), notes that the project site does not 
support any streams or waterways; therefore, no protected fish species would be impacted by the project. The 
project site is less than 2 acres and is located in a developed area surrounded by commercial development, vacant 
lands, and paved roads. The site has been disturbed and does not contain high quality habitat. Thus, the project 
site itself does not provide suitable components required for a wildlife corridor or a wildlife nursery site. The 
proposed project would not adversely affect or interfere with any native wildlife species or with an established 
migratory wildlife corridor, or nursery site. The project site is also not within a County-designated IBC overlay. 
impacts would be anticipated to be less than significant. 

Impact 3.3-3 

The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, including the 
County’s tree preservation ordinance. 

 The EI Dorado County Code and General Plan include specific guidance and policies pertaining to the protection 
of biological resources including protection of rare plants and wildlife resources, oak tree resources, and wetlands 
and riparian areas. As noted under Impact 3.3-1, a Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination report 
was prepared for the project site consistent with General Plan 7.4.2.8(C). The County’s Oak Resources 
Management Plan (ORMP) and County Ordinance No. 5061 require impacts to oak trees be evaluated. General 
Plan policy 7.4.4.4 requires all new development to mitigate impacts to oak woodland or individual native oak 
trees consistent with ORMP. To evaluate the on-site trees consistent with this policy an Oak Resources Technical 
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report was prepared by Dudek (Appendix E). Compliance with the mitigation requirements is addressed further 
below. General Plan policy 7.4.4.2 encourages new development to conserve, plant, restore and regenerate 
native trees. Project landscaping would include trees planted in the parking lot, and a variety of shrubs and 
ground cover around the parking lot and building. The project is consistent with the County’s General Plan and 
would not conflict with any policies.  

The Oak Resources report identifies 11 trees on the project site concentrated along the eastern project boundary 
and the northwest corner of the site. Of the trees on the site, eight meet the County’s definition of Individual 
Native Oak Trees and one is classified as a Heritage Tree. The remaining three trees are Gray pines. The Oak 
Resources Technical report assesses the health, size and species of the trees on the site. Table 3.3-1 notes the 
tree species, size and indicates which trees would not be removed to accommodate the project.  

Table 3.3-1. Trees on the Project Site. 

Botanical Name Common Name 
Total Trunk 
Diameter (in.) 

Individual 
Native Oak Tree Heritage Tree Retain 

Quercus douglasii Blue oak 21 Yes No No1 

Quercus douglasii Blue oak 19 Yes No Yes 
Quercus wislizeni Interior live oak 40 Yes Yes No 
Pinus sabiniana Gray pine 17 No No No 
Quercus douglasii Blue oak 15 Yes No No 
Quercus douglasii Blue oak 21 Yes No No 
Quercus wislizeni Interior live oak 27 Yes No No 
Pinus sabiniana Gray pine 16 No No No 
Quercus douglasii Blue oak 20 Yes No No 
Pinus sabiniana Gray pine 7 No No No 
Quercus wislizeni Interior live oak 24 Yes No No 
Source: Appendix DE, Oak Resources Technical Report.  
Notes:  
1 The project’s grading plan identifies that this will be retained; however, grading activity will disturb approximately 50% of this 

tree’s root area. Post-construction survival of the tree with this level of root disturbance is unlikely, therefore, it has been 
identified as an impact for the purposes of this report. 

As noted in the table, the project proposes to remove all on-site trees with the exception of the tree designated as 
a Heritage Tree. To address removal of the trees the project is required to comply with the County’s mitigation for 
Individual Native Oak Tree and Heritage Tree impacts, as outlined in County Ordinance 5061, Section 
130.39.070(C)(2). This would require either payment of an in-lieu fee or off-site replacement planting within an 
area subject to a Conservation Easement or acquisition in fee title by a land conservation organization. 
Replacement sizes and quantities shall be consistent with Table 4 in the ORMP. The project would not conflict 
with the ordinance. 

The remaining Heritage Tree would potentially be impacted by construction activities. Specifically, grading could 
disturb approximately 50% of the tree’s root area. Post-construction survival of the tree with this level of root 
disturbance is unlikely. Because the project may affect the health of this protected, replacement plantings or fees 
for this tree is required per County Ordinance 5061.  
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Compliance with required tree protection measures prior to, during and after grading and construction activities would 
help minimize damage to the tree roots and enhance the health and vigor of the tree. Compliance with these protection 
measures and mandatory tree replacement would reduce project impacts to less than significant.  

3.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 
When considered independently, impacts from an individual project may not be significant; however, the 
combined effects of several projects may be significant when considered collectively. Cumulative impacts 
associated with proposed project have been analyzed in combination with other past, current and reasonably 
foreseeable development projects in western El Dorado County, including the community of Cool. The County has 
identified two projects within several miles of the proposed project, including a signage update to the 76 gas 
station located across the street from the proposed project and a cell tower located a couple of miles from the 
project site.  

The 76 gas station affects only the built environment (signage) and would not contribute to biological impacts. 
The cell tower construction would potentially impact similar resources as the proposed project, including nesting 
birds. Due to the small size of the cumulative projects, including the proposed site, no significant habitat loss 
would result. Compliance with applicable County and State regulations for protection of biological resources, 
including oak trees and nesting birds, would avoid or substantially reduce cumulative impacts. Therefore, the 
proposed project, combined with other projects, would not result in a cumulative impact. Cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant. 

3.3.6 Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures would reduce the potential for impacts on special-status species by ensuring 
the species are identified and protected during project construction activities. 

BIO-1:  If project-related construction activities including site clearing, tree removal and grading are 
scheduled during the nesting season (typically February 1 to September 30), a focused pre-
construction survey for nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within three (3) days prior 
to the beginning of project-related activities. The qualified biologist shall survey the area within a 
minimum 500-foot radius around the boundaries of the project site. If an active nest is found, a 
non-disturbance buffer shall be established around the nest. The width of the buffer shall be 
determined by the qualified biologist based on the species of bird, its general tolerance of 
disturbance, and the type of activity proposed. If a lapse in project-related work of seven (7) days 
or longer occurs, another focused survey shall be conducted. 

 Monitoring Requirement: The applicant shall conduct all construction activities outside the 
nesting season or perform a pre-construction survey and implement the avoidance measures 
determined by the qualified biologist prior to initiation of construction activities. This mitigation 
measure shall be noted on grading and construction plans. If a pre-construction survey is 
required, the applicant shall provide evidence of the survey to the El Dorado County Planning and 
Building Department to verify compliance prior to issuance of grading and building permits.  

 Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning and Building Department.  
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BIO-2: A pre-construction survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist 30 days prior to initiation of 
construction activities to assess whether roosting bats occur in the abandoned house on the 
proposed subdivision site. If any roosting bats are detected, consultation with CDFW shall be 
initiated to identify appropriate measures to be taken to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the 
species, which can include approval to exclude any bats potentially found on the site before 
vegetation removal or grading. 

 Monitoring Requirement: This mitigation measure shall be noted on grading and construction 
plans. The applicant shall provide evidence of the survey to the El Dorado County Planning and 
Building Department to verify compliance prior to issuance of grading and building permits.  

 Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning and Building Department.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would avoid or substantially reduce potential impacts to 
special status species.  

3.3.7 References 
Bole & Associates 2020. Revised Biological Assessment and Wetland Determination for El Dorado County APN 

071-500-037, Located in Section 18, Township 12 North, Range 9 East, 1020 Northside Drive, Cool, El 
Dorado County, CA 95614. February 18, 2020. 

Dudek 2020. DR19-0006/Cool Dollar General, Oak Resources Technical Report, Dudek, February 25, 2020. 

El Dorado County 2019. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Roads; A Plan for 
Quality Neighborhoods and Traffic Relief. Adopted July 19, 2004, last amended December 10, 2019. 
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3.4 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
This section describes the potential for prehistoric resources, historical resources, and tribal cultural resources to 
be damaged as a result of development of the project, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates 
potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Cool Dollar 
General (proposed project). Prehistoric resources include sites and artifacts associated with the indigenous, non-
Euro-American population, generally prior to contact with people of the European descent. Historical resources 
consist of structures, features, artifacts, and sites that date from Euro-American settlement of the region. This 
section relies upon the following report: Bole and Associates, Cultural Resources Inventory Survey, Cool 
Development Project, June 3, 2019 (included as Appendix F of this EIR).  

3.4.1 Environmental Setting 
Prehistory 

Initial human entry into California occurred at the beginning of the paleo-Indian Period – between about 10,000 
and 6,000 B.C. (Fredrickson 1974). Within portions of the Central Valley, fluted projectile points have been found 
at Tracy Lake (Heizer 1938) and around the margins of Buena Vista Lake in Kern County. Similar materials have 
been found to the north, at Samwel Cave near Shasta Lake and near McCloud and Big Springs in Siskiyou County. 
These early peoples are thought to have subsisted using a combination of hunting and lacustrine exploitation 
(Moratto 2004). 

These early cultural assemblages were followed by an increase in Native population density after about 7,500 years 
ago. Archaeologically defined as the Lower Archaic Period (6,000 to 3,000 BC), the transition to a less specialized 
foraging strategy clearly coincides with a middle Holocene climatic change to generally drier conditions which 
brought about desiccation of many of the West’s pluvial lakes. Hunting and gathering populations of this period 
were small, mobile groups that focused increasingly on diverse environmental settings. By the beginning of the 
Middle Archaic Period (from about 3,000 to 1,000 BC), the broad regional patterns of foraging subsistence 
strategies had given way to more intensive procurement strategies, manifest in part by the establishment of year-
round use of select village sites which in turn were located along major waterways. One of the most securely dated 
of these Archaic assemblages in northern California is from the Squaw Creek Site located north of Redding. Here, 
a charcoal-based C-14 date suggests extensive Native American presence around 6,500 years ago, or 4,500 BC. 
Most of the artifactual material dating to this time period has counterparts further south, around Borax (Clear) Lake 
and the Farmington Area a short distance east of Sacramento. Important artifact types from this time period include 
large wide-stemmed projectile points and manos and metates. 

Toward the end of this period, between about 1,000 BC and AD 100, sociopolitical complexity and the development 
of status distinctions appear, partially defining the Upper Archaic Period. Archaeological expressions within the 
northern and north-central Sierra Nevada during this period are defined as the Martis Complex, which maintained 
a huntergathering subsistence strategy and a high degree of mobility. Distinctive artifact types include manos and 
metates used for processing food, and relatively large, heavy projectile points and bifaces manufactured from 
locally available basalt. 

Defining the Emergent Period, from AD 300-500 through AD 1,800, within both northern and north-central Sierra 
Nevada and Central Valley contexts, Penutian-speaking Native American peoples are thought to have arrived, 
including those (i.e., Nisenan) who occupied lands within and around the project area at the time of initial contact 
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with EuropeanAmerican populations. Arriving ultimately from southern Oregon and the Columbia and Modoc 
Plateau region and proceeding down the major drainage systems (including the Feather, Yuba, Bear and American 
Rivers), these Penutian-speaking arrivals may have begun to displace the Martis populations, especially along the 
major river systems (Moratto 2004:303-304). Presumably introduced by these Penutian arrivals were more 
extensive use of bulbs and other plant foods, animal and fishing products more intensively processed with mortars 
and pestles, and perhaps the bow and arrow and associated small stemmed- and corner-notched projectile points 
(Ragir 1972). 

Ethnography 

The project area is located within territory occupied by the Nisenan at the time of initial contact with European 
Americans (Wilson and Towne 1978: Figure 1). The Nisenan are Native American peoples also referred to as 
“Southern Maidu” who occupied the drainages of the southern Feather River and Honcut Creek in the north, through 
Bear River and the Yuba and American River drainages in the south. Villages were frequently located on flats 
adjoining streams, and were inhabited mainly in the winter as it was usually necessary to go out into the hills and 
higher elevation zones to establish temporary camps during food gathering seasons (i.e., spring, summer and fall). 

As with all northern California Indian groups, economic life for the Nisenan revolved around hunting, fishing and the 
collecting of plant foods. These people were very sophisticated in terms of their knowledge of the uses of local 
animals and plants, and of the availability of raw material sources that could be used in manufacturing an immense 
array of primary and secondary tools and implements. Unfortunately, only fragmentary evidence of the material 
culture of these people remains, due in part to perishability and in part to the impacts to archaeological sites 
resulting from later (historic) land uses (mining, timber harvest, and ranching). 

Historic Context 

Historic evidence exists to document that some of the Spanish and Mexican expeditions of the early 19th century 
may have come through and made brief stays within northern California. Gabriel Moraga’s expedition was 
undertaken in 1806, with additional incursions occurring through the 1840’s. European Americans began arriving 
in more substantial numbers in the mid-1820’s, most notably with the trapping expeditions of Jedediah Smith. 

In 1849, the discovery of gold at nearby Coloma led immediately to exploration and intensive placer mining along 
all virtually every stream in California (Clark 1970), including in particular Black Rock Creek and Blue Tent Creek, 
both of which are located east of the project area, and of course all other tributaries to and including as well the 
various Forks of the American River. 

Mining dominated the economy and supported the growth of ancillary industry such as drygoods stores, saloons, 
toll roads and stage lines, foundries, lumber mills, and water companies. As mining became more corporate and 
began to eliminate small-scale participation, many miners turned to agriculture and support industries. Most of the 
early ranches that resulted were self-sufficient operations which included a variety of kept animals, small plots 
dedicated to growing vegetables and grain, and orchards and vineyards. 

Water storage and transportation and related hydroelectric development represent additional important historic 
themes in El Dorado County, along with logging, ground transportation, public land entry, and homesteading. 
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The early mining activity, coupled with historic through contemporary logging, ranching and associated water 
distribution projects, have all impacted prehistoric and early historic sites in this portion of El Dorado County and 
the project area. 

It appears likely that construction of Highway 49, adjacent to the west side of the property, may have affected a 
portion of the project area, and aerial images of the property indicate that it, as well as the adjacent lands, have 
been intensively disturbed throughout the past several decades. 

Cave Valley/Cool Elementary School was established sometime around 1900, and was formerly located southeast 
of the present APE. In 1952, the Northside Elementary School was constructed south of Cool, replacing the former 
school, which was subsequently demolished. 

Records Search And Field Survey  

North Central Information Center Records 

The official El Dorado County archaeological records were examined on May 22, 2019 (NCIC File No. ELD-19-56). 
This search documented the 1.69-acre Area of Potential Effect (APE), which consists of the project site, and a 1/4-
mile radius surrounding the APE. According to the Information Center, approximately 90% of the APE has been 
subjected to past archaeological survey as a result of three previous investigations. Twelve (12) investigations have 
been conducted within the adjacent search radius. Collectively, fifteen (15) investigations have been documented 
within the overall search area (with four additional volumes, totaling 19 citations). These investigations are listed 
in the Cultural Resources Inventory Report (Appendix F).  

According to the Information Center’s records, one resource (P-09-3627) has been documented within the APE. 
Supernowicz (2000) described the site as consisting of the remnants of the historic Cave Valley/Cool Elementary 
School and bedrock outcrops that may have utilized for prehistoric lithic procurement. An examination of the primary 
record for this site revealed that no site boundary was provided on the site sketch map. 

Examination of both the site location and site sketch maps, coupled with the site description, confirmed that the 
site did not extend into outside of the 2000 subject property survey boundary. Consequently, the site was 
erroneously plotted as within the current APE, and efforts were made during the present investigation (see below) 
to confirm that no components of site P-09-3627 extend into the present APE. Additionally, four resources (P-09-
3629, -3632, -3633, -5875) have been documented within the search radius.  

Survey 

Fieldwork was undertaken on May 30, 2019 by a professional who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Professional Qualification. All of the APE was subjected to intensive pedestrian survey by means of walking parallel 
transects, spaced at 10-meter intervals.  

Prehistoric Resources 

No evidence of prehistoric use or occupation was observed within the APE. The absence of such materials might 
best be explained by the extensive disturbance to which the property has been subjected, and to more suitable 
habitation settings at nearby locales. As noted in the records search section, above, one multi-component site (P-
09-3627) has been documented immediately south of the present APE. Consequently, particular attention was paid 
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to the surface soils within the subject APE’s southern boundary. Trowel probes and examination of rodent back dirt 
piles failed to identify any prehistoric cultural material. 

Further, components of site P-09-3627, located south of the present APE were examined carefully. No evidence of 
prehistoric occupation, use or activity was observed. Instead, extensive ground disturbance was noted within that 
southern parcel, with several large boulders exhibiting evidence of having been moved into their current locations 
at some point in the recent (<50 years) past. 

Historic-era Resources 

No evidence of historic use or occupation was observed within the APE. As with the findings of prehistoric resources, 
the absence of historic-era artifacts, features and sites may best be explained by the degree of disturbance to which 
most of the property has been subjected. No historic-era components associated with site P-09-3627 were 
observed within the subject APE. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 3.1.4, below, outreach letters were sent to tribal representatives pursuant to AB 52 for the 
purpose of determining the potential presence of tribal cultural resources (TCRs). No TCRs were identified on the 
project site or in the project vicinity.  

3.4.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as the 
official federal list of cultural resources that have been nominated by state offices for their historical significance 
at the local, state, or national level. Properties listed in the NRHP, or determined eligible for listing, must meet 
certain criteria for historical significance and possess integrity of form, location, and setting. Under Section 106 of 
the act and its implementing regulations, federal agencies are required to consider the effects of their actions, or 
those they fund or permit, on properties that may be eligible for listing or that are listed in the NRHP. The regulations 
in 36 CFR 60.4 describe the criteria to evaluate cultural resources for inclusion in the NRHP. Properties may be 
listed in the NRHP if they possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and they: 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work 
of a master, or possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or  

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

These factors are known as Criteria A, B, C, and D. 
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In addition, the resource must be at least 50 years old, except in exceptional circumstances. Eligible properties 
must meet at least one of the criteria and exhibit integrity, which is measured by the degree to which the resource 
retains its historical properties and conveys its historical character, the degree to which the original fabric has been 
retained, and the reversibility of the changes to the property. Archaeological sites are evaluated under Criterion D, 
which concerns the potential to yield information important in prehistory or history. 

The Section 106 review process, typically undertaken between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as part of issuing 
a Section 404 permit and the State Historic Preservation Officer, involves a four-step procedure: 

• Initiate the Section 106 process by establishing the undertaking, developing a plan for public involvement, 
and identifying other consulting parties. 

• Identify historic properties by determining the scope of efforts, identifying cultural resources, and evaluating 
their eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP. 

• Assess adverse effects by applying the criteria of adverse effect on historic properties (resources that are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP). 

• Resolve adverse effects by consulting with the State Historic Preservation Officer and other consulting 
agencies, including the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, if necessary, to develop an agreement 
that addresses the treatment of historic properties. 

The Department of the Interior has set forth Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 
These standards and guidelines are not regulatory and do not set or interpret agency policy. A project that follows 
the standards and guidelines generally shall be considered mitigated to a less-than-significant level, according to 
Section 15064.5(b)(3) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). 

State  

California Register of Historical Resources  

California Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1, authorizes the establishment of the CRHR. Any identified cultural 
resources must therefore be evaluated against the CRHR criteria. In order to be determined eligible for listing in the 
CRHR, a property must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the four significance 
criteria, modeled on the NRHP. In order to be determined eligible for listing in the CRHR, a property must be 
significant at the national, state, or local level under one or more of the following four criteria: 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of the history and cultural heritage of California and the United States. 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to the nation or to California’s past. 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the state and 
the nation. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the previous criteria, a significant property must also retain integrity. Properties 
eligible for listing in the CRHR must retain enough of their historic character to convey the reason(s) for their significance. 
Integrity is judged in relation to location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  
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California Environmental Quality Act  

Under CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), public agencies must consider the effects 
of their actions on both historical resources and unique archaeological resources. Pursuant to CEQA Section 
21084.1, a “project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a 
project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” Section 21083.2 requires agencies to determine 
whether proposed projects would have effects on “unique archaeological resources.” 

“Historical resource” is a term of art with a defined statutory meaning (see California Public Resources Code, 
Section 21084.1, and 14 CCR 15064.5(a) and 15064.5(b)). The term embraces any resource listed in or 
determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR. The CRHR includes resources listed in or formally determined 
eligible for listing in the NRHP, as well as some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. 

Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local preservation ordinance (local landmarks 
or landmark districts) or that have been identified in a local historical resources inventory may be eligible for listing 
in the CRHR and are presumed to be “historical resources” for purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of 
evidence indicates otherwise (California Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1, and 14 CCR 4850). Unless a 
resource listed in a survey has been demolished or has lost substantial integrity, or there is a preponderance of 
evidence indicating that it is otherwise not eligible for listing, a lead agency should consider the resource potentially 
eligible for the CRHR. 

In addition to assessing whether historical resources potentially impacted by a proposed project are listed or have 
been identified in a survey process, lead agencies have a responsibility to evaluate them against the CRHR criteria 
as discussed previously, prior to making a finding as to a proposed project’s impacts to historical resources 
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1, and 14 CCR 15064.5(a)(3)). The fact that a resource is not 
listed or determined to be eligible for listing does not preclude a lead agency from determining that it may be a 
historical resource (California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1, and 14 CCR 15064.5(a)(4)). 

CEQA also distinguishes between two classes of archaeological resources: archaeological sites that meet the 
definition of a historical resource, as described previously, and unique archaeological resources. Under CEQA, an 
archaeological resource is considered “unique” if it: 

• Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information; 

• Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its 
type; or 

• Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person 
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2(g)). 

CEQA states that if a proposed project would result in an impact that might cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource, then an EIR must be prepared and mitigation measures and alternatives 
must be considered. A “substantial adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource means physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired (14 CCR 15064.5(b)(1)). 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.5(c)) also provide specific guidance on the treatment of archaeological 
resources, depending on whether they meet the definition of a historical resource or a unique archaeological 
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resource. If the site meets the definition of a unique archaeological resource, it must be treated in accordance with 
the provisions of California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(e), requires that excavation activities be stopped whenever human remains are 
uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains. If the county coroner determines that 
the remains are those of Native Americans, the NAHC must be contacted within 24 hours. At that time, the lead 
agency must consult with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as identified in a timely manner by the NAHC. 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain circumstances, to 
develop an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Senate Bill 18 

Senate Bill (SB) 18 (Government Code, Sections 65352.3, 65352.4) requires that, prior to the adoption or 
amendment of a general plan proposed on or after March 1, 2005, a city or county must consult with Native 
American tribes with respect to the possible preservation of, or the mitigation of impacts to, specified Native 
American places, features, and objects located within that jurisdiction.  

Senate Bill 297  

SB 297 addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects such remains 
from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be implemented if Native 
American skeletal remains are discovered during construction; and establishes the NAHC to resolve disputes 
regarding the disposition of such remains. The provisions of SB 297 have been incorporated into Section 
15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Assembly Bill 52  

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 requires consultation with Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the geographic area in which a project requiring CEQA review is proposed if those tribes have requested to be 
informed of such proposed projects. The intention of such consultation is to avoid adverse impacts to tribal cultural 
resources. This law is in addition to existing legislature protecting archaeological resources associated with 
California Native American tribes.  

California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5(b) of the California Health and Safety Code specifies protocols to address any human remains that 
may be discovered. The code states:  

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, 
there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the human remains are discovered has determined, in 
accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government 
Code, that the remains are not subject to the provisions of section 27492 of the Government Code or any other 
related provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner and cause of death, and the 
recommendations concerning treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made to the person 
responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative, in the manner provided in section 
5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. 
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Local 

El Dorado County General Plan  

• Policy 7.5.1.3: Cultural resource studies (historic, prehistoric, and paleontological resources) shall be 
conducted prior to approval of discretionary projects. Studies may include, but are not limited to, record 
searches through the North Central Information Center at California State University, Sacramento, the 
Museum of Paleontology, University of California, Berkeley, field surveys, subsurface testing, and/or 
salvage excavations. The avoidance and protection of sites shall be encouraged.  

• Policy 7.5.1.4:Promote the registration of historic districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects in the 
National Register of Historic Places and inclusion in the California State Office of Historic Preservation’s 
California Points of Historic Interest and California Inventory of Historic Resources. 

3.4.3 Significance Criteria 
The analysis below evaluates potentially significant project impacts related to cultural and tribal cultural resources 
based on the following significance criteria: 

• Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in Section 15064.5? 

• Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

• Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

• Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource as 
defined in Section 21074? 

An adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource is one that would disturb, damage, 
or destroy the resource, while the disturbance or damage would reduce or eliminate the potential for the resource 
to yield important information and context regarding history. 

3.4.4 Impact Analysis 
Methodology 

As described in the Cultural Resources Inventory Survey (Appendix F of the EIR), a records search and pedestrian 
survey were conducted. Several types of information were considered relevant to evaluating the types of 
archaeological sites and site distribution that might be encountered within the project area. The information 
evaluated prior to conducting the pedestrian survey includes data maintained by the North Central Information 
Center, and available published and unpublished documents relevant to regional prehistory, ethnography, and early 
historic developments. 

Pursuant to AB 52, The United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC), the Wilton Rancheria, the 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, the Ione Band of Miwok Indians, the Nashville-El Dorado Miwok, the T’si Akim 
Maidu, and the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians (SSBMI) were notified of the proposed project. The UAIC and the 
SSBMI requested, and received, the Cultural Resource Report and Biological Study for the project. No TCRs were 
identified through the consultation process and consultation was closed.  
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Project Impacts 

Impact 3.4-1 

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5.  

The NCIC records search conducted for the project indicated that approximately 90 percent of the identified Area 
of Potential Effect (consisting of the project site plus a .25-mile radius) had been subjected to previous 
archaeological investigation, and that aside from a mapping error, no prehistoric or historic-era sites had been 
documented within the APE.  

The intensive-level pedestrian survey of the APE, failed to identify any evidence of prehistoric or historic-era use or 
occupation within the APE. As noted in the Cultural Resources Inventory report, the absence of such materials might 
best be explained by the extensive disturbance to which most of the property has been subjected. The report 
concluded that no historic properties are present within the project area and no historic properties would be 
affected by development of the project, as presently proposed. Likewise, no significant historical resources, or 
unique archaeological resources are located within the APE. Project impacts would be less than significant.  

Consultation was undertaken with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) regarding sacred land listings 
for the property. An information request letter was delivered to the NAHC on May 16, 2019. With no response, a 
second request letter was submitted to the NAHC on May 28, 2019. To date, no response has been received from 
the NAHC. 

Impact 3.4-2 

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resource pursuant 
to Section 15064.5.  

Based on the absence of significant historical resources/unique archaeological resources/historic properties within 
the APE, the report recommends archaeological clearance for the project as presently proposed. Standard 
conditions of approval imposed by the County on the project would address the accidental discovery of any 
previously unidentified resources during construction and result in project impacts. The potential impact of the 
project on archaeological resources is less than significant. 

Impact 3.4-3 

The project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

The Cultural Resources Inventory prepared for the project, which included a records search and an intensive 
pedestrian survey of the site, did not find evidence of potential human remains. In the unlikely event that human 
remains are discovered during construction, the County’s standard conditions of approval requiring compliance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) would apply. The potential impact is less than significant.  
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Impact 3.4-4 

The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource as defined 
in Section 21074.  

The United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC), the Wilton Rancheria, the Washoe Tribe of 
Nevada and California, the Ione Band of Miwok Indians, the Nashville-El Dorado Miwok, the T’si Akim Maidu, and 
the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians (SSBMI) were notified of the proposed project and given access to all 
project documents. No other tribe had requested to be notified of the proposed projects for consultation in the 
project area at the time. In response to consultation requests from the UAIC and the SSBMI, the Cultural Resource 
Report and Biological Study were provided for this project. Pursuant to the Archaeological Report, the geographic 
area of the project sites are not known to contain any resources listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as designed in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or considered significant by a California Native American tribe. As part of the consultation process with 
the UAIC, mitigation measures were identified to address inadvertent discoveries of potential tribal cultural 
resources. Although unlikely, inadvertent discovery of a TCR during construction could result in a potentially 
significant impact.  

3.4.5 Cumulative 
Although the project-specific impact analysis for cultural resources necessarily includes separate analyses for 
prehistoric resources, historic-period resources, and human remains, the cumulative analysis combines these 
resources into a single, non-renewable resource base and considers the additive effect of project-specific impacts 
to significant regional impacts on cultural resources.  

3.4.6 Mitigation Measures 
TCR-1:  If any Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) are discovered during ground disturbing construction 

activities, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the find. The appropriate tribal representatives 
from culturally affiliated tribes shall be immediately notified. Work at the discovery location shall 
not resume, until the potential TCR is determined, in consultation with culturally affiliated tribes, 
that the find is not a TCR, or that the find is a TCR and all necessary investigation and evaluation 
of the discovery under the requirements the Public Resources Code has been satisfied. 
Preservation in place is the preferred alternative, and every effort must be made to preserve the 
identified resource in place, including but not limited to project redesign. Should be project 
redesign be required, the project shall be required to obtain a revision to the Design Review Permit. 
The contractor shall implement any measures deemed by the County to be necessary and feasible 
to preserve in place, avoid, or minimize impacts to the resource, including, but not limited to, 
facilitating the appropriate tribal treatment of the find, as necessary and feasible to preserve in 
place, avoid, or minimize impacts to the resource, including, but not limited to, facilitating the 
appropriate tribal treatment of the find as necessary 

 Monitoring Requirement: This mitigation measure shall be noted on grading and construction plans.  

 Monitoring Responsibility: El Dorado County Planning and Building Department.  
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With implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1, impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources would be 
reduced to less than significant.  

3.4.7 References 
Bole & Associates. 2019. Cultural Resources Inventory Survey, Cool Development Project circa 1.69-acres, El 

Dorado County, California. June 3, 2019. 

El Dorado County. 2019. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Roads; A Plan for 
Quality Neighborhoods and Traffic Relief. Adopted July 19, 2004, last amended December 10, 2019. 
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3.5 Energy 
This section includes a description of existing energy resource conditions, a summary of applicable regulations, and 
analyses of potential short-term and long-term energy impacts of the proposed project.  

No public comments related to energy were received in response to circulation of the Notice of Preparation 
(Appendix B).  

3.5.1 Environmental Setting 
Electricity and Natural Gas 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides electrical and natural gas service to Cool. Incorporated in 
California in 1905, PG&E is one of the largest combination natural gas and electric utilities in the United States. It 
currently provides service to approximately 16 million people throughout a 70,000-square-mile service area in 
northern and central California from Eureka in the north to Bakersfield in the south, and from the Pacific Ocean in 
the west to the Sierra Nevada in the east. The service area includes 106,681 circuit miles of electric distribution 
lines, 18,466 circuit miles of interconnected transmission lines. 42,141 miles of natural gas distribution pipelines 
and 6,438 miles of transportation pipelines. PG&E and other utilities in the state are regulated by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (PG&E 2020).  

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), California used approximately 255,224 gigawatt 
hours of electricity in 2018 (EIA 2020a). Electricity usage in California for different land uses varies substantially by 
the types of uses in a building, type of construction materials used in a building, and the efficiency of all electricity-
consuming devices within a building. Due to the state’s energy efficiency building standards and efficiency and 
conservation programs, California’s electricity use per capita in the residential sector is lower than any other state 
except Hawaii (EIA 2020b). 

In El Dorado County, PG&E reported an annual electrical consumption of approximately 1,227 million kWh in 2019, 
with 460 million kWh for non-residential use and 767 million kWh for residential use (CEC 2020a). 

According to the EIA, California used approximately 2,136,907 million cubic feet of natural gas in 2018 (EIA 2020c). 
The majority of California’s natural gas customers are residential and small commercial customers (core 
customers). These customers account for approximately 35% of the natural gas delivered by California utilities 
(CPUC 2020). Large consumers, such as electric generators and industrial customers (noncore customers), account 
for approximately 65% of the natural gas delivered by California utilities (CPUC 2020). The California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) regulates California natural gas rates and natural gas services, including in-state transportation 
over transmission and distribution pipeline systems, storage, procurement, metering, and billing. Most of the 
natural gas used in California comes from out-of-state natural gas basins. Biogas (e.g. from wastewater treatment 
facilities or dairy farms) is just beginning to be delivered into the gas utility pipeline systems, and the State has 
been encouraging its development (CPUC 2020). 

In 2019, PG&E had delivered approximately 35 million therms to El Dorado County, with 10 million therms for non-
residential use and 25 million therms for residential use (CEC 2020b).  
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Petroleum 

According to the EIA, California used approximately 681 million barrels of petroleum in 2018, with the majority (584 
million barrels) used for the transportation sector (EIA 2020d). This total annual consumption equates to a daily use of 
approximately 1.9 million barrels of petroleum. There are 42 U.S. gallons in a barrel, so California consumes 
approximately 78.4 million gallons of petroleum per day, adding up to an annual consumption of 29 billion gallons of 
petroleum. In California, petroleum fuels refined from crude oil are the dominant source of energy for transportation 
sources. Petroleum usage in California includes petroleum products such as motor gasoline, distillate fuel, liquefied 
petroleum gases, and jet fuel. California has implemented policies to improve vehicle efficiency and to support use 
of alternative transportation, which are described in Section 3.5.2, below. 

3.5.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act 

In 1975, Congress enacted the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act, which established the first fuel economy 
standards for on-road motor vehicles in the United States. Pursuant to the act, the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration is responsible for establishing additional vehicle standards. In 2012, new fuel economy standards 
for passenger cars and light trucks were approved for model years 2017 through 2021 (77 FR 62624–63200). 
Fuel economy is determined based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the fleet of vehicles available 
for sale in the United States. 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991  

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 promoted the development of intermodal 
transportation systems to maximize mobility and address national and local interests in air quality and energy. 
ISTEA contained factors for metropolitan planning organizations to address in developing transportation plans and 
programs, including some energy‐related factors. To meet the new ISTEA requirements, metropolitan planning 
organizations adopted policies defining the social, economic, energy, and environmental values guiding 
transportation decisions. 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century  

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century was signed into law in 1998 and builds on the initiatives 
established in the ISTEA legislation (previously discussed). The act authorizes highway, highway safety, transit, and 
other efficient surface transportation programs. The act continues the program structure established for highways 
and transit under ISTEA, such as flexibility in the use of funds, emphasis on measures to improve the environment, 
and focus on a strong planning process as the foundation of transportation decisions. The act also provides for 
investment in research and its application to maximize the performance of the transportation system through, for 
example, deployment of intelligent transportation systems to help improve operations and management of 
transportation systems and vehicle safety. 
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Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007.  

On December 19, 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) was signed into law. In addition 
to setting increased Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards for motor vehicles, the EISA includes the following 
other provisions related to energy efficiency: 

• Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) (Section 202) 

• Appliance and Lighting Efficiency Standards (Sections 301–325) 

• Building Energy Efficiency (Sections 411–441) 

This federal legislation requires ever-increasing levels of renewable fuels (the RFS) to replace petroleum (EPA 2017). The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for developing and implementing regulations to ensure that 
transportation fuel sold in the United States contains a minimum volume of renewable fuel. The RFS program regulations 
were developed in collaboration with refiners, renewable fuel producers, and many other stakeholders. 

The RFS program was created under the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and established the first renewable fuel volume 
mandate in the United States. As required under the act, the original RFS program (RFS1) required 7.5 billion gallons 
of renewable fuel to be blended into gasoline by 2012. Under the EISA, the RFS program was expanded in several 
key ways that lay the foundation for achieving significant reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the 
use of renewable fuels, reducing imported petroleum, and encouraging the development and expansion of the 
renewable fuels sector in the United States. The updated program is referred to as RFS2 and includes the following: 

• EISA expanded the RFS program to include diesel, in addition to gasoline. 

• EISA increased the volume of renewable fuel required to be blended into transportation fuel from 9 billion 
gallons in 2008 to 36 billion gallons by 2022.  

• EISA established new categories of renewable fuel and set separate volume requirements for each one. 

• EISA required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to apply lifecycle GHG performance threshold standards 
to ensure that each category of renewable fuel emits fewer GHGs than the petroleum fuel it replaces. 

Additional provisions of the EISA address energy savings in government and public institutions, research for 
alternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international energy programs, and the creation of 
“green” jobs. 

State  

Warren-Alquist Act  

The California legislature passed the Warren-Alquist Act in 1974. The Warren-Alquist Act created the California 
Energy Commission (CEC). The legislation also incorporated the following three key provisions designed to address 
the demand side of the energy equation: 

• It directed the CEC to formulate and adopt the nation’s first energy conservation standards for buildings 
constructed and appliances sold in California. 

• The act removed the responsibility of electricity demand forecasting from the utilities, which had a financial 
interest in high-demand projections, and transferred it to a more impartial CEC. 
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• The CEC was directed to embark on an ambitious research and development program, with a particular 
focus on fostering what were characterized as non-conventional energy sources. 

State of California Energy Action Plan 

The CEC and CPUC approved the first State of California Energy Action Plan in 2003. The plan established shared 
goals and specific actions to ensure that adequate, reliable, and reasonably priced electrical power and natural gas 
supplies are provided, and identified policies, strategies, and actions that are cost-effective and environmentally 
sound for California’s consumers and taxpayers. In 2005, a second Energy Action Plan was adopted by the CEC and 
CPUC to reflect various policy changes and actions of the prior 2 years. 

At the beginning of 2008, the CEC and CPUC determined that it was not necessary or productive to prepare a new 
energy action plan. This determination was based, in part, on a finding that the state’s energy policies have been 
significantly influenced by the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006 (discussed below). Rather than produce a new energy action plan, the CEC and CPUC prepared an update 
that examines the state’s ongoing actions in the context of global climate change.  

Senate Bills 1078 (2002), 107 (2006), X1-2 (2011), 350 (2015) and 100 (2018) 

Senate Bill (SB) 1078 established the California RPS Program and required that a retail seller of electricity purchase 
a specified minimum percentage of electricity generated by eligible renewable energy resources as defined in any 
given year, culminating in a 20% standard by December 31, 2017. These retail sellers include electrical 
corporations, community choice aggregators, and electric service providers. The bill relatedly required the CEC to 
certify eligible renewable energy resources, design and implement an accounting system to verify compliance with 
the RPS by retail sellers, and allocate and award supplemental energy payments to cover above-market costs of 
renewable energy.  

SB 107 (2006) accelerated the RPS established by SB 1078 by requiring that 20% of electricity retail sales be 
served by renewable energy resources by 2010 (not 2017). Additionally, SB X1-2 (2011) required all California 
utilities to generate 33% of their electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2020. Specifically, SB X1-
2 sets a three-stage compliance period: by December 31, 2013, 20% of electricity had to come from renewables; 
by December 31, 2016, 25% of electricity had to come from renewables; and by December 31, 2020, 33% will be 
required to come from renewables.  

SB 350 (2015) expanded the RPS by requiring retail seller and publicly owned utilities to procure 50% of their 
electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030, with interim goals of 40% by 2024 and 45% by 2027. 

SB 100 (2018) accelerated and expanded the standards set forth in SB 350 by establishing that 44% of the total 
electricity sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2024, 52% by December 31, 2027, and 
60% by December 31, 2030 be secured from qualifying renewable energy sources. SB 100 also states that it is the 
policy of the state that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100% of the retail 
sales of electricity to California. This bill requires that the achievement of 100% zero-carbon electricity does not 
increase carbon emissions elsewhere in the western grid. Additionally, 100% zero-carbon electricity cannot be 
achieved through resource shuffling.  
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Consequently, utility energy generation from non-renewable resources is expected to be reduced based on 
implementation of the RPS requirements described above. The proposed project’s reliance on non-renewable 
energy sources would be reduced accordingly.  

Assembly Bill 1007 (2005) 

AB 1007 (2005) required the CEC to prepare a statewide plan to increase the use of alternative fuels in California 
(State Alternative Fuels Plan). The CEC prepared the plan in partnership with the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) and in consultation with other state agencies, plus federal and local agencies. The State Alternative Fuels 
Plan assessed various alternative fuels and developed fuel portfolios to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum 
consumption, increase alternative fuels use, reduce GHG emissions, and increase in-state production of biofuels 
without causing a significant degradation of public health and environmental quality. 

Assembly Bill 32 (2006) and Senate Bill 32 (2016) 

In 2006, the state legislature enacted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires 
California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2016, the Legislature enacted SB 32, which 
extended the horizon year of the state’s codified GHG reduction planning targets from 2020 to 2030, requiring 
California to reduce its GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. In accordance with AB 32 and SB 32, 
CARB prepares scoping plans to guide the development of statewide policies and regulations for the reduction of 
GHG emissions. Many of the policy and regulatory concepts identified in the scoping plans focused on increasing 
energy efficiencies, using renewable resources, and reducing the consumption of petroleum-based fuels (such as 
gasoline and diesel). As such, the state’s GHG emissions reduction planning framework creates co-benefits for 
energy-related resources.  

California Building Standards 

Part 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was established in 1978 and serves to enhance and regulate 
California’s building standards. Part 6 establishes energy efficiency standards for residential and non-residential 
buildings constructed in California to reduce energy demand and consumption. Part 6 is updated periodically to 
incorporate and consider new energy efficiency technologies and methodologies. The current Title 24 standards 
are the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which became effective January 1, 2020. Title 24 also 
includes Part 11, California’s Green Building Standards (CALGreen). CALGreen establishes minimum mandatory 
standards as well as voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable site development, 
energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, 
and interior air quality. The 2019 CALGreen standards are the current applicable standards. For nonresidential 
projects, some of the key mandatory CALGreen 2019 standards involve requirements related to bicycle parking, 
designated parking for clean air vehicles, electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, shade trees, water conserving 
plumbing fixtures and fittings, outdoor potable water use in landscaped areas, recycled water supply systems, 
construction waste management, excavated soil and land clearing debris, and commissioning (24 CCR Part 11). 

Integrated Energy Policy Report 

The CEC is responsible for preparing integrated energy policy reports that identify emerging trends related to energy 
supply, demand, and conservation; public health and safety; and maintenance of a healthy economy. The CEC’s 
2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report discusses the state’s policy goals of decarbonizing buildings, doubling energy 
efficiency savings, and increasing flexibility in the electricity grid system to integrate more renewable energy (CEC 
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2018). Specifically for the decarbonizing of building energy, the goal would be achieved by designing future 
commercial and residential buildings to have their energy sourced almost entirely from electricity in place of natural 
gas. Regarding the increase in renewable energy flexibility, the goal would be achieved through increases in energy 
storage capacity within the state, increases in energy efficiency, and adjusting energy use to the time of day when 
the most amount of renewable energy is being generated.  

State Vehicle Standards 

In response to the transportation sector accounting for more than half of California’s carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions, AB 1493 was enacted in 2002. AB 1493 required CARB to set GHG emissions standards for passenger 
vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by the state board to be vehicles whose primary use is 
noncommercial personal transportation in the state. The bill required that CARB set GHG emissions standards for 
motor vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model years. The 2009–2012 standards resulted in a 
reduction in approximately 22% of GHG emissions compared to emissions from the 2002 fleet, and the 2013–
2016 standards resulted in a reduction of approximately 30% compared to the 2002 fleet. 

In 2012, CARB approved a new emissions-control program for model years 2017 through 2025. The program 
combines the control of smog, soot, and global-warming gases with requirements for greater numbers of zero-
emissions vehicles into a single package of standards called Advanced Clean Cars. By 2025, when the rules would 
be fully implemented, new automobiles would emit 40% fewer global-warming gases and 75% fewer smog-forming 
emissions (CARB 2020). However, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) published the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule, which revokes 
California’s authority to set its own GHG emissions standards and set zero-emission vehicle mandates in California. 
Since California and 22 other states, as well as the District of Columbia and four cities, filed suit against the EPA 
and a petition for reconsideration of the rule, the effect of the SAFE Rule on the Advanced Clean Cars program is 
still to be determined pending the ruling of ongoing litigation. 

Although the focus of the state’s vehicle standards is on the reduction of air pollutants and GHG emissions, one co-
benefit of implementation of these standards is a reduced demand for petroleum-based fuels. 

Sustainable Communities Strategy  

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, or SB 375, coordinates land use planning, 
regional transportation plans, and funding priorities to help California meet its GHG emissions reduction mandates 
established in AB 32. As codified in California Government Code Section 65080, SB 375 requires Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations to include a sustainable communities strategy in their regional transportation plan. The 
main focus of the sustainable communities strategy is to plan for growth in a fashion that will ultimately reduce 
GHG emissions, but the strategy is also part of a bigger effort to address other development issues, including transit 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which influence the consumption of petroleum-based fuels. 
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Local 

El Dorado County General Plan 

The following goal, objective, and policy from the Public Services and Utilities Element of the General Plan (County 
of El Dorado 2015), which was updated in December 2015, would apply to energy: 

• Goal 5.6 Gas, Electric, and Other Utility Services. Sufficient utility service availability consistent with the 
needs of a growing community. 

o Objective 5.6.2 Encourage Energy Efficient Development. Encourage development of energy-efficient 
buildings, subdivisions, development, and landscape designs. 

 Policy 5.6.2.1. Require energy conserving landscaping plans for all projects requiring design review 
or other discretionary approval. 

3.5.3 Significance Criteria 
The standards of significance used to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project related to energy are based on 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as listed below. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Would the project result in potential significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

• Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

3.5.4 Project Impacts 
Approach and Methodology 

Construction 

The California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate potential project-
generated GHG emissions during construction, which were then used to estimate energy consumption. Construction 
of the project would result in GHG emissions primarily associated with use of off-road construction equipment, on-
road hauling and vendor (material delivery) trucks, and worker vehicles. All details for construction criteria air 
pollutants discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Appendices B of this EIR are also applicable for the estimation 
of construction-related GHG emissions. The estimated GHGs were back-calculated based on carbon content (i.e., 
kilograms of CO2 per gallon) in order to estimate fuel usage during project construction. The conversion factor for 
gasoline is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for diesel is 10.21 kilograms 
per metric ton CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2019).  

Operations 

During proposed project operations, activities that would consume energy would include electricity and natural gas 
use for building operations, electricity for water and wastewater conveyance, and petroleum consumption from on-
road vehicle trips. Additional assumptions for these sources are described in Impact 3.5-1. 
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Project Impacts 

Impact 3.5-1 

The project would not result in potential significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation. 

The short-term construction and long-term operation of the project will require the consumption of energy resources 
in several forms at the project site and within the project area. Construction and operational energy consumption 
is evaluated in detail below. 

Electricity 

Construction Use  

Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment such as computers inside temporary 
construction trailers would be provided by PG&E. The electricity used for such activities would be temporary and would 
have a negligible contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption.  

Operational Use  

The operational phase would require electricity for multiple purposes including building heating and cooling, 
lighting, appliances, electronics, and for water and wastewater treatment and conveyance. The estimation of 
operational building energy and water and wastewater was based on the CalEEMod default assumptions for a free 
standing discount store and parking lot. Table 3.5-1 presents the electricity demand for the project.  

Table 3.5-1. Project Operations - Electricity Demand 

Project Facility kWh/Year 

Building and Lighting Electricity Demand 
Free Standing Discount Store 123,032.00 
Parking Lot 4,340.00 
Water/Wastewater Electricity Demand 
Free Standing Discount Store 5,093.31 

Total 132,465.31 
Source: Appendix B. 
Notes: kWh = kilowatt-hour. 

For disclosure, in comparison, for El Dorado County, electricity demand in 2019 was 1,227 million kWh (CEC 
2020a). The project is subject to statewide mandatory energy requirements as outlined in Title 24, Part 6, of the 
California Code of Regulations. Title 24, Part 11, contains additional energy measures that are applicable to project 
under CALGreen. Prior to project approval, the applicant would ensure that the project would meet Title 24 
requirements applicable at that time, as required by state regulations through their plan review process. Therefore, 
due to the limited amount of electricity use for the project compared to El Dorado County consumption, and the 
inherent increase in efficiency of building code regulations, the project would not result in a wasteful use of energy. 
Impacts related to operational electricity use would be less than significant. 
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Natural Gas 

Construction Use 

Natural gas is not anticipated to be required during construction of the proposed project. Fuels used for construction 
would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline, which are discussed below under the “petroleum” subsection. Any 
minor amounts of natural gas that may be consumed as a result of project construction would have a negligible 
contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption.  

Operational Use 

Natural gas consumption during operation would be required for various purposes, including building heating and 
cooling. For building consumption, default natural gas generation rates in CalEEMod for the project land use and climate 
zone were used. Table 3.5-2 presents the natural gas demand for the project 

Table 3.5-2. Project Operations – Natural Gas Demand 

Project Facility kBtu/year 
Free Standing Discount Store 65,611.00 

Source: Appendix B  
Notes: kBtu = thousand British thermal units. 

As shown in Table 3.5-2, the project would consume approximately 65,611 thousand British thermal units (kBtu) 
per year. For disclosure, in comparison, in 2019, PG&E delivered approximately 35 million therms (3.5 billion kBtu) 
to El Dorado County (CEC 2020b). The project would also be built in accordance with the current Title 24 standards 
at the time of construction. Therefore, due to the limited amount of natural gas use for the project, and the inherent 
increase in efficiency of building code regulations, the project would not result in a wasteful use of energy. Impacts 
related to operational natural gas use would be less than significant. 

Petroleum 

Construction Use 

Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with construction activities would rely on diesel fuel, as would haul 
and vendor trucks involved in the soil export from, and delivery of materials to, the project site. Construction workers 
would travel to and from the project site throughout the duration of construction. It is assumed in this analysis that 
construction workers would travel to and from the site in gasoline-powered light-duty vehicles.  

Heavy-duty construction equipment of various types would be used during each phase of project construction. 
Appendix C lists the assumed equipment usage for each phase of construction. The project’s construction 
equipment is estimated to operate a total combined 6,032 hours based on CalEEMod defaults assumptions. 

Fuel consumption from construction equipment was estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions from each 
construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. The conversion 
factor for gasoline is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for diesel is 10.21 
kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2019). The estimated diesel fuel usage from 
construction equipment is shown in Table 3.5-3. 
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Table 3.5-3. Construction Equipment Diesel Demand 

Phase 
Pieces of 
Equipment 

Equipment 
CO2 (MT) Kg CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Site Preparation 3 1.51 10.21 148.16 
Grading 3 6.19 10.21 606.74 
Building Construction 7 100.76 10.21 9,868.44 
Paving 5 3.53 10.21 345.69 
Architectural Coating 1 0.77 10.21 75.02 

Total 11,044.05 
Sources: Pieces of equipment and equipment CO2 (Appendix B); kg CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2019). 
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; MT = metric ton; kg = kilogram. 

Fuel estimates for total worker vehicles, haul truck, and vendor truck fuel consumption are provided in Table 3.5-4. 

Table 3.5-4. Construction Worker, Vendor, and Haul Truck Petroleum Demand 

Phase Trips 
Vehicle  
MT CO2 

Kg CO2/ 
Gallon Gallons 

Worker Vehicles (Gasoline) 
Site Preparation 16 0.09 8.78 9.89 
Grading 80 0.43 8.78 49.43 
Building Construction 888 4.77 8.78 542.84 
Paving 78 0.41 8.78 46.56 
Architectural Coating 12 0.06 8.78 7.16 

Total 655.88 
Haul Trucks (Diesel) 
Site Preparation 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Grading 50 1.94 10.21 189.94 
Building Construction 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Paving 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Architectural Coating 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Total 189.94 
Vendor Trucks (Diesel) 
Site Preparation 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Grading 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Building Construction 444 5.18 10.21 506.91 
Paving 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 
Architectural Coating 0 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Total 506.91 
Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix B); kg CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2019). 
Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

In summary, construction of the project is conservatively anticipated to consume 12,397 gallons of petroleum over 
a period of approximately 135 days. For disclosure, by comparison, approximately 11 billion gallons of petroleum 
would be consumed in California over the course of the project’s construction phase, based on the California daily 
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petroleum consumption estimate of approximately 78.6 million gallons per day (EIA 2020d). Overall, because 
petroleum use during construction would be temporary, and would not be wasteful or inefficient, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Operational Use 

The fuel consumption resulting from the project’s operational phase would be attributable to on-road vehicles 
traveling to and from the project site. Petroleum fuel consumption associated with motor vehicles during operation 
is a function of VMT. As shown in Appendix B, the annual VMT attributable to the project is expected to be 1,094,327 
VMT per year, based on CalEEMod defaults for a rural 9,100 square-foot free standing discount store and 
accounting for 34% pass-by trips per the Traffic Impact Analysis (KD Anderson 2019). Similar to construction worker 
and truck trips, fuel consumption for operation was estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions to gallons using 
the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. Based on the countywide proportion of gasoline and 
diesel on-road vehicle-generated CO2 in EMFAC2014 and the CalEEMod default fleet mix, the vehicles associated 
with project operations were assumed to be approximately 94% gasoline powered and 6% diesel powered. The 
estimated fuel use from project operational mobile sources is shown in Table 3.5-5.  

Table 3.5-5. Project Operations - Petroleum Consumption 

Fuel Vehicle MT CO2 kg CO2/Gallona Gallons 
Gasoline 392.43 8.78 44,696.00 
Diesel 24.96 10.21 2,444.95 

Total 47,140.95 
Source: Appendix B. 
Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

As depicted in Table 3.5-5, mobile sources from the project would result in approximately 47,141 gallons of 
petroleum fuel usage per year. By comparison, California as a whole consumes approximately 29 billion gallons of 
petroleum per year (EIA 2020d). Notably, over the lifetime of the project, the fuel efficiency of the vehicles being used 
by the employees and customers is expected to increase based on numerous regulations in place that require and 
encourage increased fuel efficiency. As such, the amount of petroleum consumed as a result of vehicular trips to and 
from the project site during operation would decrease over time. Although the project would increase petroleum use 
during operation as a result of employees and customers traveling to and from the project site, the use would be a 
small fraction of the statewide use and, due to efficiency increases, would diminish over time. Given these 
considerations, petroleum consumption associated with the project would not be considered inefficient or wasteful 
and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Based on the analysis above, the consumption of energy resources (including electricity, natural gas, and 
petroleum) during project construction and operation would not be considered inefficient or wasteful and would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Impact 3.5-2 

The project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Part 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was established in 1978 and serves to enhance and regulate 
California’s building standards. Part 6 establishes energy efficiency standards for residential and non-residential 
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buildings constructed in California to reduce energy demand and consumption. Part 6 is updated periodically (every 3 
years) to incorporate and consider new energy efficiency technologies and methodologies. Title 24 also includes Part 11, 
CALGreen. CALGreen institutes mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new 
construction of commercial, low-rise residential, and state-owned buildings, as well as schools and hospitals. The 
proposed project would meet Title 24 Part 6 and CALGreen standards to reduce energy demand and increase energy 
efficiency. Overall, the project would not conflict with existing energy standards and regulations; therefore, impacts during 
construction and operation of the project would be less than significant. 

3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative projects would involve minor construction, would not increase service population, would follow the 
most current Title 24 requirements, and would require minor amounts of electricity for operation. No cumulative 
impacts to energy efficiency would occur.  

3.5.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.6 Geology and Soils 
This section describes the geology and soils setting on and near the proposed project site; discusses the relevant 
federal, State, and regional regulatory considerations; and evaluates the potential impacts of the project related to 
ground shaking, unstable soils, septic systems, and paleontological resources.  

Public comments related to geology and soils that were received in response to circulation of the Notice of 
Preparation (Appendix B) and the public scoping meeting for the proposed project included concerns that the site 
soils cannot support a septic system.  

Sources for information regarding site specific geologic and soil conditions include the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Interpretive Report prepared for the project site by Earth Strata Geotechnical Services in 2019 (included in Appendix 
G of this EIR).  

3.6.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Geology and Topography 

The project site is located in the Sierra Nevada Province of California. The Sierra Nevada Province is 
located in the east central portion of the state. The province is characterized by a northwest trending mountain 
range that stretches from Bakersfield to Lassen Peak. It includes the Sierra Nevada mountain range and a broad 
belt of the western foothills. Due to a lesser predominance of alluvial cover, the Sierra Nevada Province is 
characterized by high levels of bedrock unit exposure, and relatively low levels of alluvium cover.1 The topography 
ranges from 400 to 14,496 feet above mean sea level with many peaks on the order of 9,000 to 12,000 feet above 
mean sea level. The rocks that make up the Sierra Nevada Province primarily consist of metasedimentary basement 
rocks2 intruded by the Sierra Nevada batholith.3  

Topography 

The project site and surrounding areas are gently sloped. Elevations at the project site range from approximately 1525 
feet above mean sea level along the western boundary to 1555 feet above mean sea level along the eastern boundary.  

Local Geologic and Soil Conditions 

The project is underlain primarily by artificial fill and bedrock. The Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report 
(Appendix G) noted that undocumented artificial fill materials were encountered throughout the site at depths of 
up to about 2 feet below the ground surface. The artificial fill materials are generally inconsistent, poorly 
consolidated clayey sands and clays. Mesozoic metasedimentary rocks are located beneath the artificial fill 
materials. Generally, the upper 1 to 3 feet of this unit are very weathered and less hard. 

 
1  Alluvium is san, silt, clay, gravel, or other matter deposited by flowing water, as in a riverbed, floodplain, delta, or alluvial fan. 
2  Basement rocks are those located below sedimentary rock cover, and metasedimentary rock is a rock that was first formed 

through the deposition and solidification of sediment, and then subsequently buried and subjected to high pressures and 
temperatures, causing the rock to recrystallize.  

3  A batholith is a large mas of volcanic rock larger than 40 square miles that form from cooled magma deep in the earth’s crust.  
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Geologic and Soil Hazards 

Regional Faulting and Seismic Hazards 

The potential for ground shaking in the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada, where the project site is located, is 
low (Branum et al. 2016). The nearest fault to the project site is the Foothill fault, which run north to south 
approximately 2 miles west of the project site (U.S. Geological Survey 2020). Although located in close proximity to 
the project site, this fault is not considered an active fault, which is defined by the State of California has having 
surface displacement within the past 11,000 years. The nearest active fault to the project site is the West-Tahoe 
Dollar Point fault, located approximately 50 miles to the west (U.S. Geological Survey 2020). The project site is not 
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (California Department of Conservation 2020). 

Liquefaction, Lateral Spreading, and Seismically Induced Settlement 

Liquefaction is the temporary transformation of loose, saturated granular sediments from a solid state to a liquefied 
state as a result of seismic ground shaking. In the process, the soil undergoes transient loss of strength, which 
commonly causes ground displacement or ground failure to occur. Because saturated soils are a necessary 
condition for liquefaction, soil layers in areas where the groundwater table is near the surface have higher 
liquefaction potential than those in which the water table is located at greater depths. The potential for liquefaction-
induced ground failure (e.g., loss of bearing strength, ground fissures, and sand boils) depends on the thickness of 
the liquefiable soil layer relative to the thickness of the overlying non-liquefiable material.  

Lateral spreading is a form of horizontal displacement of soil toward an open channel or other “free” face, such as 
an excavation boundary. In a lateral spread failure, a layer of ground at the surface is carried on an underlying layer 
of liquefied material over a nearly flat surface toward a river channel or other bank. The lateral spreading hazard 
tends to mirror the liquefaction hazard for a site, assuming a free face is located nearby. Seismically induced 
settlement occurs when loose sandy soils become denser when subjected to shaking during an earthquake. 

Potential impacts from liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismically induced settlement include loss of bearing 
capacity, differential settlement, lateral movements, and surface manifestation such as sand boils. Based on the 
dense nature of the bedrock underlying the project site, the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix 
G) concluded that the potential for seismically induced liquefaction, lateral spreading, and settlement is very low.  

Expansive Soils 

Expansive soils are those that greatly increase in volume when they absorb water and shrink when they dry out. 
When buildings are placed on expansive soils, foundations may rise each wet season and fall each dry season. This 
movement may result in cracking foundations, distortion of structures, and warping of doors and windows. Soil 
testing conducted as part of the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix G) found that soils on the 
project site exhibit very high expansion potential.  

Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of organisms, including plants, vertebrates (animals 
with backbones), invertebrates (e.g., starfish, clams, ammonites, and marine coral), and microscopic plants and 
animals (microfossils), including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Paleontological resources are 
considered to be older than recorded human history and/or older than middle Holocene (i.e., older than about 
5,000 years) (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010). 
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The project site is underlain by artificial fill and metasedimentary rocks. Artificial fill has low potential to produce 
scientifically significant paleontological resources due to a lack of original stratigraphic context. Metasedimentary 
bedrock in this area is characterized as mélange, a mixed up geological terrane that has undergone strong 
metamorphism (Wagner et al. 1981). Therefore, metasedimentary rock has very low potential to contain 
paleontological resources. 

3.6.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal Regulations 

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 

The National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-124) and creation of the National 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) established a long-term earthquake risk-reduction program to 
better understand, predict, and mitigate risks associated with seismic events. The following four federal agencies 
are responsible for coordinating activities under NEHRP: USGS, National Science Foundation (NSF), Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). Since its 
inception, NEHRP has shifted its focus from earthquake prediction to hazard reduction. The current program 
objectives (NEHRP 2009) are to: 

1. Develop effective measures to reduce earthquake hazards; 

2. Promote the adoption of earthquake hazard reduction activities by federal, state, and local governments; 
national building standards and model building code organizations; engineers; architects; building 
owners; and others who play a role in planning and constructing buildings, bridges, structures, and critical 
infrastructure or “lifelines”; 

3. Improve the basic understanding of earthquakes and their effects on people and infrastructure through 
interdisciplinary research involving engineering; natural sciences; and social, economic, and decision 
sciences; and 

4. Develop and maintain the USGS seismic monitoring system (Advanced National Seismic System); the 
NSF-funded project aimed at improving materials, designs, and construction techniques (George E. Brown 
Jr. Network for Earthquake Engineering Simulation); and the global earthquake monitoring network 
(Global Seismic Network). 

Implementation of NEHRP objectives is accomplished primarily through original research, publications, and 
recommendations and guidelines for state, regional, and local agencies in the development of plans and policies 
to promote safety and emergency planning. 

State Regulations 

Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code Section 2621 et seq.) was passed to reduce 
the risk to life and property from surface faulting in California. The Alquist–Priolo Act prohibits construction of most 
types of structures intended for human occupancy on the surface traces of active faults and strictly regulates 
construction in the corridors along active faults (earthquake fault zones). It also defines criteria for identifying active 
faults, giving legal weight to terms such as “active,” and establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in 
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and adjacent to earthquake fault zones. Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned and construction along or 
across them is strictly regulated if they are “sufficiently active” and “well defined.” Before a project can be permitted, 
cities and counties are required to have a geologic investigation conducted to demonstrate that the proposed 
buildings would not be constructed across active faults. 

Historical seismic activity and fault and seismic hazards mapping in the project vicinity indicate that the area has 
relatively low potential for seismic activity (El Dorado County 2003). No active faults have been mapped in the 
project area, and none of the known faults have been designated as an Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (Public Resources Code Sections 2690–2699.6) establishes statewide 
minimum public safety standards for mitigation of earthquake hazards. While the Alquist–Priolo Act addresses 
surface fault rupture, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, including 
strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions are similar in concept to 
those of the Alquist–Priolo Act. The state is charged with identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong ground 
shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other seismic hazards, and cities and counties are required to regulate 
development within mapped seismic hazard zones. In addition, the act addresses not only seismically induced 
hazards but also expansive soils, settlement, and slope stability.  

Mapping and other information generated pursuant to the SHMA is to be made available to local governments for 
planning and development purposes. The State requires: (1) local governments to incorporate site-specific 
geotechnical hazard investigations and associated hazard mitigation, as part of the local construction permit 
approval process; and (2) the agent for a property seller or the seller if acting without an agent, must disclose to 
any prospective buyer if the property is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone. Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping 
Act, cities and counties may withhold the development permits for a site within seismic hazard zones until 
appropriate site-specific geologic and/or geotechnical investigations have been carried out and measures to reduce 
potential damage have been incorporated into the development plans. 

California Building Standards Code 

The state regulations protecting structures from most geo-seismic hazards are contained in the California Building 
Code (CBC; Cal. Code Regs. tit. 24, Part 2), which is updated on a triennial basis. The purpose of the CBC is to 
establish minimum standards to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare through structural 
strength, means of egress facilities, and general stability by regulating and controlling the design, construction, 
quality of materials, use and occupancy, location, and maintenance of all building and structures within its 
jurisdiction. The provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition 
of every public and private building in the state or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or 
structure. The 2019 CBC, effective January 1, 2020, is based on the current (2018) International Building Code. 

The 2019 CBC includes structural design requirements governing seismically resistant construction, including (but 
not limited to) factors and coefficients used to establish seismic site class and seismic occupancy category for the 
soil/rock at the building location and the proposed building design. Included in the CBC are requirements for 
foundation and soil investigations; excavation, grading, and fill; damp-proofing and water-proofing; allowable load-
bearing values of soils; the design of foundation walls, retaining walls, embedded posts and poles and foundations; 
and design of shallow foundations and deep foundations. The CBC also includes requirements for safeguards at 
work sites to ensure stable excavations and cut or fill slopes.  
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California Public Resources Code 

Paleontological resources are limited, nonrenewable resources of scientific, cultural, and educational value and are 
afforded protection under state laws and regulations. Public Resources Code, Chapter 1.7, sections 5097.5 and 30244 
regulate removal of paleontological resources from state lands, define unauthorized removal of fossil resources as a 
misdemeanor, and require mitigation of disturbed sites. Professional standards of practice, such as those adopted by 
the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee (2010), offer additional 
guidance for the control and remediation of adverse effects on significant paleontological resources. 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Code 

Grading Erosion and Sediment Control 

Chapter 110.14 (Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control) of the County Code regulates grading within 
unincorporated areas of El Dorado County in order to protect the public and avoid pollution of watercourses. Chapter 
110.14 enforces the procedures in Volume III: Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control of the Design Improvement 
Standards Manual (Grading Manual) (El Dorado County 2007). The Grading Manual includes standards for 
geotechnical, geologic, drainage, and soil studies that are required for development projects. 

The grading plan must be prepared by a professional civil engineer. An erosion and sediment control plan must also 
be submitted whenever: 

1. The graded portion of the site includes more than ten thousand (10,000) square feet of area for a non-
agricultural grading project or more than one acre of area for an agricultural grading project. 

2. There is a significant risk that more than two thousand five hundred (2,500) square feet will be 
unprotected or inadequately protected from erosion during any portion of the rainy season. 

3. Grading will occur within twenty feet of any pre-existing watercourse. 

4. Grading would occur within the 100-year event flood plain. 

5. The Director determines that the grading could potentially result in significant erosion or sediment discharge. 

The erosion and sediment control plan must be designed to prevent increased discharge of sediment at all stages 
of grading and development, from initial disturbance of the ground to project completion, and shall be consistent 
with all local, State, and federal rules and regulations. It must include an effective revegetation program to stabilize 
all disturbed areas that will not be otherwise protected. 

Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 

Chapter 110.32 (Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the County Code establishes standards for the siting, 
design, installation, operation, and maintenance of onsite wastewater treatment systems (also known as “septic 
systems”) in the County. These standards are consistent with the water quality control policy for siting, design, 
operation, and maintenance of onsite wastewater treatment systems adopted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) pursuant to SWRCB Resolution 2012-0032. These standards are intended to prevent the creation 
of health hazards and nuisance conditions, and to protect surface water and groundwater quality.  
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The El Dorado County Environmental Management Division administers and enforces requirements for septic 
systems. Chapter 110.32 enforces the El Dorado County Local Agency Management Plan (LAMP) (El Dorado County 
2018a) and the Standards for the Site Evaluation, Design, and Construction of Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
Systems (OWTS Manual) (El Dorado County 2018b). A LAMP is a customized septic systems management program 
developed by local agencies to address the soil and groundwater conditions specific to the local jurisdiction. Local 
agencies can review and approve septic systems after approval of the LAMP by the local Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). The OWTS Manual contains standards and specifications for the siting, design, installation, 
operation, and maintenance of septic systems, including the prepared design standards for septic tanks, drain 
lines, disposal fields, and any other facilities associated with the septic system. The county building permit process 
requires the Environmental Management Division input a key stages of septic system design and installation, 
including but not limited to, site evaluation, percolation testing, and septic system installation.  

El Dorado County General Plan 

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to geology and soils are established in the Public Health, Safety, 
and Noise Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019) and are applicable to the project. 

• Goal 6.3: Minimize the threat to life and property from seismic and geologic hazards. 

o Objective 6.3.2: Continue to evaluate seismic related hazards such as liquefaction, landslides, and 
avalanche, particularly in the Tahoe Basin. 

 Policy 6.3.2.5: Applications for development of habitable structures shall be reviewed for potential 
hazards associated with steep or unstable slopes, areas susceptible to high erosion, and avalanche 
risk. Geotechnical studies shall be required when development may be subject to geological 
hazards. If hazards are identified, applicants shall be required to mitigate or avoid identified 
hazards as a condition of approval. If no mitigation is feasible, the project will not be approved. 

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to geology and soils are established in the Conservation and Open 
Space Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019)and are applicable to the project. 

• Goal 7.1: Protect the County’s soil resources 

o Objective 7.1.2: Minimize soil erosion and sedimentation 

 Policy 7.1.2.2: Discretionary and ministerial projects that require earthwork and grading, including 
cut and fill for roads, shall be required to minimize erosion and sedimentation, conform to natural 
contours, maintain natural drainage patterns, minimize impervious surfaces, and maximize the 
retention of natural vegetation. Specific standards for minimizing erosion and sedimentation shall 
be incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance. 

 Policy 7.1.2.3: Enforce Grading Ordinance provisions for erosion control on all development 
projects and adopt provisions for ongoing, applicant-funded monitoring of project grading. 

 Policy 7.1.2.3: Enforce Grading Ordinance provisions for erosion control on all development 
projects and adopt provisions for ongoing, applicant-funded monitoring of project grading. 
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3.6.3 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
significant impact related to geology and soils would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking 

iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

iv.  Landslides 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

• Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property. 

• Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resources or site or unique geologic feature. 

As described in the Initial Study (Appendix A) and documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report 
(Appendix G), the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects 
from rupture of an earthquake fault, liquefaction, or landslides. These topics are not discussed further in this EIR. 

3.6.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

The Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix G) and project plans were reviewed to determine if the 
project may have a significant impact related to geology, soils, or paleontological resources. In determining the level 
of significance, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would comply with relevant state and local 
ordinances and regulations, as well as the general plan policies presented above. Note that, under CEQA, the effects 
of the existing environment upon a proposed project is not a project impact. A project impact occurs when direct or 
indirect changes to the environment would occur as a result of implementation of the project.  

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.6-1 

The project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking. 

As described under Regional Faulting and Seismic Hazards, the potential for seismic ground shaking in the project 
area is low. However, there is a nearby inactive fault (i.e., the Foothill fault), and faults in the Lake Tahoe region 
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with the potential to generate ground shaking at the project site. In the event of an earthquake, ground shaking 
could expose the proposed retail commercial building to varying levels of damage depending on distance to 
causative fault, intensity of the earthquake, the character of underlying soils, and depth to groundwater.  

The Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix G) provides design recommendations for the proposed 
project that are consistent with the seismic design standards of the CBC. The El Dorado County building permit 
process requires geotechnical report recommendations to be incorporated into the project design, thereby ensuring 
that the proposed retail commercial building would be seismically resistant. Therefore, compliance with the CBC 
and building permit acquisition process would reduce to the potential of the proposed project to expose people or 
structures substantial adverse effects from seismic ground shaking to less than significant. 

Impact 3.6-2 

The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

Demolition and construction activities associated with the project, including vegetation removal, excavations, and 
grading, would temporarily expose underlying soils, thereby increasing the potential to cause wind- and water-induced 
soil erosion. The proposed project would comply with Chapter 110.14 (Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control) of the 
County Code, which requires project that grade more than 250 cubic yards to implement an erosion and sediment control plan 
that specifies best management practices to prevent increased discharge of sediment at all stages of grading and 
development. Furthermore, the proposed project would disturb more than 1 acre and therefore would be subject to the 
requirements of the Stormwater Construction General Permit (described in detail under Section V.J, Hydrology and Water 
Quality of this EIR), which requires projects to implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes 
sediment and erosion control measures. Therefore, compliance with local and State regulations would reduce the potential 
of the proposed project to result in substantial soil erosion to less than significant. 

Impact 3.6-3 

The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in lateral spreading, liquefaction, or seismically induced settlement. 

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, the project site consists of shallow fill atop metamorphic rock. Based on 
the dense nature of the bedrock underlying the project site, the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report 
(Appendix G) concluded that the potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismically induced settlement is 
very low. The report provides recommendations for the foundation of the proposed retail commercial building that 
includes the removal of low density, compressible artificial fill until firm competent bedrock is encountered, and 
that provides recommendations for the placement of compacted fill. This would further reduce the potential risks 
related to unstable soils.  

The El Dorado County building permit process requires geotechnical report recommendations to be incorporated 
into the project design, thereby ensuring that the proposed building would be resistant to soil instability. Therefore, 
compliance with the CBC and building permit acquisition process would reduce to the potential of the proposed 
project to expose people or structures substantial adverse effects from unstable soils to less than significant. 
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Impact 3.6-4 

The project would be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994) 
but would not create substantial risks to life or property. 

Expansive soils are those that greatly increase in volume when they absorb water and shrink when they dry out. 
When buildings are placed on expansive soils, foundations may rise each wet season and fall each dry season. This 
movement may result in cracking foundations, distortion of structures, and warping of doors and windows.  

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix G) found 
that soils on the project site exhibit very high expansion potential. The report provides recommendations for the 
foundation of the proposed retail commercial building that addresses the expansive soils on the project site. The 
recommendations include the removal of low density, compressible artificial fill until firm competent bedrock is 
encountered, the placement of compacted fill, and presoaking slab subgrades prior to the placement of the post 
tensioned slab foundation.  

The El Dorado County building permit process requires geotechnical report recommendations to be incorporated 
into the project design, thereby ensuring that the proposed building would be resistant to expansive soils. Therefore, 
compliance with the CBC and building permit acquisition process would reduce to the potential of the proposed 
project to expose people or structures substantial adverse effects from expansive soils to less than significant. 

Impact 3.6-5 

The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a review of the project site by the El Dorado County Environmental 
Management Department found that there is 7 feet of available soil depth for the leech field (Zimbelman 2020). 
The El Dorado County Environmental Management Department has indicated that the treatment system for the 
project site must be certified by the National Sanitation Foundation. Based on the soil properties, the project 
proposes to develop a JET J-1000 National Sanitation Foundation-certified septic system, with a septic field located 
northeast of the proposed building. 

The final design of the proposed septic system would undergo full review in accordance with Chapter 110.32 (Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the El Dorado County Code and with the associated LAMP and OWTS Manual 
(El Dorado County 2018a and 2018b). As part of the County’s permitting and inspection process, a site evaluation 
that includes a percolation rate test and soil profile test was conducted to ensure that the septic system proposed 
is appropriate for the project site. Based on the results of the testing, the El Dorado County Environmental 
Management Department review of the proposed septic system design indicates that the project must show that 
the system would provide 889 square feet of treatment area in order to accommodate a daily effluent load of 800 
gallons per day (Vyverberg 2020). Compliance with existing regulations pertaining to septic systems would reduce 
the potential of the proposed project to develop a septic system in soils incapable of adequately supporting such a 
system to less than significant. 
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Impact 3.6-6 

The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resources or site or unique geologic feature. 

The site is gently sloped and does not contain any unique geologic features. The potential to disturb paleontological 
resources during project construction depends on the types of geologic units (and their fossil-bearing characteristics) 
that would be encountered. As discussed in the Environmental Setting, both the artificial fill and metamorphic bedrock 
underlying the project site have very low potential to contain paleontological resources. Consequently, the potential of 
the proposed project to destroy a unique paleontological resource is less than significant. 

3.6.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Geologic impacts do not extend far beyond a project’s boundaries because geologic and soils conditions can vary 
widely over a short distance and therefore potential impacts are typically confined to discrete spatial locations and 
do not combine to create a significant cumulative impact. The exception to this generalization would occur where 
the effects from the development of the proposed project could affect the geology of an off‐site location (e.g., 
construction would destabilize an area prone to landslides). There are no geologic or soils features on or near the 
location of the proposed project and the two nearby cumulative projects (described in Section 3.0) that could be 
affected in a manner that would affect an off-site location. Therefore, the potential cumulative impact related to 
geologic hazards would be less than significant. 

The geographic scope of cumulative impacts to paleontological resources includes other projects within El Dorado 
County that would disturb geologic and soils materials similar to the project site (i.e., artificial fill over metamorphic 
bedrock. Because fill and metamorphic bedrock have a very low potential to contain paleontological resources, the 
potential for cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

3.6.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

3.6.7 References 
Branum, D., R. Chen, M. Peterson, and C. Wills 2016. Earthquake Shaking Potential for California. California 

Geological Survey, California Department of Conservation, Map Sheet 48 (Revised 2016). 

California Department of Conservation 2020. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation. Accessed October 27, 
2020. Available online at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/.  

El Dorado County 2007. Design and Improvement Standards Manual, Volume III: Grading, Erosion and Sediment 
Control. Adopted on March 13, 2007). 

El Dorado County 2018a. Local Agency Management Plan for Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Systems 
(LAMP). Effective as of May 13, 2018. 

El Dorado County 2018b. Standards for the Site Evaluation, Design and Construction of Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems (OWTS Manual). Effective as of May 13, 2018. 

21-0733 P 153 of 479



3.6 – Geology and Soils 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.6-11 

El Dorado County 2019. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan, Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element and 
Conservation and Open Space Element. Adopted July 19, 2004. Amended December 20, 2019. 

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse 
Impacts to Paleontological Resources. 

U.S. Geological Survey 2020. Quaternary Faults Map. Accessed October 27, 2020. Available online at: 
https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5a6038b3a1684561a9b0aadf88412fcf. 

Vyverberg, Bryan, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, County of El Dorado. Email Communication. 
November 13, 2020.  

Wagner, D.L., C.W. Jennings, T.L. Bedrossian, and E.J. Bortugno, 1981. Geologic map of the Sacramento 
quadrangle, California, 1:250,000: California Division of Mines and Geology, Regional Geologic Map 1A, 
scale 1:250,000.  

Zimbelman, Kyle, Economic and Business Relations Manager, El Dorado. Email Communication. February 18, 2020. 

  

21-0733 P 154 of 479



3.6 – Geology and Soils 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.6-12 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

21-0733 P 155 of 479



3.7 – Greenhouse Gases 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.7-1 

3.7 Greenhouse Gases 
This section describes the environmental setting for greenhouse gas (GHG) conditions, identifies associated 
regulatory requirements, evaluates potential project and cumulative impacts, and identifies mitigation measures 
for any significant impacts related to implementation of the of the proposed Cool Dollar General (proposed project). 

No public comments related to GHGs were received in response to circulation of the Notice of Preparation (Appendix 
A) or the public scoping meeting for the proposed project.  

3.7.1 Environmental Setting 
Climate Change Overview 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate—such as temperature, precipitation, or wind 
patterns—lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The Earth’s temperature depends on the 
balance between energy entering and leaving the planet’s system. Many factors, both natural and human, can 
cause changes in Earth’s energy balance, including variations in the sun’s energy reaching Earth, changes in the 
reflectivity of Earth’s atmosphere and surface, and changes in the greenhouse effect, which affects the amount of 
heat retained by Earth’s atmosphere (EPA 2017). 

The greenhouse effect is the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere (troposphere) near the Earth’s surface. 
The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a three-part process as follows: (1) short-wave 
radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth, (2) the Earth emits a portion of this energy in the form of 
long-wave radiation, and (3) GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this long-wave radiation and emit it both into 
space and back toward the Earth. The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the 
Earth’s temperature and creates a pleasant, livable environment on the Earth. Human activities that emit additional 
GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, 
thus enhancing the greenhouse effect and causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise. 

The scientific record of the Earth’s climate shows that the climate system varies naturally over a wide range of time scales 
and that, in general, climate changes prior to the Industrial Revolution in the 1700s can be explained by natural causes, 
such as changes in solar energy, volcanic eruptions, and natural changes in GHG concentrations. However, recent 
climate changes, in particular the warming observed over the past century, cannot be explained by natural causes alone. 
Rather, it is extremely likely that human activities have been the dominant cause of warming since the mid-twentieth 
century, and are the most significant driver of observed climate change (IPCC 2013; EPA 2017). Human influence on the 
climate system is evident from the increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere, positive radiative forcing, observed 
warming, and improved understanding of the climate system (IPCC 2013). The atmospheric concentrations of GHGs 
have increased to levels unprecedented in the last 800,000 years, primarily from fossil fuel emissions and secondarily 
from emissions associated with land use changes (IPCC 2013). Continued emissions of GHGs will cause further warming 
and changes in all components of the climate system. 

Greenhouse Gases 

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in the 
atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes of administering many 
of the State’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 
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nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and nitrogen 
trifluoride. (See also Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15364.5.)1 Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, occur naturally 
and are emitted into the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 
are the predominant GHGs emitted from human activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have a much greater heat-
absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, which are associated with 
certain industrial products and processes. The following paragraphs provide a summary of the most common GHGs 
and their sources.2  

Carbon Dioxide 

CO2 is a naturally occurring gas and a by-product of human activities; it is the principal anthropogenic GHG that 
affects the Earth’s radiative balance. Natural sources of CO2 include respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and 
fungus; evaporation from oceans; volcanic out-gassing; and decomposition of dead organic matter. Human 
activities that generate CO2 include the combustion of fuels such as coal, oil, natural gas, and wood, and changes 
in land use. 

Methane 

CH4 is produced through both natural and human activities. CH4 is a flammable gas and is the main component of 
natural gas. CH4 is produced through anaerobic (i.e., without oxygen) decomposition of waste in landfills, flooded 
rice fields, animal digestion, decomposition of animal wastes, production and distribution of natural gas and 
petroleum, coal production, and incomplete fossil fuel combustion. 

Nitrous Oxide 

N2O is produced through natural and human activities, mainly through agricultural activities and natural biological 
processes, although fuel burning and other processes also create N2O. Sources of N2O include soil cultivation 
practices (microbial processes in soil and water), especially the use of commercial and organic fertilizers, manure 
management, industrial processes (such as in nitric acid production, nylon production, and fossil-fuel-fired power 
plants), vehicle emissions, and using N2O as a propellant (such as in rockets, racecars, and aerosol sprays). 

Fluorinated Gases  

Fluorinated gases (also referred to as F-gases) are synthetic powerful GHGs emitted from many industrial 
processes. Fluorinated gases are commonly used as substitutes for stratospheric ozone (O3)-depleting substances 
(e.g., chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and halons). The most prevalent fluorinated 
gases include the following: 

• Hydrofluorocarbons: HFCs are compounds containing only hydrogen, fluorine, and carbon atoms. HFCs are 
synthetic chemicals used as alternatives to O3-depleting substances in serving many industrial, commercial, and 
personal needs. HFCs are emitted as by-products of industrial processes and are used in manufacturing. 

 
1  Climate-forcing substances include GHGs and other substances such as black carbon and aerosols. This discussion focuses on 

the seven GHGs identified in California Health and Safety Code, Section 38505. Impacts associated with other climate-forcing 
substances are not evaluated herein. 

2  The descriptions of GHGs are summarized from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Second Assessment Report 
and Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 1995, 2007), CARB’s Glossary of Terms Used in GHG Inventories (CARB 2020a), and EPA’s 
Glossary of Climate Change Terms (EPA 2016). 
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• Perfluorocarbons: PFCs are a group of human-made chemicals composed of carbon and fluorine only. 
These chemicals were introduced, along with HFCs, as alternatives to the O3-depleting substances. The two 
main sources of PFCs are primarily aluminum production and semiconductor manufacturing. Since PFCs 
have stable molecular structures and do not break down through the chemical processes in the lower 
atmosphere, these chemicals have long lifetimes, ranging between 10,000 and 50,000 years. 

• Sulfur Hexafluoride: SF6 is a colorless gas soluble in alcohol and ether and slightly soluble in water. SF6 is 
used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, semiconductor 
manufacturing, the magnesium industry, and as a tracer gas for leak detection. 

• Nitrogen Trifluoride: Nitrogen trifluoride is used in the manufacture of a variety of electronics, including 
semiconductors and flat panel displays. 

Chlorofluorocarbons 

CFCs are synthetic chemicals that have been used as cleaning solvents, refrigerants, and aerosol propellants. CFCs 
are chemically unreactive in the lower atmosphere (troposphere), and the production of CFCs was prohibited in 
1987 due to the chemical destruction of stratospheric O3. 

Hydrochlorofluorocarbons 

HCFCs are a large group of compounds whose structure is very close to that of CFCs—containing fluorine, chlorine, 
and carbon atoms—but also including one or more hydrogen atoms. Like HFCs, HCFCs are used in refrigerants and 
propellants. HCFCs were also used in place of CFCs for some applications; however, their use in general is being 
phased out. 

Black Carbon 

Black carbon is a component of fine particulate matter (PM2.5), which has been identified as a leading 
environmental risk factor for premature death. It is produced from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels and 
biomass burning, particularly from older diesel engines and forest fires. Black carbon warms the atmosphere by 
absorbing solar radiation; influences cloud formation; and darkens the surface of snow and ice, which accelerates 
heat absorption and melting. Black carbon is a short-lived substance that varies spatially, which makes it difficult 
to quantify its global warming potential (GWP). Diesel particulate matter emissions are a major source of black 
carbon and are toxic air contaminants that have been regulated and controlled in California for several decades to 
protect public health. In relation to declining diesel particulate matter as a result of the California Air Resources 
Board’s (CARB’s) regulations pertaining to diesel engines, diesel fuels, and burning activities, CARB estimates that 
annual black carbon emissions in California have decreased by 70% between 1990 and 2010, with 95% control 
expected by 2020 (CARB 2014). 

Water Vapor 

The primary source of water vapor is evaporation from the ocean, with additional vapor generated by sublimation 
(change from solid to gas) from ice and snow, evaporation from other water bodies, and transpiration from plant 
leaves. Water vapor is the most important, abundant, and variable GHG in the atmosphere and maintains a climate 
necessary for life. 
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Ozone 

Tropospheric O3, which is created by photochemical reactions involving gases from both natural sources and human 
activities, acts as a GHG. Stratospheric O3, which is created by the interaction between solar ultraviolet radiation 
and molecular oxygen, plays a decisive role in the stratospheric radiative balance. Depletion of stratospheric O3, 
which occurs due to chemical reactions that may be enhanced by climate change, results in an increased ground-
level flux of ultraviolet-B radiation. 

Aerosols 

Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through burning biomass (plant material) 
and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat and can cool the atmosphere 
by reflecting light. 

Global Warming Potential 

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change both directly and indirectly. Direct effects occur when 
the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical transformations of the substance 
produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the atmospheric lifetimes of other gases, and/or when a gas affects 
atmospheric processes that alter the radiative balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation or albedo) (EPA 
2017). The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) developed the GWP concept to compare the ability 
of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The GWP of a GHG is defined as the ratio of 
the time-integrated radiative forcing from the instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative to 
that of 1 kilogram of a reference gas (IPCC 2014). The reference gas used is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted 
emissions are measured in metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MT CO2e).  

The current version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (Version 2016.3.2) assumes that the 
GWP for CH4 is 25 (so emissions of 1 MT of CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT of CO2), and the GWP for N2O 
is 298, based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 2007). The 
GWP values identified in CalEEMod were applied to the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Inventories and Climate Change Conditions 

GHG Inventories 

Global Inventory. Anthropogenic GHG emissions worldwide in 2018 (the most recent year for which data is available) 
totaled approximately 51,800 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e, excluding land use change and forestry 
(PBL 2019). Six countries—China, the United States, the Russian Federation, India, Japan, and Brazil—and the 
European community accounted for approximately 65% of the total global emissions, or approximately 33,700 MMT 
CO2e (PBL 2019). Table 3.7-1 presents the top GHG-emissions-producing countries. 

Table 3.7-1. Six Top Greenhouse-Gas-Producer Countries and the European Union 

Emitting Countries (listed in order of emissions) Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MMT CO2e) 
China 13,600 
United States 6,700 
European Union 4,500 
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Table 3.7-1. Six Top Greenhouse-Gas-Producer Countries and the European Union 

Emitting Countries (listed in order of emissions) Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MMT CO2e) 
India 3,700 
Russian Federation 2,500 
Japan 1,400 
Brazil 1,300 

Total 33,700 
Source: PBL 2019. 
Note: MMT CO2e = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. 

National Inventory. Per the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Sinks: 1990–2018 (EPA 2020), total United States GHG emissions were approximately 6,676.6 MMT CO2e in 2018 
(EPA 2020). The primary GHG emitted by human activities in the United States was CO2, which represented 
approximately 81.3% of total GHG emissions (5,428.1 MMT CO2e). The largest source of CO2, and of overall GHG 
emissions, was fossil-fuel combustion, which accounted for approximately 92.8% of CO2 emissions in 2018 
(5,031.8 MMT CO2e). Relative to 1990, gross United States GHG emissions in 2018 are higher by 3.7%, down from 
a high of 15.2% above 1990 levels in 2007. GHG emissions decreased from 2017 to 2018 by 2.9% (188.4 MMT 
CO2e) and overall, net emissions in 2018 were 10.2% below 2005 levels (EPA 2020). 

State Inventory. According to California’s 2000–2018 GHG emissions inventory (2020 edition), California emitted 
425 MMT CO2e in 2018, including emissions resulting from out-of-state electrical generation (CARB 2020b). The 
sources of GHG emissions in California include transportation, industry, electric power production from both in-state 
and out-of-state sources, residential and commercial activities, agriculture, high GWP substances, and recycling 
and waste. The California GHG emission source categories and their relative contributions in 2018 are presented 
in Table 3.7-2. 

Table 3.7-2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sources in California 

Source Category 
Annual GHG Emissions (MMT 
CO2e)a Percent of Totala 

Transportation 169.5 40% 
Industrial 89.18 21% 
Electric powerb 63.11 15% 
Commercial and Residential 41.37 10% 
Agriculture 32.57 8% 
High global-warming potential substances 20.46 5% 
Recycling and waste 9.09 2% 

Totals 425.28 100% 
Source: CARB 2020b. 
Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; MMT CO2e = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; GWP = global warming potential. 
Emissions reflect 2017 California GHG inventory. 
a Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
b Includes emissions associated with imported electricity. 

Between 2000 and 2018, per-capita GHG emissions in California have dropped from a peak of 14.1 MT per person 
in 2001 to 10.7 MT per person in 2018, representing a 24% decrease. In addition, total GHG emissions in 2018 
were approximately 1 MMT CO2e higher than 2017 emissions (CARB 2020b). 
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Local Inventories. No official GHG inventory has been completed for El Dorado County. 

Potential Effects of Climate Change 

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through uncertain impacts 
related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. The 2014 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change Synthesis Report (IPCC 2014) indicated that warming of the climate system is unequivocal and, since the 
1950s, many of the observed changes are unprecedented over decades to millennia. Signs that global climate 
change has occurred include warming of the atmosphere and ocean, diminished amounts of snow and ice, and 
rising sea levels (IPCC 2014). 

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through uncertain impacts 
related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. The 2014 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
Synthesis Report (IPCC 2014) indicated that warming of the climate system is unequivocal, and since the 1950s, 
many of the observed changes are unprecedented over decades to millennia. Signs that global climate change has 
occurred include warming of the atmosphere and ocean, diminished amounts of snow and ice, rising sea levels, 
and ocean acidification (IPCC 2014). 

In California, climate change impacts have the potential to affect sea-level rise, agriculture, snowpack and water 
supply, forestry, wildfire risk, public health, frequency of severe weather events, and electricity demand and supply. 
The primary effect of global climate change has been a rise in average global tropospheric temperature. Reflecting 
the long-term warming trend since pre-industrial times, observed global mean surface temperature for the decade 
2006–2015 was 0.87°C (likely between 0.75°C and 0.99°C) higher than the average over the 1850–1900 period 
(IPCC 2018). Scientific modeling predicts that continued emissions of GHGs at or above current rates would induce 
more extreme climate changes during the twenty-first century than were observed during the twentieth century. 
Human activities are estimated to have caused approximately 1.0°C (1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)) of global 
warming above pre-industrial levels, with a likely range of 0.8°C to 1.2°C (1.4°F to 2.2°F) (IPCC 2018). Global 
warming is likely to reach 1.5°C (2.7°F) between 2030 and 2052 if it continues to increase at the current rate 
(IPCC 2018).  

Although climate change is driven by global atmospheric conditions, climate change impacts are felt locally. A 
scientific consensus confirms that climate change is already affecting California. The Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment identified various indicators of climate change in California, which are scientifically-based 
measurements that track trends in various aspects of climate change. Many indicators reveal discernible evidence 
that climate change is occurring in California and is having significant, measurable impacts in the state. Changes 
in the state’s climate have been observed including an increase in annual average air temperature with record 
warmth from 2012 to 2016, more frequent extreme heat events, more extreme drought, a decline in winter chill, 
an increase in cooling degree days and a decrease in heating degree days, and an increase in variability of statewide 
precipitation (OEHHA 2018).  

Warming temperatures and changing precipitation patterns have altered California’s physical systems – the ocean, 
lakes, rivers and snowpack – upon which the state depends. Winter snowpack and spring snowmelt runoff from the 
Sierra Nevada and southern Cascade Mountains provide approximately one-third of the state’s annual water supply. 
Impacts of climate on physical systems have been observed such as high variability of snow-water content (i.e., 
amount of water stored in snowpack), decrease in snowmelt runoff, glacier change (loss in area), rise in sea levels, 
increase in average lake water temperature and coastal ocean temperature, and a decrease in dissolved oxygen in 
coastal waters (OEHHA 2018).  
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Impacts of climate change on biological systems, including humans, wildlife, and vegetation, have also been 
observed including climate change impacts on terrestrial, marine, and freshwater ecosystems. As with global 
observations, species responses include those consistent with warming: elevational or latitudinal shifts in range, 
changes in the timing of key plant and animal life cycle events, and changes in the abundance of species and in 
community composition. Humans are better able to adapt to a changing climate than plants and animals in natural 
ecosystems. Nevertheless, climate change poses a threat to public health as warming temperatures and changes 
in precipitation can affect vector-borne pathogen transmission and disease patterns in California as well as the 
variability of heat-related deaths and illnesses. In addition, since 1950, the area burned by wildfires each year has 
been increasing. 

The California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) has released four California Climate Change Assessments (2006, 
2009, 2012, and 2018), which have addressed the following: acceleration of warming across the state, more 
intense and frequent heat waves, greater riverine flows, accelerating sea level rise, more intense and frequent 
drought, more severe and frequent wildfires, more severe storms and extreme weather events, shrinking snowpack 
and less overall precipitation, and ocean acidification, hypoxia, and warming. To address local and regional 
governments need for information to support action in their communities, the Fourth Assessment (2018) includes 
reports for nine regions of the state, including the Sierra Nevada region, where the proposed project is located. Key 
projected climate changes for the Sierra Nevada region include the following (CNRA 2018a):  

• Climate change is already underway in the Sierra Nevada region, affecting heat and precipitation extremes, 
with long-term warming trends, declining snowpacks, and changes in streamflow timing. These ongoing 
trends foreshadow larger changes to come. By the end of the 21st century, temperatures in the Sierra 
Nevada are projected to warm by 6 to 9ºF on average, enough to raise the transition from rain to snow 
during a storm by about 1,500 to 3,000 feet. In contrast, future precipitation is predicted to vary less than 
temperature; longterm changes may be no more than ±10-15% of current totals. However, precipitation 
extremes (both as deluge and drought) are expected to increase markedly under climate change. These 
climatic changes will depend on and reflect many factors, including elevation within the mountain range, 
with quicker warming trends and precipitation changes at highest elevations. 

• As a result of projected warming, Sierra Nevada snowpacks will very likely be eradicated below about 6,000 
feet elevation and will be much reduced by more than 60% across nearly all of the range. Notably, though, 
recent studies suggest that even these snowpack-loss projections may be underestimates, due to feedback 
loops with warming trends causing snow cover losses, and snow cover losses resulting in warmer land 
surfaces and thus enhanced warming trends in turn. 

• The loss of snowpack will combine to dry soils 15% to 40% below historical norms, depending on elevations. 
The result will be reduced soil and vegetation moisture; changes in rivers and lakes; and ultimately stresses 
on flora and fauna. Loss of snowpack and overall drying will lead to increased winter streamflows and 
floods, and to (largely compensating) reductions in spring and summer streamflows. 

The Fourth Climate Change Assessment for the Sierra Nevada Region also provides a framework for adaptation 
that considers several major vulnerabilities and arenas for climate-change adaptation in the Sierra Nevada. First, 
a recommended strategy for developing adaptation options includes (1) understanding historical trends, (2) 
identifying vulnerabilities, (3) developing strategies, and (4) monitoring results. The three main categories of focus 
are ecosystems and wildlife, water resources, and human communities. Second, not all adaptations seek to 
completely avoid climate-change impacts. Four categories of adaptation, in order of increasing intervention, are 
efforts to support resistance (trying to ward off climate-change impacts), resilience (increasing the capacity of 
systems to absorb and bounce back from climate changes), orderly response (assisting transitions to avoid at least 
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the most undesired outcomes), and realignment (facilitating major transitions to the most desirable new conditions) 
to the new climate-changed environment that is coming. 

3.7.2 Regulatory Framework 
International  

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Kyoto Protocol, and Paris Agreement 

In 1992, numerous countries joined an international treaty, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC), as a framework for international cooperation to combat climate change by limiting average 
global temperature increases and the resulting climate change, and coping with associated impacts. Currently, there 
are 197 Parties (196 States and 1 regional economic integration organization) in the UNFCCC (UNFCCC 2019). 

By 1995, countries launched negotiations to strengthen the global response to climate change, and, two years 
later, adopted the Kyoto Protocol, which was the first international agreement to regulate GHG emissions. The Kyoto 
Protocol legally binds developed country Parties to emission reduction targets. The Protocol’s first commitment 
period started in 2008 and ended in 2012. The second commitment period began on January 1, 2013 and will end 
in 2020. More than 160 countries signed the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC 2019). In 2001, President George W. Bush 
indicated that he would not submit the treaty to the U.S. Senate for ratification, which effectively ended the United 
States involvement in the Kyoto Protocol. 

The 2015 Paris Agreement, adopted in Paris on December 12, 2015, marks the latest step in the evolution of the UN 
climate change regime and builds on the work undertaken under the Convention. The Paris Agreement charts a new 
course in the global effort to combat climate change. The Paris Agreement central aim is to strengthen the global 
response to the threat of climate change by keeping a global temperature rise this century well below 2°C above pre-
industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase even further to 1.5°C (UNFCCC 2019). The 
Paris Agreement also aims to strengthen the ability of countries to deal with the impacts of climate change. The Paris 
Agreement requires all Parties to put forward their best efforts through nationally determined contributions and to 
strengthen these efforts in the years ahead. 

The Paris Agreement entered into force on November 4, 2016, 30 days after the date on which at least 55 Parties 
to the Convention accounting in total for at least an estimated 55% of the total global GHG emissions have 
deposited their instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession with the Depositary (UNFCCC 2019). 
On November 4, 2019, the Trump Administration gave formal notice of intention to withdraw from the Paris 
Agreement; however, the withdrawal becomes effective one year after notification (in November 2020). 

Federal  

Massachusetts v. EPA 

In Massachusetts v. EPA (April 2007), the U.S. Supreme Court directed the EPA administrator to determine whether 
GHG emissions from new motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to 
endanger public health or welfare, or whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision. In 
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December 2009, the administrator signed a final rule with the following two distinct findings regarding GHGs under 
section 202(a) of the federal Clean Air Act:  

• The administrator found that elevated concentrations of GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—in the 
atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations. This is the 
“endangerment finding.” 

• The administrator further found that the combined emissions of GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, and HFCs—from new 
motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG air pollution that endangers public 
health and welfare. This is the “cause or contribute finding.” 

These two findings were necessary to establish the foundation for regulation of GHGs from new motor vehicles as 
air pollutants under the Clean Air Act (42 USC § 7401). 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140), among other key measures, would do 
the following, which would aid in the reduction of national GHG emissions:  

• Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel Standard requiring 
fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022. 

• Set a target of 35 miles per gallon for the combined fleet of cars and light trucks by model year 2020, and 
directs National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) to establish a fuel economy program for 
medium- and heavy-duty trucks and create a separate fuel economy standard for work trucks. 

• Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling products and procedures 
for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energy-efficiency labeling for consumer electronic 
products, residential boiler efficiency, electric motor efficiency, and home appliances. 

Federal Vehicle Standards 

In 2007, in response to the Massachusetts v. EPA U.S. Supreme Court ruling, the Bush Administration issued 
Executive Order (EO) 13432 directing the EPA, the Department of Transportation, and the Department of Energy to 
establish regulations that reduce GHG emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and non-road engines by 
2008. In 2009, the NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency and GHG emissions from cars and light-duty 
trucks for model year 2011; and, in 2010, the EPA and NHTSA issued a final rule regulating cars and light-duty 
trucks for model years 2012 through 2016 (75 Fed. Reg. 25324–25728). 

In 2010, President Obama issued a memorandum directing the Department of Transportation, Department of 
Energy, EPA, and NHTSA to establish additional standards regarding fuel efficiency and GHG reduction, clean fuels, 
and advanced vehicle infrastructure. In response to this directive, the EPA and NHTSA proposed stringent, 
coordinated federal GHG and fuel economy standards for model years 2017 through 2025 light-duty vehicles. The 
proposed standards projected to achieve 163 grams/mile of CO2 in model year 2025, on an average industry fleet-
wide basis, which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if this level were achieved solely through fuel efficiency. The 
final rule was adopted in 2012 for model years 2017 through 2021 (77 Fed. Reg. 62624–63200). On January 12, 
2017, the EPA finalized its decision to maintain the current GHG emissions standards for model years 2022–2025 
cars and light trucks. 
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In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks described above, in 2011, the EPA and NHTSA 
announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks for model years 2014 through 
2018. The standards for CO2 emissions and fuel consumption are tailored to three main vehicle categories: 
combination tractors, heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and vocational vehicles. According to the EPA, this 
regulatory program will reduce GHG emissions and fuel consumption for the affected vehicles by 6 to 23% over the 
2010 baselines (76 Fed. Reg. 57106–57513). 

In August 2016, the EPA and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two program related to the fuel economy 
and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two program will apply to vehicles with model 
year 2018 through 2027 for certain trailers, and model years 2021 through 2027 for semi-trucks, large pickup 
trucks, vans, and all sizes of buses and work trucks. The final standards are expected to lower CO2 emissions by 
approximately 1.1 billion MT and reduce oil consumption by up to 2 billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles 
sold under the program (EPA and NHTSA 2016). 

In August 2018, EPA and NHTSA proposed to amend certain fuel economy and GHG standards for passenger cars 
and light trucks and establish new standards for model years 2021 through 2026. Compared to maintaining the 
post-2020 standards now in place, the 2018 proposal would increase U.S. fuel consumption by about half a million 
barrels per day (2–3% of total daily consumption, according to the Energy Information Administration) and would 
impact the global climate by 3/1000th of one degree Celsius by 2100 (EPA and NHTSA 2018). California and other 
states have stated their intent to challenge federal actions that would delay or eliminate GHG reduction measures 
and have committed to cooperating with other countries to implement global climate change initiatives.  

On September 27, 2019, the EPA and NHTSA published the SAFE Vehicles Rule Part One: One National Program (84 
Fed. Reg. 51,310), which became effective November 26, 2019. The Part One Rule revokes California’s authority to set 
its own GHG emissions standards and set zero-emission vehicle mandates in California. On March 31, 2020, the EPA 
and NHTSA issued the Part Two Rule, which will go into effect 60 days after being published in the Federal Register. The 
Part Two Rule sets CO2 emissions standards and corporate average fuel economy standards for passenger vehicles and 
light-duty trucks for model years 2021 through 2026. This issue is evolving as California and 22 other states, as well as 
the District of Columbia and four cities, filed suit against the EPA and a petition for reconsideration of the rule on 
November 26, 2019. It is unknown as to when this litigation will be resolved. 

State 

The statewide GHG emissions regulatory framework is summarized in this subsection by category: state climate 
change targets, building energy, renewable energy and energy procurement, mobile sources, water, solid waste, 
and other state actions. The following text describes EOs, Assembly Bills (ABs), Senate Bills (SBs), and other plans 
and policies that would directly or indirectly reduce GHG emissions and/or address climate change issues. 

State Climate Change Targets 

The state has taken a number of actions to address climate change. These actions are summarized below, and 
include EOs, legislation, and CARB plans and requirements.  
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EO S-3-05. EO S-3-05 (June 2005) established California’s GHG emissions-reduction targets and laid out 
responsibilities among the state agencies for implementing the EO and for reporting on progress toward the targets. 
This EO established the following targets:  

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels 

• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 

• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels 

EO S-3-05 also directed the California Environmental Protection Agency to report biannually on progress made 
toward meeting the GHG targets and the impacts to California due to global warming, including impacts to water 
supply, public health, agriculture, the coastline, and forestry.  

AB 32. In furtherance of the goals established in EO S-3-05, the Legislature enacted AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Cal. Health & Safety Code § 38500-38599 et seq). AB 32 provided initial direction 
on creating a comprehensive multiyear program to limit California’s GHG emissions at 1990 levels by 2020, and 
initiate the transformations required to achieve the state’s long-range climate objectives.  

SB 32 and AB 197. SB 32 and AB 197 (enacted in 2016) are companion bills. SB 32 codified the 2030 emissions-
reduction goal of EO B-30-15 by requiring CARB to ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 40% below 
1990 levels by 2030. AB 197 established the Joint Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies, consisting 
of at least three members of the Senate and three members of the Assembly, in order to provide ongoing oversight 
over implementation of the state’s climate policies. AB 197 also added two members of the Legislature to the Board 
as nonvoting members; requires CARB to make available and update (at least annually via its website) emissions 
data for GHGs, criteria air pollutants, and toxic air contaminants from reporting facilities; and requires CARB to 
identify specific information for GHG emissions-reduction measures when updating the scoping plan. 

CARB’s 2007 Statewide Limit. In 2007, CARB approved a statewide limit on the GHG emissions level for year 2020 
consistent with the determined 1990 baseline (427 MMT CO2e), in accordance with Cal. Health and Safety Code § 38550.  

CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan. One specific requirement of AB 32 is for CARB to prepare a “scoping plan” 
for achieving the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions by 2020 (Cal. 
Health and Safety Code, § 38561(a)), and to update the plan at least once every 5 years. In 2008, CARB approved 
the first scoping plan: The Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change (Scoping Plan). The 
Scoping Plan included a mix of recommended strategies that combined direct regulations, market-based 
approaches, voluntary measures, policies, and other emission-reduction programs calculated to meet the 2020 
statewide GHG emission limit and initiate the transformations needed to achieve the state’s long-range climate 
objectives. The key elements of the Scoping Plan include the following (CARB 2008): 

• Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and appliance standards 

• Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33% 

• Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate Initiative partner programs 
to create a regional market system and caps sources contributing 85% of California’s GHG emissions 

• Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout California, and 
pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets 
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• Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing state laws and policies, including California’s 
clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
17, § 95480 et seq.) 

• Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high-GWP gases, and a fee 
to fund the administrative costs of the State of California’s long-term commitment to AB 32 implementation 

The Scoping Plan also identified local governments as essential partners in achieving California’s goals to reduce 
GHG emissions because they have broad influence and, in some cases, exclusive authority over activities that 
contribute to significant direct and indirect GHG emissions through their planning and permitting processes, local 
ordinances, outreach and education efforts, and municipal operations. Specifically, the Scoping Plan encouraged 
local governments to adopt a reduction goal for municipal operations and for community emissions to reduce GHGs 
by approximately 15% from then levels (2008) by 2020. Many local governments developed community-scale local 
GHG-reduction plans based on this Scoping Plan recommendation. 

In 2014, CARB approved the first update to the Scoping Plan. The First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: 
Building on the Framework (First Update) defined the state’s GHG emission reduction priorities for the next 5 years 
and laid the groundwork to start the transition to the post-2020 goals set forth in EOs S-3-05 and B-16-2012 (CARB 
2014). The First Update concluded that California is on track to meet the 2020 target, but recommended a 2030 
mid-term GHG reduction target be established to ensure a continuum of action to reduce emissions. The First 
Update recommended a mix of technologies in key economic sectors to reduce emissions through 2050 including 
energy demand reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large-scale electrification of on-road vehicles, 
buildings and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; and the rapid market penetration of 
efficient and clean energy technologies. As part of the First Update, CARB recalculated the state’s 1990 emissions 
level, using more recent GWPs identified by the IPCC, from 427 MMT CO2e to 431 MMT CO2e. 

In 2015, as directed by EO B-30-15, CARB began working on an update to the Scoping Plan to incorporate the 2030 
target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 to keep California on its trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the long-
term goal of reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, as set forth in S-3-05. The Governor called 
on California to pursue a new and ambitious set of strategies, in line with the five climate change pillars from his 
inaugural address, to reduce GHG emissions and prepare for the unavoidable impacts of climate change. In the 
summer of 2016, the Legislature affirmed the importance of addressing climate change through passage of SB 32.  

In December 2017, CARB released the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second Update) for public 
review and comment (CARB 2017a). The Second Update builds on the successful framework established in the 
initial Scoping Plan and First Update, while identifying new technologically feasible and cost-effective strategies that 
will serve as the framework to achieve the 2030 GHG target and define the state’s climate change priorities to 
2030 and beyond. The strategies’ “known commitments” include implementing renewable energy and energy 
efficiency (including the mandates of SB 350), increased stringency of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, measures 
identified in the Mobile Source and Freight Strategies, measures identified in the proposed Short-Lived Climate 
Pollutant Plan, and increased stringency of SB 375 targets. To fill the gap in additional reductions needed to achieve 
the 2030 target, the Second Update recommends continuing the Cap-and-Trade Program and a measure to reduce 
GHGs from refineries by 20%.  

For local governments, the Second Update replaced the initial Scoping Plan’s 15% reduction goal with a 
recommendation to aim for a community-wide goal of no more than 6 MT CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more 
than 2 MT CO2e per capita by 2050, which are developed around the scientifically based levels necessary to limit 
global warming below 2 degrees Celsius (°C). The Second Update recognized the benefits of local government GHG 
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planning (e.g., through climate action plans (CAPs)) and provide more information regarding tools CARB is working 
on to support those efforts. It also recognizes the CEQA streamlining provisions for project-level review where there 
is a legally adequate CAP. The Second Update was approved by CARB’s Governing Board on December 14, 2017. 

The Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the goals of AB 32, SB 
32, and the EOs; it also establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce 
California’s GHG emissions. A project is considered consistent with the statutes and EOs if it would meet the general 
policies in reducing GHG emissions in order to facilitate the achievement of the state’s goals and would not impede 
attainment of those goals. As discussed in several cases, a given project need not be in perfect conformity with 
each and every planning policy or goal to be consistent. A project would be consistent if it would further the 
objectives and not obstruct their attainment. 

CARB’s Regulations for the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions. CARB’s Regulation for the 
Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, §§ 95100–95157) incorporated by 
reference certain requirements that EPA promulgated in its Final Rule on Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse 
Gases (40 CFR § 98). Specifically, section 95100(c) of the Mandatory Reporting Regulation incorporated those 
requirements that EPA promulgated in the Federal Register on October 30, 2009; July 12, 2010; September 22, 
2010; October 28, 2010; November 30, 2010; December 17, 2010; and April 25, 2011. In general, entities subject 
to the Mandatory Reporting Regulation that emit over 10,000 MT CO2e per year are required to report annual GHGs 
through the California Electronic GHG Reporting Tool. Certain sectors, such as refineries and cement plants, are 
required to report regardless of emission levels. Entities that emit more than the 25,000 MT CO2e per year threshold 
are required to have their GHG emissions report verified by a CARB-accredited third-party.  

EO B-18-12. EO B-18-12 (April 2012) directed state agencies, departments, and other entities under the Governor’s 
executive authority to take action to reduce entity-wide GHG emissions by at least 10% by 2015 and 20% by 2020, 
as measured against a 2010 baseline. EO B-18-12 also established goals for existing state buildings for reducing 
grid-based energy purchases and water use. 

EO B-30-15. EO B-30-15 (April 2015) identified an interim GHG-reduction target in support of targets previously 
identified under S-3-05 and AB 32. EO B-30-15 set an interim target goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 
1990 levels by 2030 to keep California on its trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the long-term goal of reducing 
GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, as set forth in S-3-05. To facilitate achieving this goal, EO B-30-
15 called for CARB to update the Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of MMT CO2e. The EO also called 
for state agencies to continue to develop and implement GHG emission-reduction programs in support of the 
reduction targets.  

SB 605 and SB 1383. SB 605 (2014) requires CARB to complete a comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions 
of short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs) in the state (Cal. Health and Safety Code § 39730); and SB 1383 (2016) 
requires CARB to approve and implement that strategy by January 1, 2018 (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 42652-
43654). SB 1383 also establishes specific targets for the reduction of SLCPs (40% below 2013 levels by 2030 for 
CH4 and HFCs, and 50% below 2013 levels by 2030 for anthropogenic black carbon), and provides direction for 
reductions from dairy and livestock operations and landfills. Accordingly, and as mentioned above, CARB adopted 
its Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy (SLCP Reduction Strategy) in March 2017. The SLCP Reduction 
Strategy establishes a framework for the statewide reduction of emissions of black carbon, methane and 
fluorinated gases (CARB 2017b). 
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EO B-55-18. EO B-55-18 (September 2018) establishes a statewide policy for the state to achieve carbon neutrality 
as soon as possible (no later than 2045), and achieve and maintain net negative emissions thereafter. The goal is 
an addition to the existing statewide targets of reducing the state’s GHG emissions. CARB will work with relevant 
state agencies to ensure that future Scoping Plans identify and recommend measures to achieve the carbon 
neutrality goal. 

Building Energy 

Title 24, Part 6. The California Building Standards Code were established in 1978 and serves to enhance and 
regulate California’s building standards (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 24). While not initially promulgated to reduce GHG 
emissions, Part 6 of Title 24 specifically established Building Energy Efficiency Standards that are designed to 
ensure that new and existing buildings in California achieve energy efficiency and preserve outdoor and indoor 
environmental quality. These energy efficiency standards are reviewed every few years by the Building Standards 
Commission and the California Energy Commission (CEC), and revised if necessary (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 
25402(b)(1)). The regulations receive input from members of industry, as well as the public, in order to “reduce the 
wasteful, uneconomic, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy” (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 25402). 
These regulations are carefully scrutinized and analyzed for technological and economic feasibility (Cal. Pub. 
Resources Code, § 25402(d)) and cost effectiveness (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 25402(b)(2–3)). As a result, 
these standards save energy, increase electricity supply reliability, increase indoor comfort, avoid the need to 
construct new power plants, and help preserve the environment. The current Title 24 standards are the 2019 Title 
24 building energy efficiency standards, which became effective January 1, 2020. 

Title 24, Part 11. In addition to the CEC’s efforts, in 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted 
the nation’s first green building standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24) is 
commonly referred to as California’s Green Building Standards (CALGreen), and establishes minimum mandatory 
standards and voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable site development, energy 
efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and 
interior air quality. The CALGreen standards took effect in January 2011 and instituted mandatory minimum 
environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new construction of commercial, low-rise residential and 
state-owned buildings and schools and hospitals. The 2019 CALGreen standards are the current applicable 
standards. For nonresidential projects, some of the key mandatory CALGreen 2019 standards involve requirements 
related to bicycle parking, designated parking for clean air vehicles, electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, shade 
trees, water conserving plumbing fixtures and fittings, outdoor potable water use in landscaped areas, recycled 
water supply systems, construction waste management, excavated soil and land clearing debris, and 
commissioning (24 CCR Part 11).  

Title 20. Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations requires manufacturers of appliances to meet state and federal 
standards for energy and water efficiency (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 20, § 1401-1410 et seq.). The CEC certifies an appliance 
based on a manufacturer’s demonstration that the appliance meets the standards. New appliances regulated under 
Title 20 include: refrigerators, refrigerator-freezers and freezers; room air conditioners and room air-conditioning heat 
pumps; central air conditioners; spot air conditioners; vented gas space heaters; gas pool heaters; plumbing fittings and 
plumbing fixtures; fluorescent lamp ballasts; lamps; emergency lighting; traffic signal modules; dishwaters; clothes 
washers and dryers; cooking products; electric motors; low voltage dry-type distribution transformers; power supplies; 
televisions and consumer audio and video equipment; and battery charger systems. Title 20 presents protocols for 
testing each type of appliance covered under the regulations and appliances must meet the standards for energy 
performance, energy design, water performance, and water design. Title 20 contains three types of standards for 
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appliances: federal and state standards for federally regulated appliances, state standards for federally regulated 
appliances, and state standards for non-federally regulated appliances. 

SB 1. SB 1 (2006) established a $3 billion rebate program to support the goal of the state to install rooftop solar 
energy systems with a generation capacity of 3,000 megawatts through 2016. SB 1 added sections to the Public 
Resources Code, including Chapter 8.8 (California Solar Initiative), that require building projects applying for 
ratepayer-funded incentives for photovoltaic systems to meet minimum energy efficiency levels and performance 
requirements (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 25780-25784 et seq.). Section 25780 established that it is a goal of 
the state to establish a self-sufficient solar industry. The goals included establishing solar energy systems as a 
viable mainstream option for both homes and businesses within 10 years of adoption, and placing solar energy 
systems on 50% of new homes within 13 years of adoption. SB 1, also termed “Go Solar California,” was 
previously titled “Million Solar Roofs.” 

AB 1470 (Solar Water Heating). This bill established the Solar Water Heating and Efficiency Act of 2007 (Cal. Pub. 
Utilities Code § 2851-2869 et seq.). The bill makes findings and declarations of the Legislature relating to the 
promotion of solar water heating systems and other technologies that reduce natural gas demand. The bill defines 
several terms for purposes of the act. The bill requires the commission to evaluate the data available from a 
specified pilot program, and, if it makes a specified determination, to design and implement a program of incentives 
for the installation of 200,000 solar water heating systems in homes and businesses throughout the state by 2017. 

AB 1109. Enacted in 2007, AB 1109 required the CEC to adopt minimum energy efficiency standards for general-
purpose lighting to reduce electricity consumption by 50% for indoor residential lighting and by 25% for indoor 
commercial lighting (Cal. Pub. Resource Code § 25402.5.4). 

Renewable Energy and Energy Procurement 

SB 1078. SB 1078 (2002) (Cal. Pub. Utilities Code § 399.11 et seq.) established the Renewables Portfolio Standard 
(RPS) program, which required an annual increase in renewable generation by the utilities equivalent to at least 1% 
of sales, with an aggregate goal of 20% by 2017. This goal was subsequently accelerated, requiring utilities to 
obtain 20% of their power from renewable sources by 2010 (see SB 107, EO S-14-08, and S-21-09). 

SB 1368. SB 1368 (2006), required the CEC to develop and adopt regulations for GHG emission performance 
standards for the long-term procurement of electricity by local publicly owned utilities (Cal. Pub. Utilities § 8340-
8341 et seq.). These standards must be consistent with the standards adopted by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC). 

EO S-14-08. EO S-14-08 (2008) focused on the contribution of renewable energy sources to meet the electrical 
needs of California while reducing the GHG emissions from the electrical sector. This EO required that all retail 
suppliers of electricity in California serve 33% of their load with renewable energy by 2020. Furthermore, the EO 
directed state agencies to take appropriate actions to facilitate reaching this target. The CNRA, through 
collaboration with CEC and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, was directed to lead this effort. 

EO S-21-09 and SBX1-2. EO S-21-09 (2009) directed CARB to adopt a regulation consistent with the goal of EO S-
14-08 by July 31, 2010. CARB was further directed to work with CPUC and CEC to ensure that the regulation builds 
upon the RPS program and was applicable to investor-owned utilities, publicly owned utilities, direct access 
providers, and community choice providers. Under this order, CARB was to give the highest priority to those 
renewable resources that provide the greatest environmental benefits with the least environmental costs and 
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impacts on public health, and those that can be developed the most quickly in support of reliable, efficient, cost-
effective electricity system operations. On September 23, 2010, CARB initially approved regulations to implement 
a Renewable Electricity Standard; however, this regulation was not finalized because of subsequent legislation (SB 
X1-2) signed by Governor Brown in April 2011. 

SB X1-2 expanded RPS by establishing a renewable energy target of 20% of the total electricity sold to retail 
customers in California per year by December 31, 2013, and 33% by December 31, 2020, and in subsequent years. 
Under the bill, a renewable electrical generation facility is one that uses biomass, solar thermal, photovoltaic, wind, 
geothermal, fuel cells using renewable fuels, small hydroelectric generation (30 megawatts or less), digester gas, 
municipal solid waste conversion, landfill gas, ocean wave, ocean thermal, or tidal current, and that meets other 
specified requirements with respect to its location. 

SB X1-2 applies to all electricity retailers in the state, including publicly owned utilities, investor-owned utilities, 
electricity service providers, and community choice aggregators. All of these entities must meet the renewable 
energy goals listed above. 

SB 350. SB 350 (2015) further expanded the RPS program by establishing a goal of 50% of the total electricity sold 
to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2030. In addition, SB 350 included the goal to double 
the energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end uses (such as heating, cooling, lighting, or class 
of energy uses on which an energy-efficiency program is focused) of retail customers through energy conservation 
and efficiency. The bill also requires the CPUC, in consultation with the CEC, to establish efficiency targets for 
electrical and gas corporations consistent with this goal. 

SB 100. SB 100 (2018) increased the standards set forth in SB 350, establishing that 44% of the total electricity 
sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2024, 52% by December 31, 2027, and 60% by 
December 31, 2030, be secured from qualifying renewable energy sources. SB 100 states that it is the policy of 
the state that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100% of the retail sales of 
electricity to California. This bill requires that the achievement of 100% zero-carbon electricity resources do not 
increase the carbon emissions elsewhere in the western grid and that the achievement not be achieved through 
resource shuffling. 

Mobile Sources 

State Vehicle Standards (AB 1493 and EO B-16-12). AB 1493 (July 2002) was enacted in a response to the 
transportation sector accounting for more than half of California’s CO2 emissions. AB 1493 required CARB to set 
GHG emission standards for passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by the state board 
to be vehicles that are primarily used for noncommercial personal transportation in the state. The bill required that 
CARB set GHG emission standards for motor vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model years. CARB 
adopted the standards in September 2004. EO B-16-12 (March 2012) required that state entities under the 
governor’s direction and control support and facilitate the rapid commercialization of zero-emissions vehicles. It 
ordered CARB, CEC, CPUC, and other relevant agencies to work with the Plug-in Electric Vehicle Collaborative and 
the California Fuel Cell Partnership to establish benchmarks to help achieve benchmark goals by 2015, 2020, and 
2025. On a statewide basis, EO B-16-12 established a target reduction of GHG emissions from the transportation 
sector equaling 80% less than 1990 levels by 2050. This directive did not apply to vehicles that have special 
performance requirements necessary for the protection of the public safety and welfare. As explained under the 
“Federal Vehicle Standards” description above, EPA and NHTSA approved the SAFE Vehicles Rule Part One and 
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Two, which revoked California’s authority to set its own GHG emissions standards and set zero-emission vehicle 
mandates in California.  

Heavy-Duty Diesel. CARB adopted the final Heavy-Duty Truck and Bus Regulation on December 31, 2014 to reduce 
diesel particulate matter, a major source of black carbon, and oxides of nitrogen emissions from heavy-duty diesel 
vehicles (Cal. Code Regs., tit 13, § 2025). The rule requires diesel particulate matter filters be applied to newer 
heavier trucks and buses by January 1, 2012, with older vehicles required to comply by January 1, 2015. The rule 
will require nearly all diesel trucks and buses to be compliant with the 2010 model year engine requirement by 
January 1, 2023. CARB also adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit idling of diesel-fueled commercial 
vehicles on December 12, 2013. This rule requires diesel-fueled vehicles with gross vehicle weights greater than 
10,000 pounds to idle no more than 5 minutes at any location (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 13, § 2485). 

EO S-1-07. EO S-1-07 (January 2007, implementing regulation adopted in April 2009) sets a declining Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard for GHG emissions measured in CO2e grams per unit of fuel energy sold in California. The target of 
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard is to reduce the carbon intensity of California passenger vehicle fuels by at least 
10% by 2020 (Cal. Code Regs., tit.17, § 95480 et seq.). The carbon intensity measures the amount of GHG 
emissions in the lifecycle of a fuel—including extraction/feedstock production, processing, transportation, and final 
consumption—per unit of energy delivered. 

SB 375. SB 375 (Cal. Gov. Code § 65080) addresses GHG emissions associated with the transportation sector 
through regional transportation and sustainability plans. SB 375 requires CARB to adopt regional GHG-reduction 
targets for the automobile and light-truck sector for 2020 and 2035, and to update those targets every 8 years. SB 
375 requires the state’s 18 regional metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to prepare a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of their Regional Transportation Plan that will achieve the GHG-reduction 
targets set by CARB. If an MPO is unable to devise an SCS to achieve the GHG-reduction target, the MPO must 
prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy demonstrating how the GHG-reduction target would be achieved through 
alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies. 

A SCS does not: (i) regulate the use of land; (ii) supersede the land use authority of cities and counties; or (iii) require 
that a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, including those in a general plan, be consistent with it 
(Cal Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(K)). Nonetheless, SB 375 makes regional and local planning agencies responsible 
for developing those strategies as part of the federally required metropolitan transportation planning process and 
the state-mandated housing element process.  

Advanced Clean Cars Program and Zero-Emissions Vehicle Program. The Advanced Clean Cars program (January 
2012) is a new emissions-control program for model years 2015 through 2025. The program combines the control 
of smog- and soot-causing pollutants and GHG emissions into a single coordinated package. The package includes 
elements to reduce smog-forming pollution, reduce GHG emissions, promote clean cars, and provide the fuels for 
clean cars (CARB 2012). To improve air quality, CARB has implemented new emission standards to reduce smog-
forming emissions beginning with 2015 model year vehicles. It is estimated that in 2025, cars will emit 75% less 
smog-forming pollution than the average new car sold today. To reduce GHG emissions, CARB, in conjunction with 
the EPA and the NHTSA, adopted new GHG standards for model year 2017 to 2025 vehicles; the new standards 
are estimated to reduce GHG emissions by 34% in 2025. The zero-emission vehicle program will act as the focused 
technology of the Advanced Clean Cars program by requiring manufacturers to produce increasing numbers of zero-
emission vehicles and plug-in hybrid EVs in the 2018 to 2025 model years. However, as detailed previously, EPA 
and NHTSA published the SAFE Vehicles Rule, which revokes California’s authority to set its own GHG emissions 
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standards and set zero-emission vehicle mandates in California. The effect of the SAFE Rule on the Advanced Clean 
Cars program is still to be determined pending the ruling of ongoing litigation. 

Water 

SB X7-7. SB X7-7 or the Water Conservation Act of 2009, requires that all water suppliers increase their water use 
efficiency with an overall goal of reducing per capita urban water use by 20% by December 31, 2020. Each urban 
water supplier shall develop water use targets to meet this goal. 

EO B-29-15. In response to the ongoing drought in California, EO B-29-15 (April 2015) set a goal of achieving a 
statewide reduction in potable urban water usage of 25% relative to water use in 2013. The term of the EO extended 
through February 28, 2016, although many of the directives have become permanent water-efficiency standards 
and requirements. The EO includes specific directives that set strict limits on water usage in the state. In response 
to EO B-29-15, the California Department of Water Resources has modified and adopted a revised version of the 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance that, among other changes, significantly increases the requirements 
for landscape water use efficiency and broadens its applicability to include new development projects with smaller 
landscape areas. 

EO B-37-16. Issued May 2016, EO B-37-16 directs the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) to adjust 
emergency water conservation regulations through the end of January 2017 to reflect differing water supply 
conditions across the state. The Water Board must also develop a proposal to achieve a mandatory reduction of 
potable urban water usage that builds off the mandatory 25% reduction called for in EO B-29-15. The Water Board 
and Department of Water Resources will develop new, permanent water use targets that build upon the existing 
state law requirements that the state achieve a 20% reduction in urban water usage by 2020. EO B-37-16 also 
specifies that the Water Board will permanently prohibit water-wasting practices such as hosing off sidewalks, 
driveways, and other hardscapes; washing automobiles with hoses not equipped with a shut-off nozzle; using non-
recirculated water in a fountain or other decorative water feature; watering lawns in a manner that causes runoff, 
or within 48 hours after measurable precipitation; and irrigating ornamental turf on public street medians. 

EO B-40-17. EO B-40-17 (April 2017) lifted the drought emergency in all California counties except Fresno, Kings, 
Tulare, and Tuolumne. It also rescinds EO B-29-15, but expressly states that EO B-37-16 remains in effect and 
directs the Water Board to continue development of permanent prohibitions on wasteful water use. 

Solid Waste 

AB 939, AB 341, and AB 1826. In 1989, AB 939, known as the Integrated Waste Management Act (Cal. Pub. 
Resources Code, § 40000 et seq.), was passed because of the increase in waste stream and the decrease in landfill 
capacity. The statute established the California Integrated Waste Management Board (replaced in 2010 by the 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, or CalRecycle), which oversees a disposal reporting 
system. AB 939 mandated a reduction of waste being disposed where jurisdictions were required to meet diversion 
goals of all solid waste through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities of 25% by 1995 and 50% by 
the year 2000. 

AB 341 (2011) amended the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 to include a provision declaring 
that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of solid waste generated be source-reduced, recycled, 
or composted by the year 2020, and annually thereafter. In addition, AB 341 required CalRecycle to develop 
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strategies to achieve the state’s policy goal. CalRecycle has conducted multiple workshops and published 
documents that identify priority strategies that it believes would assist the state in reaching the 75% goal by 2020. 

AB 1826 (Chapter 727, Statutes of 2014, effective 2016) requires businesses to recycle their organic waste (i.e., 
food waste, green waste, landscape and pruning waste, nonhazardous wood waste, and food-soiled paper waste 
that is mixed in with food waste) depending on the amount of waste they generate per week. This law also requires 
local jurisdictions across the state to implement an organic waste recycling program to divert organic waste 
generated by businesses, including multifamily residential dwellings that consist of five or more units. The minimum 
threshold of organic waste generation by businesses decreases over time, which means an increasingly greater 
proportion of the commercial sector will be required to comply. 

Other State Actions 

Senate Bill 97. SB 97 (2007) directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop guidelines under 
CEQA for the mitigation of GHG emissions. In 2008, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research issued a 
technical advisory as interim guidance regarding the analysis of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The advisory 
indicated that the lead agency should identify and estimate a project’s GHG emissions, including those associated 
with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage, and construction activities (OPR 2008). The advisory 
further recommended that the lead agency determine significance of the impacts and impose all mitigation 
measures necessary to reduce GHG emissions to a level that is less than significant. The CNRA adopted the State 
CEQA Guidelines amendments in December 2009, which became effective in March 2010. 

Under the amended State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency has the discretion to determine whether to use a 
quantitative or qualitative analysis or apply performance standards to determine the significance of GHG emissions 
resulting from a particular project (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.4(a)). The State CEQA Guidelines require a lead 
agency to consider the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement 
a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15064.4(b)). The State CEQA Guidelines also allow a lead agency to consider feasible means of mitigating the 
significant effects of GHG emissions, including reductions in emissions through the implementation of project 
features or off-site measures. The adopted amendments do not establish a GHG emission threshold, instead 
allowing a lead agency to develop, adopt, and apply its own thresholds of significance or those developed by 
other agencies or experts. The CNRA also acknowledges that a lead agency may consider compliance with 
regulations or requirements implementing AB 32 in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions 
(CNRA 2009a). 

With respect to GHG emissions, the State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(a) state that lead agencies “should 
make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or 
estimate” GHG emissions. The State CEQA Guidelines note that an agency may identify emissions by either selecting 
a “model or methodology” to quantify the emissions or by relying on “qualitative analysis or performance based 
standards” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.4(a)). Section 15064.4(b) states that the lead agency should consider 
the following when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment: (1) the extent a 
project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; (2) whether the 
project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 
(3) the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 
regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.4(b)). 
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EO S-13-08. EO S-13-08 (November 2008) is intended to hasten California’s response to the impacts of global 
climate change, particularly sea-level rise. Therefore, the EO directs state agencies to take specified actions to 
assess and plan for such impacts. The final 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy report was issued in 
December 2009 (CNRA 2009b), and an update, Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk, followed in July 
2014 (CNRA 2014). To assess the state’s vulnerability, the report summarizes key climate change impacts to the 
state for the following areas: Agriculture, Biodiversity and Habitat, Emergency Management, Energy, Forestry, Ocean 
and Coastal Ecosystems and Resources, Public Health, Transportation, and Water. Issuance of the Safeguarding 
California: Implementation Action Plans followed in March 2016 (CNRA 2016). In January 2018, the CNRA released 
the Safeguarding California Plan: 2018 Update, which communicates current and needed actions that state 
government should take to build climate change resiliency (CNRA 2018b). 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County General Plan 

The following goal, objective, and policy from the Public Services and Utilities Element of the General Plan (County 
of El Dorado 2015), which was updated in December 2015, would apply to GHGs: 

• Goal 5.6 Gas, Electric, and Other Utility Services. Sufficient utility service availability consistent with the 
needs of a growing community. 

o Objective 5.6.2 Encourage Energy Efficient Development. Encourage development of energy-efficient 
buildings, subdivisions, development, and landscape designs. 

 Policy 5.6.2.1. Require energy conserving landscaping plans for all projects requiring design review 
or other discretionary approval. 

3.7.3 Significance Criteria 
The standards of significance used to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project related to GHGs are based on 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as listed below. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

• Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

CEQA does not provide clear direction on addressing climate change. It requires lead agencies identify project GHG 
emissions impacts and their “significance,” but that statute and Guidelines do not set significance criteria for what 
constitutes a “significant” impact. GHG impacts are inherently cumulative, and since no single project could cause 
global climate change, the CEQA test is if impacts are “cumulatively considerable.” Not all projects emitting GHG 
contribute significantly to climate change. CEQA authorizes reliance on previously approved plans (i.e., a CAP, etc.) 
and mitigation programs adequately analyzing and mitigating GHG emissions to a less than significant level. 
“Tiering” from such a programmatic-level document is the preferred method to address GHG emissions. El Dorado 
County does not have an adopted CAP or similar program-level document; therefore, the project’s GHG emissions 
must be addressed at the project-level. 

Unlike thresholds of significance established for criteria air pollutants in the El Dorado County Air Quality 
Management District’s (EDCAQMD’s) Guide to Air Quality Assessment, the EDCAQMD has not adopted GHG 
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emissions thresholds for land use development projects. In the absence of County adopted thresholds, EDCAQMD 
recommends using the adopted thresholds of other lead agencies which are based on consistency with the goals 
of AB 32. Projects exceeding these thresholds would have a potentially significant impact and be required to 
mitigate those impacts to a less than significant level. Until the County adopts a CAP consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5, and/or establishes GHG thresholds, the County will follow an interim approach to 
evaluating GHG emissions utilizing significance criteria adopted by the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District 
(SLOAPCD), as recommended by the EDCAQMD, to determine the significance of GHG emissions, based on 
substantial evidence (SLOACPD 2012). These are summarized below: 

• The threshold for stationary sources is 10,000 MT CO2e per year  

• For nonstationary sources, the following two separate thresholds have been established: 

o 1,150 MT CO2e per year  

o 4.9 MT CO2e per service population per year (Service population is the sum of residents plus employees 
expected for a development project.) 

The quantitative threshold of 1,150 MT CO2e annually adopted by SLOAPCD is applied to this analysis. 

3.7.4 Project Impacts 
Approach and Methodology 

Construction 

CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate project-generated GHG emissions during construction. 
Construction of the project would result in GHG emissions primarily associated with use of off-road construction 
equipment, on-road hauling and vendor (material delivery) trucks, and worker vehicles. All details for construction 
criteria air pollutants discussed in Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of this EIR, are also applicable for the estimation of 
construction-related GHG emissions. As such, see Section 3.2 for a discussion of construction emissions calculation 
methodology and assumptions used in the GHG emissions analysis. 

Operations 

Emissions from the operational phase of the project were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. Year 2022 
was assumed based on the anticipated first full year of operations. Potential project-generated operational GHG 
emissions were estimated for area sources (landscape maintenance), energy sources (natural gas and electricity), 
mobile sources, solid waste, water supply and wastewater treatment. Emissions from each category are discussed 
in the following text. For additional details, see Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of this EIR for a discussion of operational 
emission calculation methodology and assumptions, specifically for area, energy (natural gas), and mobile sources.  

Area 

CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions from operation of gasoline-powered landscape maintenance 
equipment, which produce minimal GHG emissions. Consumer product use and architectural coatings result in reactive 
organic gases emissions, which are analyzed in air quality analysis only, and generate little to no GHG emissions. 
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Energy 

The estimation of operational energy emissions was based on CalEEMod land use defaults total area (i.e., square 
footage) of the project. For nonresidential buildings, CalEEMod energy intensity value (electricity or natural gas 
usage per square foot per year) assumptions were based on the California Commercial End-Use Survey 
database. CalEEMod default values for energy consumption assume compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, which were assumed for this analysis. This is conservative since the project would be 
required to comply with the more stringent 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards that became effective 
January 1, 2020.  

Emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use by the utility carbon intensity (pounds of GHGs per kilowatt-
hour for electricity or 1,000 British thermal units for natural gas) for CO2 and other GHGs. Emission factors (in 
pounds per megawatt-hour) for CH4 and N2O are from CalEEMod for Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). The CO2 emission 
factor is from PG&E's reported intensity for 2017 (PG&E 2019).  

Mobile Sources 

All details for criteria air pollutants discussed in Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of this EIR are also applicable for the 
estimation of operational mobile source GHG emissions. Regulatory measures related to mobile sources 
include AB 1493 (Pavley) and related federal standards. AB 1493 required that CARB establish GHG emission 
standards for automobiles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by CARB to be vehicles that are 
primarily used for noncommercial personal transportation in the state. In addition, the NHTSA and EPA have 
established corporate fuel economy standards and GHG emission standards, respectively, for automobiles and 
light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles. Implementation of these standards and fleet turnover (replacement 
of older vehicles with newer ones) will gradually reduce emissions from the project’s motor vehicles. The 
effectiveness of fuel economy improvements was evaluated by using the CalEEMod emission factors for motor 
vehicles, to the extent it was captured in EMFAC 2014.3 

Solid Waste 

The project would generate solid waste, and therefore, result in CO2e emissions associated with landfill off-gassing. 
CalEEMod default values for solid waste generation were used to estimate GHG emissions associated with solid 
waste for the proposed project.  

Water and Wastewater Treatment 

Supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water for the proposed project require the use of electricity, 
which would result in associated indirect GHG emissions. Similarly, wastewater generated by the project requires 
the use of electricity for conveyance and treatment, along with GHG emissions generated during wastewater 
treatment. The indoor water use and electricity consumption from water use and wastewater generation were 
estimated using CalEEMod default values for the project, and it was assumed that wastewater treatment would be 
100% septic.  

 
3  The Low Carbon Fuel Standard calls for a 10% reduction in the “carbon intensity” of motor vehicle fuels by 2020, which would further reduce 

GHG emissions. However, the carbon intensity reduction associated with the Low Carbon Fuel Standard was not assumed in EMFAC 2014 
and thus, was not included in CalEEMod 2016.3.2.  
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Project Impacts 

Impact 3.7-1 

The project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

The proposed project would result in GHG emissions associated with short-term construction and long-term operations.  

Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would result in GHG emissions, which are primarily associated with use of off-
road construction equipment, vendor and haul trucks, and worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to calculate the 
annual GHG emissions. A detailed depiction of the construction schedule—including information regarding phasing, 
equipment utilized during each phase, trucks, and worker vehicles—is included in Appendix B. The estimated 
project-generated GHG emissions from construction activities are shown in Table 3.7-3. 

Table 3.7-3. Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions 

Year 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

metric tons per year 
2020 86.00 0.02 0.00 86.39 
2021 39.63 0.01 0.00 39.80 

Total Annual GHG Emissions 126.19 
Amortized GHG Emissions 5.05 

Notes: See Appendix B for detailed results. 
MT = metric tons; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 

As shown in Table 3.7-3, estimated total annual construction GHG emissions would be approximately 126 MT CO2e. 
Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and, therefore, typically not expected to generate a significant 
contribution to global climate change. In order to present a worst-case scenario, the proposed project’s 
construction-related GHG emissions have been amortized over 25 years (i.e., the lifetime of commercial projects 
per SLOACPD) and included with the operational GHG emissions. 

Operation 

Operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions through motor vehicle trips to and from the 
project site; landscape maintenance equipment operation; energy use (natural gas and generation of electricity 
consumed by the project); solid waste disposal; and generation of electricity associated with water supply, 
treatment, and distribution and wastewater treatment. The estimated project-generated GHG emissions from 
operational activities were estimated using CalEEMod and are shown in Table 3.7-4. 
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Table 3.7-4. Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions 

Year 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

metric tons per year 
Area <0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.01 
Energy 15.63 <0.01 <0.01 15.80 
Mobile 417.39 0.01 0.00 417.76 
Waste 7.95 0.47 0.00 19.68 
Water/Wastewater 0.49 0.15 <0.01 4.47 

Maximum Annual Emissions 457.71 
Amortized Construction Emissions 5.05 

Total Operational + Amortized Construction GHGs 462.76 
Notes: See Appendix B for detailed results.  
<0.01 = value less than reported 0.01 metric tons per year. 
MT = metric tons; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 

As shown in Table 3.7-4, estimated annual project-generated GHG emissions would be approximately 458 MT CO2e per 
year as a result of project operations only. After summing the amortized project construction emissions, total GHGs 
generated by the project would be approximately 463 MT CO2e per year. As such, annual operational GHG emissions 
with amortized construction emissions would not exceed the applied threshold of 1,150 MT CO2e per year. Therefore, 
the project’s GHG contribution would be less than significant and would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Impact 3.7-2 

The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. 

The CARB Scoping Plan, approved by CARB in 2008 and updated in 2014 and 2017, provides a framework for 
actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt regulations and 
other initiatives to reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to specific projects, nor is it intended 
to be used for project-level evaluations.4 Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are several state regulatory 
measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB and other state agencies have adopted 
many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., 
energy usage, high-GWP GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (i.e., hybrid, electric, and 
more fuel-efficient vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among others. The Scoping Plan 
recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the goals of AB 32 and establishes an 
overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s GHG emissions. To the extent that 
these regulations are applicable to the project or its uses, the project would comply with all regulations adopted in 
furtherance of the Scoping Plan to the extent required by law. 

The project would also not impede the attainment of the GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050 identified in SB 32 
and EO S-3-05, respectively. EO S-3-05 establishes the following goals: GHG emissions should be reduced to 2000 
levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. SB 32 establishes for a statewide 

 
4  The Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the Initial Statement of 

Reasons that “[t]he Scoping Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of individual projects because it 
is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the 
Scoping Plan” (CNRA 2009a). 
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GHG emissions reduction target whereby CARB, in adopting rules and regulations to achieve the maximum 
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions, shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions 
are reduced to at least 40% below 1990 levels by December 31, 2030. While there are no established protocols or 
thresholds of significance for that future year analysis; CARB forecasts that compliance with the current Scoping 
Plan puts the state on a trajectory of meeting these long-term GHG goals, although the specific path to compliance 
is unknown (CARB 2014).  

CARB has expressed optimism with regard to both the 2030 and 2050 goals. It states in the First Update to the 
Climate Change Scoping Plan that “California is on track to meet the near-term 2020 GHG emissions limit and is 
well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32” (CARB 2014). With regard 
to the 2050 target for reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels, the First Update states the following 
(CARB 2014): 

This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the expected benefits 
of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts of renewable distributed generation by 2020, 
net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building retrofits under AB 758, and others) it could 
reduce emissions by 2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed in the developed world and 
to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional measures, 
including locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal air quality standards in 
2032, could lead to even greater emission reductions. 

In other words, CARB believes that the state is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction targets 
set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and EO S-3-05. This is confirmed in the Second Update, which states (CARB 2017): 

The Proposed Plan builds upon the successful framework established by the Initial Scoping Plan 
and First Update, while also identifying new, technologically feasibility and cost-effective strategies 
to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets in a way that promotes and rewards 
innovation, continues to foster economic growth, and delivers improvements to the environment 
and public health, including in disadvantaged communities. The Proposed Plan is developed to be 
consistent with requirements set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and AB 197. 

The project would be consistent with the applicable strategies and measures in the Scoping Plan and is consistent 
with, and would not impede, the state’s trajectory toward the above-described statewide GHG reduction goals for 
2030 or 2050. In addition, since the specific path to compliance for the state in regard to the long-term goals will 
likely require development of technology or other changes that are not currently known or available, specific 
additional mitigation measures for the project would be speculative and cannot be identified at this time. With 
respect to future GHG targets under SB 32 and EO S-3-05, CARB has also made clear its legal interpretation that it 
has the requisite authority to adopt whatever regulations are necessary, beyond the AB 32 horizon year of 2020, 
to meet SB 32’s 40% reduction target by 2030 and EO S-3-05’s 80% reduction target by 2050; this legal 
interpretation by an expert agency provides evidence that future regulations will be adopted to continue the state 
on its trajectory toward meeting these future GHG targets. 

Based on the above considerations, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is required. This impact would be 
less than significant. 
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3.7.5 Cumulative Impacts 
It is understood that GHG emissions are inherently cumulative in their effect. Therefore the impact analysis of 
Section 3.7.4 should be considered be .  

3.7.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This section describes the hazards and hazardous materials1 setting on and near the proposed project site; discusses 
the relevant federal, State, and regional regulatory considerations; and evaluates the potential impacts of the project 
related to hazards and hazardous materials (during both the construction phase and following project completion).  

Public comments related to hazards and hazardous materials that were received in response to circulation of the 
Notice of Preparation (Appendix B) and the public scoping meeting for the proposed project included concerns that 
ground disturbing activities during construction could expose the surrounding community to naturally occurring 
asbestos and increased traffic at the intersection could impair emergency access. The potential of the proposed 
project to result in the release of naturally occurring asbestos is addressed in Chapter 3.2, Air Quality, of this EIR. 

Information regarding hazardous materials in the project vicinity that may potentially affect the environment on the 
project site or the surrounding area is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the 
project site by Bole & Associates in 2019 (included in Appendix H of this EIR).  

3.8.1 Environmental Setting 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

The Phase I ESA for the project site (included in Appendix H of this EIR) did not identify the presence or likely 
presence of any hazardous materials on the project site. The review of topographic and satellite maps for the project 
site indicates that the project site has never been developed for any commercial, retail, or industrial purpose, and 
there are no permanent structures currently located on the project site. The project site contains a centrally located 
gravel parking lot, and the remainder of the site consists of undeveloped land.  

The nearest hazardous materials release site is the Sierra Super Stop property located at 2968 Highway 49, Cool, 
California, approximately 350 feet west-southwest of the project site. The Sierra Super Stop property, now branded 
as a 76 gas station, has undergone remediation to onsite soils and groundwater from a leaking underground 
gasoline storage tank first reported in 2005, and is currently eligible for closure (Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 2020). The most recent groundwater monitoring report available for the property indicates 
that groundwater flow is to the west, away from the project site (E2C Remediation 2020). Based on the remediation 
status of the property, local groundwater flow gradients, and location of the property relative to the project site, the 
Phase I ESA concluded that the Sierra Super Stop property is not a potential source of contamination to soils and 
groundwater at the project site. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is located in a predominantly commercial/retail corridor of Cool. A multiple tenant retail center 
(including a restaurant and a post office) is located north of the project site, across Northside Drive. A multiple-

 
1  The California Health and Safety Code defines a hazardous material as, “...any material that, because of its quantity, 

concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety, 
or to the environment. Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous waste, radioactive 
materials, and any material which a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing that it would be 
injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment” 
(California Health and Safety Code Section 25501). 
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tenant retail/shopping center that includes a gasoline fueling station is located west of the project site, across 
Highway 49. Undeveloped land is located east and south of the project site.  

The Auburn Municipal Airport is the nearest airport to the project site, and is located approximately 5.5 miles 
northwest of the project site.  

The closest school to the project site is Northside Elementary School, located approximately 1.3 miles south of the 
project site along Highway 49. There is also a childcare facility, the Cool Learning Center, located approximately 100 
feet west of the project site at 2968 Highway 49, Cool, California.  

Wildland Fire Conditions 

Wildland fire is defined as “any non-structure fire that occurs in vegetation or natural fuels” (Fire Management 
Board 2019). Wildland fires may be started by natural processes (primarily lightning) or it may be started 
(intentionally and accidentally) by human activities, such as smoking, debris burning, and equipment operation. For 
this reason, the risk of fire increases where there is human access into wildland areas. Emergency fire access plays 
a major role in determining whether a fire can be quickly extinguished or whether it will spread. Topography is a 
primary factor for assessing the fire hazard of an area. As slopes increase, fires spread faster, and accessibility by 
fire crews and equipment often decreases. 

The State Board of Forestry identifies those lands where the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) has the primary duty for wildland fire prevention and suppression; these lands are commonly known as 
state responsibility areas. CAL FIRE has mapped the fire hazard potential within state responsibility areas based on 
relevant factors such as fuels, terrain, and weather. The hazards are described according to their potential to cause 
ignition of buildings. The maps classify land into Fire Hazard Severity Zones of moderate, high, and very high. The 
maps are based on data and models describing development patterns, estimated fire behavior characteristics over 
a 30- to 50-year time horizon, and expected burn probabilities, to quantify the likelihood and nature of vegetation 
fire exposure to new construction. The project site and surrounding areas are mapped as a high fire hazard severity 
zone in a state responsibility area (CAL FIRE 2020). 

Emergency Response and Evacuation 

The El Dorado County Sherriff’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) is the emergency management agency for El 
Dorado County (El Dorado County 2018). The El Dorado County OES uses an alert notification system to alert county 
residents about public health and public safety emergencies including evacuations due to wildland fires, hazardous 
material spills, and urgent law enforcement operations (El Dorado County 2020a). 

3.8.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is the federal agency responsible for enforcement and 
implementation of federal laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials and hazardous waste. The federal 
regulations are primarily codified in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The legislation includes the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976; the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Acts of 1986; 
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the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980; and the Toxic Substances 
Control Act of 1976. The EPA provides oversight for site investigation and remediation projects and has developed 
protocols for sampling, testing, and evaluation of solid wastes. 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

The Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) is the federal agency responsible for enforcing and 
implementing federal laws and regulations pertaining to worker health and safety. OSHA’s Hazardous Waste 
Operations and Emergency Response regulations require training and medical supervision for workers at hazardous 
waste sites. Additional regulations have been developed regarding exposure to lead and asbestos to protect 
construction workers and are enforced through the California Division of OSHA, described below. 

Department of Transportation  

In 1990 and 1994, the federal Hazardous Material Transportation Act was amended to improve the protection of 
life, property, and the environment from the inherent risks of transporting hazardous materials in all major modes 
of commerce. The United States Department of Transportation (DOT) developed hazardous materials regulations 
that govern the classification, packaging, communication, transportation, and handling of hazardous materials, as 
well as employee training and incident reporting. The transportation of hazardous materials is subject to both the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and DOT regulations. The California Highway Patrol, California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) are responsible for enforcing 
federal and state regulations pertaining to the transportation of hazardous materials. 

State Regulations 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) implements and enforces environmental laws that 
regulate air, water and soil quality, pesticide use and waste recycling and reduction. Departments within CalEPA 
include DTSC, State Water Board, and California Air Resources Board. 

Unified Program 

The Unified Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative requirements, permits, 
inspections, and enforcement activities of six environmental and emergency response programs. CalEPA and other 
state agencies set the standards for their programs, while a Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) designated by 
the local government and approved by CalEPA implements the standards. For each county, the CUPA 
regulates/oversees the following: 

• Hazardous materials business plans; 

• California accidental release prevention plans or federal risk management plans; 

• The operation of USTs and ASTs; 

• Universal waste and hazardous waste generators and handlers; 

• On-site hazardous waste treatment; 

• Inspections, permitting, and enforcement; 
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• Proposition 65 reporting; and 

• Emergency response. 

California Office of Emergency Services 

The California Office of Emergency Services State Warning Point acts as the Governor's 911 Dispatch Center. The 
State Warning Point, under federal SARA Title III requirements, must be notified as soon as possible of spills and 
releases of hazardous substances exceeding Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act minimal 
reportable quantities. The California Office of Emergency Services compiles Statewide statistics on spills and 
releases, and will dispatch other regional, State, and federal agencies to the scene, if necessary. 

Hazardous Materials Business Plans 

A Hazardous Materials Business Plan is required for any business that handles hazardous materials in quantities 
greater than or equal to 55 gallons of a liquid, 500 pounds of a solid, or 200 cubic feet (cf) of compressed gas, 
hazardous waste, or extremely hazardous substances above the threshold planning quantity (40 CFR, Part 355) 
(Cal OES 2015; El Dorado County 2020b). Business plans are required to include an inventory of the hazardous 
materials used/stored by the business, a site map, an emergency plan, and a training program for employees (Cal 
OES 2015). In addition, business plan information is provided electronically to a statewide information management 
system, verified by the applicable CUPA, and transmitted to agencies responsible for the protection of public health 
and safety (i.e., local fire department, hazardous material response team, and local environmental regulatory 
groups) (Cal OES 2015). 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

Worker health and safety is regulated at the federal level by the OSHA. The Federal Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970 authorizes the states to establish their own safety and health programs with OSHA approval. In 
California, worker health and safety protections are regulated by the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal/OSHA), which also provides consultant assistance to employers. California standards for 
workers dealing with hazardous materials are contained in Title 8 of the CCR and include practices for all industries 
(General Industrial Safety Orders), with specific practices for construction and other industries. Workers at 
hazardous waste sites (or workers who may be exposed to hazardous wastes that might be encountered during 
excavation of contaminated soils) must receive specialized training and medical supervision according to the 
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response regulations (8 CCR Section 5192). Additional regulations 
have been developed for construction workers potentially exposed to lead (8 CCR Section 1532.1) and asbestos (8 
CCR Section 1529). Cal/OSHA enforcement units conduct on-site evaluations and issue notices of violation to 
enforce necessary improvements to health and safety practices. 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Wildland Fire Management 

The Office of the State Fire Marshal and the CAL FIRE administer state policies regarding wildland fire safety. 
Construction contractors must comply with the following requirements in the Public Resources Code during 
construction activities at any sites with forest-, brush-, or grass-covered land: 

• Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines must be equipped with a spark 
arrestor to reduce the potential for igniting a wildland fire (Public Resources Code Section 4442). 
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• Appropriate fire-suppression equipment must be maintained from April 1 to December 1, the highest-
danger period for fires (Public Resources Code Section 4428). 

• On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials must be removed to a distance of 10 feet 
from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame, and the construction contractor must 
maintain the appropriate fire suppression equipment (Public Resources Code Section 4427). 

• On days when a burning permit is required, portable tools powered by gasoline fueled internal combustion 
engines must not be used within 25 feet of any flammable materials (Public Resources Code Section 4431). 

California Highway Patrol 

The California Highway Patrol (CHP), along with Caltrans and DTSC, enforce and monitor hazardous materials and 
waste transportation laws and regulations in California. These agencies determine container types used and license 
hazardous waste haulers for hazardous waste transportation on public roads. All motor carriers and drivers involved 
in transportation of hazardous materials must apply for and obtain a hazardous materials transportation license 
from CHP. 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management 

The El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management is the primary agency responsible for local 
enforcement of State and federal laws pertaining to hazardous materials and hazardous waste management (El 
Dorado County 2020c). The El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management is the local CUPA, 
responsible for coordination of the following programs: Hazardous Materials Business Plan Program, Hazardous 
Waste Generator Program and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment (tiered permitting) Programs, Underground 
Storage Tank Program, California Accidental Release Prevention Program, and Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act. 
The Solid Waste and Hazardous Material Division of the El Dorado County Department of Environmental 
Management leads the county’s hazardous materials emergency response program. 

The El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management is also responsible for implementing the El 
Dorado County Hazardous Waste Management Plan and the county and regional hazardous materials incident 
response plans (El Dorado County 2020d). The El Dorado County Hazardous Waste Management Plan was 
developed in 1990 in accordance with California Department of Environmental Health Guidelines and the majority 
of activities identified in the plan have since been implemented (El Dorado County 2020d). The El Dorado County 
Hazardous Materials Area Plan (El Dorado County 2009) describes the County’s pre-incident planning and 
preparedness for hazardous materials releases. It clarifies the roles and responsibilities of federal, State, and local 
agencies during a hazardous materials incident. It describes the county’s hazardous materials incident response 
program, training, communications, and post-incident recovery procedures. The Regional (11 County) Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Plan (Region IV Local Emergency Planning Committee 2011) builds on the county Hazardous 
Materials Area Plans and facility Hazardous Materials Business Plans located in the region’s counties. It includes 
the identity, location and emergency contacts for facilities that handle threshold quantities of extremely hazardous 
substances. It also contains chemical release response procedures, public protective action notification 
information, county government emergency coordinators and plans for exercising the Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Plan.  
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El Dorado County Code 

Chapter 8.08 (Fire Prevention) of the El Dorado County Code specifies limits on campfires, fireworks, smoking, and 
incinerators for all discretionary and ministerial developments. Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and 
Defensible Space) of Title 8 of the County Code requires the removal or abatement of all hazardous vegetation and 
combustible material that constitutes a fire hazard which may endanger or damage neighboring property, and 
describes the means of enforcement. The following provisions are applicable to the proposed project: 

Sec. 8.09.070. - Duty to remove and abate hazardous vegetation and combustible material. 

A. It shall be the duty of every owner, occupant, and person in control of any parcel of land or interest therein, 
which is located within the County to remove, or abate, all hazardous vegetation and combustible material, 
which constitutes a fire hazard and may endanger or damage neighboring property. 

B. The owner, lessee or occupant of buildings, grounds, or lots within the County shall remove from such 
property and adjacent streets all waste, garbage, rubbish, weeds, hazardous vegetation or other 
combustible materials growing or accumulated thereon in accordance with the procedures and methods 
prescribed in this chapter and by the Enforcement Official. 

D. Any home owners association (HOA), lighting and landscape district, subdivision development, special 
district, or other entity that has a developed and approved Wildland Fire Safe Plan in accordance with the 
County's General Plan requirement and CFC Chapter 49, shall be granted a reasonable amount of time to 
comply with this ordinance not to exceed five years from the date which this ordinance was approved and 
ratified by the Board of Supervisors (May 30, 2019). 

E. Prior to the close of any real estate sales transaction within the County, the requirements for property owners to 
comply with the Vegetation Management Ordinance shall be disclosed to all potential property owners. 

F. All improved parcels, shall comply with the following requirements: 

1. Maintain defensible space of 100 feet from each side and from the front and rear of the structure, but 
not beyond the property line except as provided in Paragraph 11. The amount of fuel modification 
necessary shall take into account the flammability of the structure as affected by building material, 
building standards, location, and type of vegetation. Fuels shall be maintained in a condition so that a 
wildfire burning under average weather conditions would be unlikely to ignite the structure. This 
paragraph does not apply to single specimens of trees or other vegetation that are well-pruned and 
maintained so as to effectively manage fuels and not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from 
other nearby vegetation to a structure or from a structure to other nearby vegetation. 

2. Consistent with fuels management treatment objectives, steps should be taken to minimize erosion. 
For the purposes of this paragraph, "fuel" means any combustible material, including petroleum-based 
products and wildland fuels. 

3. A greater distance than that required under Paragraph 1 may be required by State law, local ordinance, 
rule, or regulation. Clearance beyond the property line may only be required if the State law, local 
ordinance, rule, or regulation includes findings that the clearing is necessary to significantly reduce the 
risk of transmission of flame or heat sufficient to ignite the structure, and there is no other feasible 
mitigation measure possible to reduce the risk of ignition or spread of wildfire to the structure. 

4. Clearance on adjacent property shall only be conducted following written consent by the adjacent landowner. 

5. Remove that portion of a tree that extends within ten feet of the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe. 

6. Maintain trees, shrubs, or other plants adjacent to or overhanging a building free of dead or dying wood. 
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7. Maintain the roof of a structure free of leaves, needles, or other vegetative materials. 

8. A person is not required under this section to manage fuels on land if that person does not have the 
legal right to manage fuels, nor is a person required to enter upon or to alter property that is owned by 
any other person without the written consent of the owner of the property. 

9. Cultivated and useful grasses and pastures shall not be considered a public nuisance. However, if the 
County's Enforcement Official determines it necessary to protect adjacent improved property from fire 
exposure, an adequate firebreak may be required. 

10. The public and entities should be aware of rare plants areas, riparian areas, and raptor nesting trees 
on the property and try to avoid these sites. 

11. Good neighbor and neighborhood protection policy including unimproved parcels. A 100-foot wide strip 
of land around structure(s) located on an adjacent improved parcel (some or all of this clearance may 
be required on the adjacent improved parcel or the adjacent unimproved parcel depending upon the 
location of the structure on the improved parcel). For example, a structure could be within 70 feet of 
its property line. The adjacent property owner shall assist its neighbor by completing fuels management 
on another 30 feet to create a 100-foot strip of treated land. 

12. Improved and unimproved parcels adjacent to all roadways that have been designated by the County 
Enforcement Official (or designee) to be necessary for the safe ingress and egress to the area served 
by the roadway or fire access easement and the current condition of fuels on the improved or 
unimproved parcel is assessed by the County Enforcement Official as an extra hazardous fire condition 
which must be treated or abated. 

El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (El Dorado County 2018) updates the El Dorado County Multi-
Hazard Mitigation Plan. The purpose of the plan is to guide hazard mitigation planning to better protect the people 
and property of the county from the effects of hazard events. The plan serves as a tool to help decision makers 
direct mitigation activities and resources. It provides risk and vulnerability assessments for potential hazards (i.e., 
avalanche, dam failure, drought, earthquake, erosion, flood, seiche, severe weather/extreme temperatures, severe 
weather/thunderstorms, wildfire, and subsidence) and develops mitigation strategies to reduce potential hazards.  

El Dorado County General Plan  

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to hazards and hazardous materials are established in the 
Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019) and are 
applicable to the project. 

• Goal 6.1: A coordinated approach to hazard and disaster response planning 

o Objective 6.1.1: Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps shall be consulted in the review of all projects so that 
standards and mitigation measures appropriate to each hazard classification can be applied. Land use 
densities and intensities shall be determined by mitigation measures in areas designated as high or 
very high fire hazard. 

 Policy 6.1.1.1: The El Dorado County Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) shall 
serve as the implementation program for the coordination hazard planning and disaster response 
efforts within the County and is incorporated by reference to this Element. The County will ensure 
that the LHMP is updated on a regular basis to keep pace with the growing population. 
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• Goal 6.2: Minimize fire hazards and risks in both wildland and developed areas. 

o Objective 6.2.1: All new development and structures shall meet “defensible space” requirements and 
adhere to fire code building requirements to minimize wildland fire hazards. 

 Policy 6.2.1.1: Implement Fire Safe ordinance to attain and maintain defensible space through 
conditioning of tentative maps and in new development at the final map and/or building permit stage. 

o Objective 6.2.2: Regulate development in areas of high and very high fire hazard as designated by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps. 

 Policy 6.2.2.1: Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps shall be consulted in the review of all projects so 
that standards and mitigation measures appropriate to each hazard classification can be applied. 
Land use densities and intensities shall be determined by mitigation measures in areas designated 
as high or very high fire hazard. 

 Policy 6.2.2.2: The County shall preclude development in areas of high and very high wildland fire 
hazard or in areas identified as wildland-urban interface (WUI) communities within the vicinity of 
Federal lands that are a high risk for wildfire, as listed in the Federal Register Executive Order 
13728 of May 18, 2016, unless such development can be adequately protected from wildland fire 
hazard, as demonstrated in a WUI Fire Safe Plan prepared by a qualified professional as approved 
by the El Dorado County Fire Prevention Officers Association. The WUI Fire Safe Plan shall be 
approved by the local Fire Protection District having jurisdiction and/or California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection. (Resolution 124- 2019, August 6, 2019) 

o Objective 6.2.3: Application of uniform fire protection standards to development projects by fire districts. 

 Policy 6.2.3.1: As a requirement for approving new development, the County must find, based on 
information provided by the applicant and the responsible fire protection district that, concurrent 
with development, adequate emergency water flow, fire access, and firefighting personnel and 
equipment will be available in accordance with applicable State and local fire district standards. 

 Policy 6.2.3.2: As a requirement of new development, the applicant must demonstrate that 
adequate access exists, or can be provided to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site 
and private vehicles can evacuate the area. 

 Policy 6.2.3.4: All new development and public works projects shall be consistent with applicable 
State Wildland Fire Standards and other relevant State and federal fire requirements. 

o Objective 6.2.4: Reduce fire hazard through cooperative fuel management activities. 

 Policy 6.2.4.1: Discretionary development within high and very high fire hazard areas shall be 
conditioned to designate fuel break zones that comply with fire safe requirements to benefit the 
new and, where possible, existing development. 

 Policy 6.2.4.2: The County shall cooperate with the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection and local fire protection districts to identify opportunities for fuel breaks in zones of high 
and very high fire hazard either prior to or as a component of project review. 

• Goal 6.6: Recognize and reduce the threats to public health and the environment posed by the use, storage, 
manufacture, transport, release, and disposal of hazardous materials. 

o Objective 6.6.1: Regulate the use, storage, manufacture, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials in accordance with State and Federal regulations. 
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3.8.3 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials. 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

• Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

• Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area. 

• Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. 

• Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires. 

As described in the Initial Study (Appendix H), the project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and is not located within an airport land use plan area 
or in the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip. These topics are not discussed further in this EIR. 

The potential of the proposed project to result in the release of naturally occurring asbestos is addressed in Chapter 
3.2, Air Quality, of this EIR. 

3.8.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

The Phase I ESA for the project site (included in Appendix H of this EIR), DTSC’s Envirostor database, and the State 
Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker database, were reviewed to determine if the project may have a 
significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. The evaluation also considers the potential 
transport, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials associated with the construction and operation of the 
proposed project, and the wildfire risk of the project site and surrounding areas. In determining the level of 
significance, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would comply with relevant State and local ordinances 
and regulations, as well as the General Plan policies presented above. Note that, under CEQA, the effects of the 
existing environment upon a proposed project is not a project impact. A project impact occurs when direct or indirect 
changes to the environment would occur as a result of implementation of the project.  
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Project Impacts 

Impact 3.8-1 

The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or accidental release of hazardous materials. 

Hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, oils, solvents, paints) would be routinely transported, stored, and used at the project 
site during construction. Because the project would result in soil disturbance greater than 1 acre, management of 
soil and hazardous materials during construction activities would be subject to the requirements of the Stormwater 
Construction General Permit (described in detail under Chapter 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR), which 
requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes 
hazardous materials storage requirements. For example, construction site operators must store chemicals in 
watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a storage 
shed (completely enclosed). 

Operation of the project would involve the routine storage and use of small quantities of commercially available 
hazardous materials for routine maintenance (e.g., paint and cleaning supplies). Additionally, small quantities of 
commercially available hazardous materials would be sold by the proposed retail commercial building (Dollar 
General). Any hazardous materials used or sold during operation of the proposed project would be transported, 
used, stored, and disposed in accordance with existing regulations and product labeling, thereby minimizing the 
hazard to the public or to the environment. If storage of hazardous materials exceeding specific quantities (see 
subsection on State Regulations above) occurs during project operation, the project would be required to comply 
with existing hazardous materials regulations including preparation of an HMBP, as enforced by the El Dorado 
County Department of Environmental Management. The purpose of the HMBP is to ensure that employees are 
adequately trained to handle hazardous materials and provides information to the El Dorado County Fire District 
should emergency response be required. 

The routine transportation, use, and disposal of hazardous materials during construction and operation may pose 
health and safety hazards to workers if the hazardous materials are improperly handled, or to nearby residents and 
the environment if the hazardous materials are accidentally released into the environment. The routine handling 
and use of hazardous materials by workers would be performed in accordance with OSHA regulations, which include 
training requirements for workers and a requirement that hazardous materials are accompanied by manufacturer’s 
Safety Data Sheets. Cal/OSHA regulations include requirements for protective clothing, training, and limits on 
exposure to hazardous materials. Compliance with these existing regulations would ensure that workers and nearby 
residents are protected from exposure to hazardous materials that may be transported, stored, or used on site.  

Compliance with the existing regulations for hazardous materials discussed above would ensure that the potential 
impacts related to the routine transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials, or the accidental release 
of hazardous materials, would be less than significant. 
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Impact 3.8-2 

The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

There are no schools located within 0.25-mile of the project site. There is a childcare facility located approximately 
100 feet to the west of the project site. The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste. As described under Impact 3.8-1, the construction and operation of the 
project would involve the use of hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, oils and solvents during construction, and cleaning 
supplies during operation). The project would be required to ensure that these materials are transported, used, 
stored, and disposed handled in accordance with county, State, and federal regulations. For these reasons, the 
potential for the proposed project to create a hazard to schools through the handling of hazardous materials would 
be less than significant. 

Impact 3.8-3 

The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. 

The development of the proposed retail commercial building (Dollar General) and associated parking lot would not 
physically interfere with or impair implementation of the El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. The 
development of the proposed project would not alter roadways in the vicinity of the project site, including Highway 
49, and therefore would not interfere with evacuation. The proposed commercial business would allow for adequate 
emergency ingress/egress and drive-aisle widths for interior circulation. Refer to Section 3.12 for the analysis of 
transportation impacts. Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to impair implementation or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.8-4 

The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.  

The degree of hazard in wildland areas depends on weather conditions (i.e., temperature, wind, and moisture), 
drought conditions, types and density of vegetation, slope steepness, accessibility to human activities, accessibility 
of firefighting equipment, and fuel clearance around structures. The project site is in an area of very high hazard 
for wildland fire pursuant to Figure 5.8-4 of the 2004 General Plan Draft EIR. As noted under Wildland Fire 
Conditions above, the project site and surrounding areas are mapped as a high fire hazard severity zone in a state 
responsibility area (CAL FIRE 2020). 

The project site is located adjacent to Highway 49 and the surrounding topography is relatively flat. Therefore, the 
project site is readily accessible to firefighting equipment. Construction activities on the project site would be 
required to comply with the CAL FIRE requirements for the prevention of wildland fires during construction. The El 
Dorado County Fire District has reviewed the proposed project and did not identify significant wildfire hazards 
particular to this site that would not be addressed by the California Fire Code and County requirements. The Fire 
District provided conditions of approval (COAs) regarding fire flow, vegetation and fuel modification, and sprinkler 
and fire alarm requirements, which are to be incorporated into the permit approvals. Based on the Fire District’s 
review, the implementation of the COAs would provide sufficient fire protection systems, and a Fire Safe Plan is not 
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required (McKay 2020). Vegetation management and operational activities on the project site would be required to 
comply with Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and Defensible Space) of the El Dorado County Code to reduce 
the risk of wildfires.  

Compliance with local and State requirements related to wildland fires would reduce the potential of the proposed 
project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires to less than 
significant. Impacts related to wildland fires are also discussed in Chapter 3.14, Wildfire. 

3.8.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope for hazards and hazardous materials is the project site and the two cumulative projects in 
the vicinity (Project 1 and Project 2, as described in Section 3.0). Hazards and hazardous materials impacts are 
generally site-specific and/or have limited mobility. Project 1 would involve improvements to existing structures at 
the 76 gas station located approximately 400 feet southwest of the project site. Project 1 is located at a site with 
prior contamination, as discussed in Section 3.8.1. The site has been remediated and Project 1 would not require 
ground disturbance or alter the storage, use, or transport of hazardous materials on the 76 gas station site. 
Therefore, Project 1 would not have the potential to contribute to a cumulative hazards or hazardous materials 
impact. Project 2 would develop a cellular tower 2 miles east of the project site. Due to its distance from the project 
site, the development of a cellular tower would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative hazardous 
materials impacts. Therefore, the cumulative impact related to hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

Both cumulative projects would not alter or block roadways, or involve modifications that could otherwise interfere 
with the implementation of an emergency response or emergency evacuation plan. The proposed project and 
cumulative projects, including any proposed utility connections, are subject to review by the El Dorado County Fire 
District and must comply with any COAs required by the Fire District. The proposed project and cumulative projects 
would be required to adhere to all fire prevention and protection regulations including Chapter 8.08 (Fire 
Prevention) and Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and Defensible Space) of the County Code and with the 
California Fire Code, including requirements for the maintenance of defensible space around the structures on 
properties. Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the potential cumulative impact related to the 
exposure of people or structures to wildfire risk to less than significant. 

3.8.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This section describes the existing hydrology and water quality conditions of the project site and vicinity, identifies 
associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to the 
implementation of the proposed project. The analysis related to hydrology and water quality is partly based on 
information provided in the following report:  

Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report, prepared by Woodcrest Companies, dated September 27, 2019 
(Appendix G).  

No public comments related to hydrology were received in response to the circulation of the Notice of Preparation 
(Appendix B). 

3.9.1 Environmental Setting  
Regional Watershed 

The proposed project is located in the Upper American River Watershed, a 1,850 square mile region within Placer 
and El Dorado County. The Upper American River Watershed originates at the crest of the Sierra Nevada just west 
of Lake Tahoe, within Tahoe and El Dorado National Forest boundaries. Vegetation in the upper watershed consists 
mostly of mixed conifer and montane hardwood transitioning to oak woodland as the elevation decreases 
(Sacramento River Watershed Program 2020). 

The American River is the principal waterway for the watershed and is comprised of three forks within El Dorado 
County: the North, Middle, and South Fork. The project site is located approximately 2 miles to the southeast of the 
converging point of the Middle Fork with the North Fork. Downstream, the North Fork feeds into Folsom Lake. Major 
streams in the watershed are the Rubicon River, Duncan Creek, Long Canyon Creek, and Silver Creek. The main 
reservoirs and lakes in the watershed are French Meadows, Hell Hole, Union Valley, Ice House, Lake Valley, Loon 
Lake, Silver Lake, Slab Creek, and Stumpy Meadows. Like most major western U.S. rivers, the American River has 
been extensively dammed and diverted for hydroelectricity production. There are five power plants on the Middle 
Fork and 11 on the South Fork (Sacramento River Watershed 2020). 

Topography and Drainage  

The 1.68-acre project site is undeveloped and has gently sloping to flat topography. Elevations at the site range 
from approximately 1,525 to 1,555 feet above mean sea level (amsl), for a difference of about 30± feet across the 
entire site. The site is bordered to the north by Northside Drive, to the west by State Route 49 (SR 49), and to the 
east and south by vacant, undeveloped, and/or moderately disturbed parcels. The center of the site has previously 
been graded, and most of the on-site vegetation consists of annual weeds/grasses, along with small to large trees 
scattered throughout the subject site (see Figure 2-2).  

Drainage within the subject property generally sheet flows to the southwest, infiltrating into the underlying 
permeable soil, discharging into storm drains located on Northside Drive, and/or flowing onto SR 49. Stormwater 
on SR 49 appears to sheet flow along the roadside before discharging into a storm drain culvert located immediately 
north of the Northside Drive and SR 49 intersection.  
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Surface Water Quality  

In accordance with State policy for water quality control, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CVRWQCB), among various other agencies, regulates water quality within the Upper American River Watershed. 
Water quality objectives, plans, and policies for the surface waters within this region are established in the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin (Basin Plan) (CVRWQCB 2018). 
This Basin Plan has identified existing and potential beneficial uses supported by key water drainages within the 
Upper American River Watershed. The existing and proposed beneficial uses of the Upper American River 
Watershed is shown in Table 3.9.1, Beneficial Uses.  

Surface Water Quality Impairment and Total Maximum Daily Loads 

In general, water quality in the American River is considered to be very good from its headwaters to its confluence 
with the Sacramento River. Streams in the Upper American Watershed are typically clear, cold streams that are 
naturally highly oxygenated, low in dissolved ions and nutrients, and exhibit low instream plant or algal growth. 
However, erosion from land-use activities (past and present), roads, and recreational use throughout the watershed 
contribute to instream sediment problems (Sacramento River Watershed 2020). As such, receiving water quality in 
the Upper American River Watershed is threatened by urbanization and stormwater runoff. Stream channels that 
have been altered for flood control purposes, riparian forests have been converted to urban land uses, and 
impervious surfaces have been constructed, limiting stormwater infiltration opportunities and increasing peak 
runoff rates. Stormwater runoff may convey trash, sediments, nutrients, pesticides, and metals directly into 
receiving waters.  

Land use activities that cause erosion have also increased the delivery of toxic substances into local waterways. 
Water quality impairment, as defined in the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d), for the Upper American River 
Watershed, are identified in Table 3.9-2, Water Quality Impairments. These impaired bodies are listed as Category 
5 in the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Integrated Report, which includes waters where at least one 
beneficial use is not supported, and a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is required. Waters in the County are 
impaired with a wide variety of point-source (e.g., industrial process water discharges, cleanup sites, sewer system 
overflows) and nonpoint-source (e.g., agricultural runoff, urban runoff/storm sewers, construction/land 
development) pollutants. 

Sedimentation/siltation (e.g., high turbidity) has been included as a water quality impairment under CWA Section 
303(d). Erosion, sediment transport, and sedimentation are natural fluvial processes and are only considered a 
water quality issue when anthropogenic activities cause excessively high erosion and turbidity beyond natural 
background levels (i.e., to the degree that they cause the loss or impairment of beneficial uses). In earthen-
engineered channels, urbanization and channelization have increased the quantity of sediment transported and 
sediment buildup in maintained flood control facilities. However, such sediment buildup is managed through routine 
maintenance and natural processes. Sedimentation basins capture sediment-laden runoff from upstream sources 
and filter out sediment loads in surface runoff, thus decreasing the turbidity of stormwater flows downstream. 
Generally, issues related to increased surface water flow and sedimentation include increased stream erosion, 
which has threatened homes, utilities, and other structures; impacts to biological species and habitats; and loss of 
channel hydraulic capacity. 
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Table 3.9-1. Beneficial Uses 

Surface 
Water 
Bodies  

MUN AGR PRO IND POW REC-1 REC-2 WARM COLD MIGR SPWN WILD NAV 
M

un
ic

ip
al

 a
nd

 
Do

m
es

tic
 S

up
pl

y 

Irr
ig

at
io

n 

St
oc

k 
W

at
er

in
g 

Pr
oc

es
s 

Se
rv

ic
e 

Su
pp

ly 

Po
we

r 

Co
nt

ac
t 

Ca
no

ei
ng

 A
nd

 
Ra

fti
ng

 (1
) 

Ot
he

r N
on

co
nt

ac
t 

W
ar

m
 

Co
ld

 

W
ar

m
 (3

) 

Co
ld

 (4
) 

W
ar

m
 (3

) 

Co
ld

 (4
) 

W
ild

lif
e 

Ha
bi

ta
t 

Na
vig

at
io

n 

American 
River 

                 

North Fork, 
Source to 
Folsom Lake 

E E     E E E P E    E E  

Middle Fork, 
Source to 
Folsom Lake 

E E E   E E E E P E    E E  

South Fork                  
Folsom Lake  E E   P E E  E E E   E  E  
Source: CVRWQCB 2018 
Legend: 

MUN Municipal and Domestic Supply  
AGR Agricultural Supply  
IND Industrial Service Supply  
PRO Industrial Process Supply  
FRSH Freshwater Replenishment  
NAV Navigation  
POW Hydropower Generation 
REC-1 Water Contact Recreation  
REC-2 Non-contact Water Recreation 

COMM Commercial and Sport Fishing 
WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat 
COLD Cold Freshwater Habitat 
WILD Wildlife Habitat 
MIGR Migration of Aquatic Organisms 
SPWN Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development  
E Existing Beneficial Uses 
P Potential Beneficial Uses 
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Table 3.9-2. Water Quality Impairments 

Water Body 
2014 and 2016 303(d) List of Water Quality Impairments  
(Included under SWRCB Integrated Report Category 5)  

American River, Lower (Nimbus Dam to 
confluence with Sacramento River) 

Bifenthrin; Indicator Bacteria; Mercury; PCBs; Pyrethroids; 
Toxicity 

American River, North Fork Mercury 
American River, South Fork (below Slab 
Creek Reservoir to Folsom Lake) 

Mercury 

Hell Hole Reservoir Mercury 
Loon Lake Mercury 
Slab Creek Reservoir (El Dorado County) Mercury 

Source: SWRCB 2017 
Notes: PCBs = Polychlorinated biphenyl. 

Local Geologic and Groundwater Conditions 

The Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report conducted by Woodcrest Companies (Appendix G) indicated that 
the project site is underlain primarily by artificial fill and bedrock. Undocumented artificial fill materials were 
encountered throughout the site at depths of up to about 2 feet below the ground surface. The artificial fill materials 
were generally inconsistent, poorly consolidated clayey sands and clays. Mesozoic metasedimentary rocks were 
located beneath the artificial fill materials. The report also notes that no groundwater was encountered during 
subsurface explorations of the site to the maximum depth explored of 5 feet. 

The Department of Water Resources (DWR), California’s Groundwater (Bulletin 118), is the State’s official publication on 
the occurrence and nature of groundwater in California. The publication defines the boundaries and describes the 
hydrologic characteristics of groundwater basins within California. Bulletin 118 also provides information on groundwater 
management and recommendations for the future (DWR 2020a). According to DWR Groundwater Basin Boundary 
Assessment Tool, no defined groundwater basins underly the project site (DWR 2020b).  

Flood Hazards 

Flood hazards may occur in El Dorado County from flooding caused by precipitation, dam failure, and seismic 
activities. Flood hazards can result from heavy rainfall, snowmelt, cloudbursts, or from the failure of a water 
impoundment structure, such as dams and levees. Floods from rainstorms generally occur between November and 
April and are characterized by high peak flows of moderate duration. Snowmelt floods combined with rain have 
larger volumes and last longer than rain flooding. However, because El Dorado County is mainly comprised of upland 
areas outside of floodways, most of the County is not subject to flooding (County of El Dorado 2003a). 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for most of 
El Dorado County. These maps delineate the areas of known special flood hazards and associated applicable risks 
to the community. According to FEMA Flood Map #06017C0175E, effective on September 26, 2008, the project 
site is located within Zone X (Unshaded), Area of Minimal Flood Hazard (FEMA 2020a). Zone X is considered to be 
an area outside of a Special Flood Hazard Area and higher than the elevation of the 0.2% annual (500-year) chance 
flood (FEMA 2020b). As such, the potential for on-site flooding is low.  
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Dam Inundation 

A dam failure can occur due to an earthquake, an isolated incident because of structural instability, or during heavy 
runoff that exceeds spillway design capacity. According to DWR, El Dorado County does not have a history of major 
dam failure. Nine dams located within the County have been identified as having the potential of inundating 
habitable portions of the County in the unlikely event of dam failure. These nine dams are Echo Lake Dam, Union 
Valley Dam, Ice House Dam, Chili Bar Reservoir, Stumpy Meadows Dam, Weber Creek Dam, Slab Creek Dam, Loon 
Lake Auxiliary Dam, and Blakely Dam. According to Attachment A: Dam Failure Inundation Zone Maps, of Appendix 
D, General Plan Inserts, of the County of El Dorado Final Environmental Impact Report of the General Plan, the 
project site is not located within a dam inundation zone (County of El Dorado 2003b) 

Water Supply  

The Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (GDPUD) is the domestic water purveyor for a 270 square mile 
unincorporated portion of El Dorado County. The service area of GDPUD is bound to north and west by the drainage 
basins of the Middle Fork and Rubicon River, to the south by the South Fork, and to the east by the Sacramento-El 
Dorado County boundary. Communities located in this region include Georgetown, Buckeye, Garden Valley, Kelsey, 
Spanish Dry Diggins, Greenwood, Pilot Hill, and Cool, where the project site is located (GDPUD 2016).  

The primary source of water to GDPUD is the Stumpy Meadows Reservoir, which has a storage capacity of 20,000 
Acre-Feet (AF), but a sustainable yield is 12,200 AF per year. According to GDPUD 2015 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP), the Stumpy Meadows is projected to reliably and sustainably meet the water demands of the service 
area of GDPUD in normal years till 2035 and in dry years until the year 2030. Past 2030, GDPUD would look for 
additional sources to meet the water demand. Groundwater supplies in GDPUD’s service area are highly variable in 
regards to water quantity and quality and thus are an uncertain source for large-scale residential development. As 
such, GDPUD has no plans to use groundwater as a source of water to supplement the surface water sources 
(GDPUD 2016).  

3.9.2 Regulatory Setting  
Federal Regulations 

Clean Water Act 

Increasing public awareness and concern for controlling water pollution led to the enactment of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. As amended in 1977, this law became commonly known as the CWA 
(33 USC 1251 et seq.). The objective of the CWA is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the waters of the United States. The CWA established basic guidelines for regulating discharges of 
pollutants into the waters of the United States. The CWA requires that states adopt water quality standards to 
protect public health, enhance the quality of water resources, and ensure implementation of the CWA.  

Section 402—NPDES Permits for Stormwater Discharge 

The CWA was amended in 1972 to provide that the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States from any 
point source is unlawful unless the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit. The NPDES permit program, as authorized by Section 402 of the CWA, was established to 
control water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States (33 
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USC 1342). In the State of California, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has authorized the SWRCB 
with permitting authority to implement the NPDES Program. 

Regulations (Phase II Rule) that became final on December 8, 1999, expanded the existing NPDES Program to 
address stormwater discharges from construction sites that disturb land equal to or greater than 1.0 acre and less 
than 5.0 acres (small construction activity). The regulations also require that stormwater discharges from small 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) be regulated by a NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, Order No. 99-08-DWQ. The Construction General Permit requires 
the development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) the discharger would use to protect stormwater runoff. The SWPPP must contain a 
visual monitoring program, a chemical monitoring program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented if there 
is a failure of BMPs, and a sediment-monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the 
303(d) list for sediment. Routine inspection of all BMPs is required under the provisions of the Construction General 
Permit. On September 2, 2009, the SWRCB issued a new NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Associated with 
Construction Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), which became effective July 1, 2010.  

Federal Antidegradation Policy  

The Federal Antidegradation Policy (40 CFR 131.12) requires states to develop statewide antidegradation policies and 
identify methods for implementing those policies. Pursuant to the Code of Federal Regulations, state antidegradation 
policies and implementation methods shall, at a minimum, protect and maintain (1) existing in-stream water uses; (2) 
existing water quality where the quality of the waters exceeds levels necessary to support existing beneficial uses unless 
the State finds that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate economic and social development in the 
area; and (3) water quality in waters considered an outstanding national resource.  

National Flood Insurance Program 

FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood insurance to 
communities complying with FEMA regulations that limit development in floodplains. The NFIP regulations permit 
development within special flood hazard zones provided that residential structures are raised above the base flood 
elevation of a 100-year flood event. Non-residential structures are required either to provide flood-proofing 
construction techniques for that portion of structures below the 100-year flood elevation or to elevate above the 
100-year flood elevation. The regulations also apply to substantial improvements to existing structures. 

State Regulations  

Section 303 of the Clean Water Act (Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives) 

The CVRWQCB is responsible for the protection of the beneficial uses of waterways within their jurisdiction. The 
proposed project is located within the CVRWCQB regulatory boundaries. The CVRWQCB uses its planning, 
permitting, and enforcement authority to meet its responsibilities adopted in the Basin Plan to implement plans, 
policies, and provisions for water quality management.  

In accordance with state policy for water quality control, the CVRWQCB employs a range of beneficial use definitions 
for surface waters, groundwater basins, marshes, and mudflats that serve as the basis for establishing water quality 
objectives and discharge conditions and prohibitions. The Basin Plan for the Central Valley has identified existing 
and potential beneficial uses supported by key surface water drainages throughout its jurisdiction. Under CWA 
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Section 303(d), the State of California is required to develop a list of impaired water bodies that do not meet water 
quality standards and objectives. A TMDL defines how much of a specific pollutant/stressor a given water body can 
tolerate and still meet relevant water quality standards. The CVRWQCB has developed TMDLs for select reaches of 
water bodies.  

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (known as the Porter-Cologne Act), passed in 1969, dovetails with the 
CWA (see discussion of the CWA above). It established the SWRCB and divided the State into nine regions, each 
overseen by a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). SWRCB is the primary State agency responsible for 
protecting the quality of the State’s surface water and groundwater supplies; however, much of the SWRCB’s daily 
implementation authority is delegated to the nine RWQCBs, which are responsible for implementing CWA Sections 
401, 402, and 303(d). In general, SWRCB manages water rights and regulates statewide water quality, whereas 
RWQCBs focus on water quality within their respective regions. 

The Porter–Cologne Act requires RWQCBs to develop water quality control plans (also known as basin plans) that 
designate beneficial uses of California’s major surface-water bodies and groundwater basins and establish specific 
narrative and numerical water quality objectives for those waters. Beneficial uses represent the services and 
qualities of a waterbody (i.e., the reasons that the waterbody is considered valuable). Water quality objectives reflect 
the standards necessary to protect and support those beneficial uses. Basin plan standards are primarily 
implemented by regulating waste discharges so that water quality objectives are met. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, 
basin plans must be updated every 3 years. 

California Antidegradation Policy  

The California Antidegradation Policy, otherwise known as the Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High-
Quality Water in California, was adopted by the SWRCB (State Board Resolution No. 68-16) in 1968. Unlike the Federal 
Antidegradation Policy, the California Antidegradation Policy applies to all waters of the State (e.g., isolated wetlands and 
groundwater), not just surface waters. The policy states that whenever the existing quality of a water body is better than 
the quality established in individual basin plans, such high quality shall be maintained, and discharges to that water body 
shall not unreasonably affect present or anticipated beneficial use of such water resources. 

California Toxics Rule  

The USEPA has established water quality criteria for certain toxic substances via the California Toxics Rule. The 
California Toxics Rule established acute (i.e., short-term) and chronic (i.e., long-term) standards for bodies of water, 
such as inland surface waters and enclosed bays and estuaries, that are designated by each RWQCB as having 
beneficial uses protective of aquatic life or human health.  

Local Regulations 

Grading Erosion and Sediment Control 

Chapter 110.14 (Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control) of the County Code regulates grading within 
unincorporated areas of El Dorado County in order to protect the public and avoid pollution of watercourses. Chapter 
110.14 enforces the procedures in Volume III: Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control of the Design Improvement 
Standards Manual (Grading Manual) (County of El Dorado 2007). The Grading Manual includes standards for 
geotechnical, geologic, drainage, and soil studies that are required for development projects. 
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The Grading Plan must be prepared by a professional civil engineer. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) 
must also be submitted whenever: 

1. The graded portion of the site includes more than 10,000 square feet of area for a non-agricultural 
grading project or more than one acre of area for an agricultural grading project. 

2. There is a significant risk that more than 2,500 square feet will be unprotected or inadequately protected 
from erosion during any portion of the rainy season. 

3. Grading will occur within 20 feet of any pre-existing watercourse. 

4. Grading would occur within the 100-year event flood plain. 

5. The Director determines that the grading could potentially result in significant erosion or sediment discharge. 

The erosion and sediment control plan must be designed to prevent increased discharge of sediment at all stages 
of grading and development, from initial disturbance of the ground to project completion, and shall be consistent 
with all local, State, and Federal rules and regulations. It must include an effective revegetation program to stabilize 
all disturbed areas that will not be otherwise protected. 

El Dorado County Storm Water Quality  

On May 19, 2015, the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors formally adopted revisions to the Storm Water Quality 
Ordinance (Ordinance 4992). Previously applicable only to the Lake Tahoe Basin, the ordinance establishes legal 
authority for the entire unincorporated portion of the County. The purpose of the ordinance is to 1) protect the 
health, safety, and general welfare, 2) enhance and protect the quality of Waters of the State by reducing pollutants 
in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable and controlling non-stormwater discharges to the 
storm drain system, and 3) cause the use of BMPs to reduce the adverse effects of polluted runoff discharges on 
Waters of the State. 

On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems 

Chapter 110.32 (Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the County Code establishes standards for the siting, 
design, installation, operation, and maintenance of on-site wastewater treatment systems (also known as “septic 
systems”) in the County. These standards are consistent with the water quality control policy for siting, design, 
operation, and maintenance of on-site wastewater treatment systems adopted by the SWRCB pursuant to SWRCB 
Resolution 2012-0032. These standards are intended to prevent the creation of health hazards and nuisance 
conditions and protect surface water and groundwater quality.  

The El Dorado County Environmental Management Division administers and enforces requirements for septic 
systems. Chapter 110.32 enforces the El Dorado County Local Agency Management Plan (LAMP) (County of El 
Dorado 2018a) and the Standards for the Site Evaluation, Design, and Construction of Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems (OWTS Manual) (County of El Dorado 2018b). A LAMP is a customized septic systems 
management program developed by local agencies to address the soil and groundwater conditions specific to the 
local jurisdiction. Local agencies can review and approve septic systems after approval of the LAMP by the local 
RWQCB. The OWTS Manual contains standards and specifications for the siting, design, installation, operation, and 
maintenance of septic systems, including the prepared design standards for septic tanks, drain lines, disposal 
fields, and any other facilities associated with the septic system. The county building permit process requires the 
Environmental Management Division input during key stages of septic system design and installation, including but 
not limited to, site evaluation, percolation testing, and septic system installation.  
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2004 El Dorado County General Plan 

The Land Use Element of El Dorado County General Plan contains goals and policies related to water supply and 
water quality protection. In addition, the Public Services and Utilities Element, the Public Health, Safety, and Noise 
Element, and the Conservation and Open Space Element contain goals and policies related to stormwater and flood 
infrastructure, mitigation of flood hazards, and preservation of water supply and quality, respectively (County of El 
Dorado 2019). The following policies apply to the proposed project:  

• Policy 2.2.5.3. The County shall evaluate future rezoning: (1) To be based on the General Plan’s 
general direction as to minimum parcel size or maximum allowable density; and (2) To assess 
whether changes in conditions would support a higher density or intensity zoning district. The 
specific criteria to be considered include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Availability of an adequate public water source or an approved Capital Improvement Project to 
increase service for existing land use demands; 

• Availability and capacity of the public treated water system; 

• Erosion hazard;  

• Septic and leach field capability; 

• Groundwater capability to support wells; and 

• Proximity to a perennial watercourse. 

 Policy 2.2.5.14. Buffers shall be established around future water supplies and other public facilities to 
protect them from incompatible land uses. Such buffer lands should be contained on-site where possible. 

 Policy 2.4.1.5. The County shall implement a program to promote infill development in 
existing communities. 

• Approval of a project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
quality, or water quality.  

• All required utilities and public services can adequately serve the site. 

• Goal 5.4: Storm Drainage. Manage and control stormwater runoff to prevent flooding, protect soils from 
erosion, prevent contamination of surface waters, and minimize impacts to existing drainage infrastructure. 

o Objective 5.4.1. Drainage And Flood Management Program. Initiate Countywide drainage and flood 
management program to prevent flooding, protect soils from erosion, and minimize impacts on existing 
drainage facilities.  

 Policy 5.4.1.1. Require storm drainage systems for discretionary development that protect public 
health and safety, preserve natural resources, prevent erosion of adjacent and downstream lands, 
prevent the increase in the potential for flood hazard or damage on either adjacent, upstream, or 
downstream properties, minimize impacts to existing facilities, meet the NPDES requirements, and 
preserve natural resources such as wetlands and riparian areas.  

 Policy 5.4.1.2. Discretionary development shall protect natural drainage patterns, minimize 
erosion, and ensure existing facilities are not adversely impacted while retaining the aesthetic 
qualities of the drainage way.  

 Policy 5.4.1.3. The County will evaluate the funding requirements for a maintenance, operation, 
and Infrastructure replacement program for regionally effective stormwater drainage management. 
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• Goal 6.4. Flood Hazards. Protect the residents of El Dorado County from flood hazards. 

o Objective 6.4.1. Development Regulations. Minimize loss of life and property by regulating development 
in areas subject to flooding in accordance with FEMA guidelines, California law, and the El Dorado 
County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.  

 Policy 6.4.1.1. The County shall continue participation in the NFIP and application of 
floodplain zoning regulations. 

 Policy 6.4.1.2. The County shall identify and delineate flood-prone study areas discovered during 
the completion of the master drainage studies or plans.  

 Policy 6.4.1.4. Creation of new parcels that lie entirely within the 100-year floodplain as identified 
on the most current version of the flood insurance rate maps provided by FEMA or dam failure 
inundation areas delineated in dam failure emergency response plans maintained by the County 
shall be prohibited.  

 Policy 6.4.1.5. New parcels which are partially within the 100-year floodplain or dam failure 
inundation areas as delineated in dam failure emergency response plans maintained by the County 
must have sufficient land available outside the FEMA or County designated 100-year floodplain or 
the dam inundation areas for construction of dwelling units, accessory structures, and septic 
systems. Discretionary applications shall be required to determine the location of the designated 
100-year floodplain and identified dam failure inundation areas on the subject property.  

o Objective 6.4.2. Dam Failure Inundation. Protect life and property of County residents below dams.  

 Policy 6.4.2.1. Apply a zoning overlay for areas located within dam failure inundation zones 
identified by the DWR Division of Safety of Dams.  

• Goal 7.3. Water Quality and Quantity. Conserve, enhance, and manage water resources and protect their 
quality from degradation. 

o Objective 7.3.1. Water Resource Protection. Preserve and protect the supply and quality of the County’s 
water resources, including the protection of critical watersheds, riparian zones, and aquifers.  

 Policy 7.3.1.1. Encourage the use of BMPs, as identified by the Soil Conservation Service, in 
watershed lands as a means to prevent erosion, siltation, and flooding.  

 Policy 7.3.1.2. Establish water conservation programs that include both drought-tolerant 
landscaping and efficient building design requirements as well as incentives for the conservation 
and wise use of water.  

 Policy 7.3.1.3. The County shall develop the criteria and draft an ordinance to encourage domestic 
gray water for landscape irrigation purposes. (See Title 22 of the State Water Code and the 
Graywater Regulations of the Uniform Plumbing Code).  

o Objective 7.3.2. Water Quality. Maintenance of and, where possible, improvement of the quality of 
underground and surface water.  

 Policy 7.3.2.1. Stream and lake embankments shall be protected from erosion, and streams and 
lakes shall be protected from excessive turbidity.  

 Policy 7.3.2.2. Projects requiring a grading permit shall have an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
approved, where necessary.  

 Policy 7.3.2.3. Where practical and when warranted by the size of the project, parking lot storm 
drainage shall include facilities to separate oils and salts from stormwater in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Storm Water Quality Task Force’s California Storm Water Best 
Management Practices Handbooks.  
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 Policy 7.3.2.4. The County should evaluate feasible alternatives to the use of salt for ice control on 
County roads.  

 Policy 7.3.2.5. As a means to improve the water quality affecting the County’s recreational waters, 
enhanced and increased detailed analytical water quality studies and monitoring should be 
implemented to identify and reduce point and non-point pollutants and contaminants. Where such 
studies or monitoring reports have identified pollution sources, the County shall propose means to 
prevent, control, or treat identified pollutants and contaminants. 

o Objective 7.3.4. Drainage. Protection and utilization of natural drainage patterns.  

 Policy 7.3.4.1. Natural watercourses shall be integrated into new development in such a way that 
they enhance the aesthetic and natural character of the site without disturbance.  

 Policy 7.3.4.2. Modification of natural stream beds and flow shall be regulated to ensure that 
adequate mitigation measures are utilized. 

o Objective 7.3.5. Water Conservation. Conservation of water resources, encouragement of water 
conservation, and construction of wastewater disposal systems are designed to reclaim and reuse 
treated wastewater on agricultural crops and other irrigation and wildlife enhancement projects. 

 Policy 7.3.5.1. Drought-tolerant plant species, where feasible, shall be used for landscaping of 
commercial development. Where the use of drought-tolerant native plant species is feasible, they 
should be used instead of non-native plant species.  

 Policy 7.3.5.2. A list of appropriate local indigenous drought-tolerant plant materials shall be 
maintained by the County Planning Department and made available to the public.  

 Policy 7.3.5.3. The County Parks and Recreation Division shall use drought-tolerant landscaping 
for all new parks and park improvement projects.  

 Policy 7.3.5.4. Require efficient water conveyance systems in new construction. Establish a 
program of ongoing conversion of open ditch systems shall be considered for conversion to closed 
conduits, reclaimed water supplies, or both, as circumstances permit.  

 Policy 7.3.5.5. Encourage water reuse programs to conserve raw or potable water supplies 
consistent with State Law. 

Storm Water Management Plan for Western El Dorado County (SWMP) 

El Dorado County developed this Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) to describe the minimum procedures and 
practices the County uses to reduce the discharge of pollutants to storm drainage systems owned or operated by 
the County. The SWMP addresses stormwater pollution control related to project planning, design, construction, 
and maintenance activities throughout the unincorporated area of Western El Dorado County (that portion of El 
Dorado County within the jurisdiction of the CVRWQCB, excluding the Tahoe Basin). In addition, the SWMP 
addresses assignment of responsibilities within the County for implementing stormwater management procedures 
and practices and training, public education and outreach, monitoring and research, program evaluation, and 
reporting activities (County of El Dorado 2004).  
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3.9.3 Thresholds of Significance 
The proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on the environment if it would:  

1)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or groundwater quality. 

2)  Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin.  

3) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i)  result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

ii)  substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site;  

iii)  create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

iv)  impede or redirect flood flows. 

4)  Be inundated by a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation. 

5)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan. 

3.9.4 Impact Analysis 
Impact 3.9-1 

The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 

Construction 

The proposed project would result in the development of a 9,100 SF, single-story commercial retail building on a 
previously disturbed, 1.68-acre parcel. Ground disturbance activities would include grading, importing fill material, 
installing utilities, surfacing the associated parking lot, and the construction of the proposed building (see Figure 2-
3, Site Plan). As such, the implementation of the project would represent a more intensive use of land compared to 
existing conditions.  

The analysis of potential impacts of construction activities, construction materials, and non-stormwater runoff on water 
quality during the site clearing and construction phase focuses primarily on sediment and certain non-sediment-related 
pollutants. Construction-related activities that primarily result in sediment releases are related to exposing previously 
stabilized soils to potential erosion by rainfall/runoff and wind. Such activities include the removal of impervious surfaces 
and grading of the site. Environmental factors that affect erosion include topography, soil, and rainfall characteristics. 
Erosion and sedimentation affect water quality and interferes with photosynthesis; oxygen exchange; and the respiration, 
growth, and reproduction of aquatic species. Additionally, other pollutants, such as nutrients, trace metals, and 
hydrocarbons, can attach to sediment and be transported to downstream drainages, including the North and Middle Fork 
of the American River, which could contribute to the degradation of water quality. Furthermore, during grading and 
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temporary stockpiling of soil, there is the potential for soil migration off-site via wind (Section 3.2, Air Quality, for further 
discussion of construction generated air quality impacts).  

Non-sediment-related pollutants that are also of concern during construction include construction materials (e.g., 
paint, stucco); chemicals, liquid products, and petroleum products used in building construction or the maintenance 
of heavy equipment; and concrete-related pollutants. 

The County of El Dorado is a co-permittee under the El Dorado County Municipal Phase II NPDES Small MS4 Permit. 
The MS4 Permit requires the County to enact construction-related BMPs to prevent construction site discharges of 
pollutants and impacts on beneficial uses of receiving waters (CVRWQCB 2013). To comply with the provisions of 
the MS4 Permit, the County of El Dorado requires the implementation of an ESCP prior to permit issuance for 
building, grading, or land clearing activities. The ESCP must be consistent with the General Plan, any Specific Plans, 
the SWMP, and applicable County of El Dorado ordinances (County of El Dorado 2020).  

To fulfill the regional requirements of the ESCP as well as ensure that the proposed project would not result in the 
incidental release of pollutants during construction activities, the Applicant would comply with the provisions of the 
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Associated with Construction Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. 
CAS000002), also known as the Construction General Permit. Because the proposed project is greater than 1 acre in 
size, the Applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the CVRWQCB in order to obtain approval to complete 
construction activities under the Construction General Permit. This Permit would include a number of design, 
management, and monitoring requirements for the protection of water quality and the reduction of construction phase 
impacts related to stormwater (and some non-stormwater) discharges. Permit requirements would include the 
preparation of a SWPPP, implementation and monitoring of BMPs, implementation of best available technology for toxic 
and non-conventional pollutants, implementation of best conventional technology for conventional pollutants, and 
periodic submittal of performance summaries and reports to the CVRWQCB. The SWPPP would apply to the project and 
would include reference to the major construction areas, materials staging areas, and haul roads. Typical BMPs that 
could be incorporated into the SWPPP to protect water quality include the following: 

• Diverting off-site runoff away from the construction site 

• Vegetating landscaped/vegetated swale areas as soon as feasible following grading activities 

• Placing perimeter straw wattles to prevent off-site transport of sediment 

• Using drop inlet protection (filters and sandbags or straw wattles), with sandbag check dams within paved areas 

• Regular watering of exposed soils to control dust during construction 

• Implementing specifications for construction waste handling and disposal 

• Using contained equipment wash-out and vehicle maintenance areas 

• Maintaining erosion and sedimentation control measures throughout the construction period 

• Stabilizing construction entrances to avoid trucks from imprinting soil and debris onto adjoining roadways 

• Training, including for subcontractors, on general site housekeeping 

Incorporation of required BMPs for materials and waste storage and handling, and equipment and vehicle 
maintenance and fueling would reduce the potential discharge of polluted runoff from construction sites, consistent 
with the State NPDES General Construction Permit, SWMP, and County of El Dorado Ordinances. Compliance with 
existing regulations would prevent violation of water quality standards and minimize the potential for contributing 
sources of polluted runoff. Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that the project would not violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface quality from 
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construction activities. Therefore, short-term construction impacts associated with water quality standards and 
waste discharge requirements would be less than significant.  

Operation 

As previously discussed, the project site currently consists of a moderately disturbed, 1.68-acre parcel. 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the development of a 9,100 SF, single-story commercial 
retail building, the construction of a 31 vehicle parking lot, a refuse enclosure for solid waste, landscaped areas, 
an on-site septic to the northeast of the proposed building, and an on-site retention basin (see Figure 2-3, Site 
Plan). As such, operations of the project site could contribute operational pollutants to stormwater runoff from 
uncovered parking areas (through small fuel and/or fluid leaks), uncovered refuse storage/management areas, 
landscape/open space areas (if pesticides/herbicides and fertilizers are improperly applied), and general 
litter/debris. 

During storm events, pollutants from paved areas without proper stormwater controls and BMPs could be conveyed 
off-site before eventually being discharged into the North or Middle Fork of the American River. Most pollutants 
flowing off-site in this manner would be dust, litter, and possibly residual petroleum products (e.g., motor oil, 
gasoline, diesel fuel). Certain metals, along with nutrients and pesticides from landscape areas, can also be present 
in stormwater runoff. Between periods of rainfall, surface pollutants tend to accumulate, and runoff from the first 
significant storm of the year (“first flush”) would likely have the largest concentration of pollutants. Untreated runoff 
could be transported to the North or Middle Fork of the American River and could contribute to the degradation of 
water quality as well as impair established beneficial uses. As indicated in Table 3.9-2, Water Quality Impairments, 
the North and Middle Fork of the American River are impaired with mercury.  

As previously discussed, the County of El Dorado is a co-permittee under the County of El Dorado Phase II Small 
MS4 Permit. The MS4 Permit requires the County to implement a Post-Construction Storm Water Management 
Program for all Regulated Projects, as defined in the Phase II Small MS4 Permit, and consistent with the SWMP for 
Western El Dorado County (CVRWQCB 2013; County of El Dorado 2004). Regulated Projects are those that create 
or replace 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface.  

The Post-Construction Program sets limits on pollutants being discharged into waterways and requires all new 
development to incorporate structural and non-structural BMPs to improve water quality and reduce on- and off-
site runoff potential. Regulated Projects are required to retain and treat runoff generated by the 85th percentile 24-
hour stormwater runoff events by implementing appropriately sized LID features, including infiltration, 
evapotranspiration, and/or harvesting/reuse treatment systems (County of El Dorado 2015).  

Post-construction, the project would be designed to sheet flow runoff away from the proposed building and into a 
retention basin located to the northwest of the site. This feature would be sized to retain and treat on-site 
stormwater generated by the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event in accordance with the Post-Construction Program 
guidelines. This feature would be also be designed to settle any entrained runoff pollutants, reducing the potential 
for off-site water quality degradation. Any runoff in excess of the designed storage capacity of the facility would 
drain at a managed rate into the existing stormwater collection system via a storm drain outlet located at the 
northern end of the basin. 

Implementation of these LID features and BMPs would, to the maximum extent practicable, reduce the discharge 
of pollutants into receiving waters, including the inadvertent release of pollutants (e.g., hydraulic fluids and 
petroleum) and trash and debris in accordance with all relevant local and State development standards. Project 
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source controls to improve water quality would also be provided for outdoor material storage areas, outdoor trash 
storage/waste handling areas, and outdoor loading/unloading areas.  

The final design of the proposed septic system would undergo full review in accordance with Chapter 110.32 (Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the El Dorado County Code and with the associated LAMP and OWTS Manual 
(El Dorado County 2018a and 2018b). As part of the County’s permitting and inspection process, a site evaluation 
that includes a percolation rate test and soil profile test would be conducted to ensure that the septic system 
proposed is appropriate for the project site. Compliance with existing regulations pertaining to septic systems would 
reduce the potential of the proposed project to develop a septic system in soils incapable of adequately supporting 
such a system. Therefore, long-term operational impacts associated with water and groundwater quality standards 
and waste discharge requirements would be less than significant 

Impact 3.9-2 

The project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin.  

Groundwater Recharge  

A Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretative Report of the project site (Appendix G) determined that the on-site earth 
materials were primarily comprised of a shallow layer of artificial fill that was underlain by moderately hard to hard 
bedrock. Subsurface explorations conducted as part of the preliminary study did not encounter groundwater to the 
maximum depth explored of 5 feet. Bedrock units typically lack the porosity and permeability to conduct a 
substantial amount of groundwater. Moreover, according to DWR Groundwater Basin Boundary Assessment Tool, 
no defined groundwater basins underly the project site (DWR 2020b). Regardless, development of the site would 
result in a moderate increase in impermeable surfaces, which could impede existing groundwater recharge rates. 
However, the project would incorporate LID BMP features, including a retention basin and landscaped areas, to 
retain and infiltrate runoff generated by an 85th percentile 24-hour storm event to the greatest extent feasible. As 
such, with the implementation of LID BMP features, local recharge rates would not substantially decrease compared 
to existing conditions. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.  

Groundwater Supply  

As previously discussed, the project site would be served by the GDPUD. According to the GDPUD 2015 UWMP, 
water supply for the district is sourced entirely from the Stumpy Meadow Reservoir, which can reliably serve 
GDPUD’s service area in normal years till 2035 and in dry years until 2030. Past 2030, GDPUD would look for 
additional sources to meet the water demands of the region. However, GDPUD has no plans to use groundwater as 
a future source, as local rock compositions lack the groundwater storage capacity and quality needed to meet 
regional demands. Moreover, the project would incorporate LID BMP features to infiltrate runoff to the greatest 
extent feasible. As such, the proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or impede a 
sustainable groundwater management plan. No impacts would occur.  
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Impact 3.9-3 

The project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; 

Currently, runoff from the proposed project site either sheet flows into unpaved land, discharges into existing storm 
drains along Northside Drive, or is conveyed along the roadside of the SR 49 to a storm drain culvert just north of 
the intersection between Northside Drive and SR 49. The development of the project site would somewhat alter 
internal drainage patterns and result in an increase in impervious surfaces. This increase in impervious surfaces 
could increase localized on- and off-site runoff into nearby unpaved land, nearby waterways, or into the municipal 
storm drains. However, the proposed project would incorporate LID BMP features, such as a retention basin 
designed to capture and infiltrate runoff generated by the 85th percentile 24-hour rainfall event. The retention basin 
would be designed to slow runoff, allowing any suspended solids to settle and reducing the erosive capabilities of 
the stormwater. Any stormwater in excess of the retention basin storage capacity would drain at a managed rate 
into the existing storm drain system via a storm drain outlet located at the north end of the basin. As such, 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site due to increased runoff would not occur, and Project impacts would 
be less than significant. 

ii)  substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site;  

Runoff occurs when there is more water than land can absorb. An increase in impermeable surfaces reduces the 
underlying soils’ ability to absorb water, decreasing localized groundwater recharge rates and increasing runoff 
volumes. As previously discussed in Threshold 2 (i), the development of the proposed project would result in a 
moderate increase in impermeable surfaces, which could result in an increase of localized on- and off-site runoff 
into nearby unpaved land, nearby waterways, or into municipal storm drains. However, the site would incorporate 
LID BMP features into the project design, which would effectively sheet flow runoff into an on-site retention basin. 
This retention basin would be designed to retain and treat runoff generated by the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm 
event. Any stormwater in excess of the retention basin storage capacity would drain at a manageable rate into the 
existing storm drain system. As such, the development of the project would not result in a substantial rate or amount 
of runoff, which results in flooding on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant.  

iii)  create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

As previously discussed in Threshold 1, the proposed project would incorporate LID and BMP features, such as a 
retention basin, sized to accommodate the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event. These features would be designed 
to reduce the potential incidental release of contaminants to the environment, such as oil, grease, nutrients, heavy 
metals, and certain pesticides, including legacy pesticides. Moreover, stormwater in excess of the capacity of the 
retention basin would be slowed, allowing for entrained pollutants to settle before being discharged at a 
manageable rate into the storm drain system. As such, the proposed project would not create or contribute runoff 
water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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iv)  impede or redirect flood flows 

According to FEMA Flood Map #06017C0175E, effective on September 26, 2008, the project site is located within Zone 
X, an area of minimal flood hazard. This zone is higher in elevation than the 0.2% annual flood chance (i.e., 500-year 
flood). In addition, as previously discussed, although internal drainage patterns would be somewhat altered as a result 
of project development, the project would maintain adequate stormwater conveyance as to not result in an increase of 
surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site associated with the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event. 
Therefore, impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.9-4  

The project would not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone. 

As previously discussed in Threshold 3 (iii), the project site is in an area of minimal flood hazard and thus has a low 
potential for flooding. Moreover, according to Attachment A: Dam Failure Inundation Zone Maps, of Appendix D, 
General Plan Inserts, of the County of El Dorado Final Environmental Impact Report of the General Plan, the project 
site is not located within a dam inundation zone and thus would not be susceptible to inundation as a result of dam 
failure (County of El Dorado 2003b). As the project site is not located near the ocean nor an enclosed body of water, 
such as a lake or reservoir, there is no potential for tsunamis or seiches to affect the project site. As such, there 
would be no impact in regards to releasing pollutants as a result of project inundation. 

Impact 3.9-5  

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan. 

As previously discussed, the project would comply with applicable water quality regulatory requirements, including 
implementation of a SWPPP, stormwater BMPs, and LID design, which would minimize potential off-site surface 
water quality impacts and contribute to a reduction in water quality impacts within the overall Upper American River 
Watershed. In addition, with compliance with these regulatory requirements, the project would reduce potential 
water quality impairment of surface waters such that existing and potential beneficial uses of key surface water 
drainages downstream steam of the project site, including the Upper and Middle Fork of the American River, would 
not be adversely impacted. As a result, the project would not conflict with or obstruct the Central Valley Basin Plan 
with respect to water quality. 

With respect the groundwater management, the project site is not located within a regulated groundwater 
management plan, and GDPUD has no plans to use local or regional groundwater to service its service area. 
Moreover, the project would not result in a substantial amount of impermeable surfaces such that on-site 
groundwater recharge rates are substantially affected. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct any 
local or regional sustainable groundwater management plans. Impacts would be considered less than significant.  

3.9.5 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  
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3.9.6 Significance after Mitigation 
No potentially significant impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.  

3.9.7 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to storm drainage is the Upper American 
River Watershed, which is moderately urbanized with impervious surfaces. Cumulative development within the 
County could potentially increase the number of impervious surfaces that could cause or contribute to storm drain 
system capacity exceedance, alter the existing storm drain system, and/or require the construction of new or 
expanded facilities. New development within the watershed would be subject to the environmental review process 
that would analyze potential impacts associated with stormwater runoff to the storm drain system. New 
development would be subject to the completion of drainage analyses to ensure that excessive on- or off-site 
flooding and runoff would not occur. Therefore, potential impacts on drainages associated with the project would 
not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts. 
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3.10 Land Use 
This section addresses the potential land use impacts associated with the proposed Cool Dollar General (project); 
discusses the relevant federal, State, and regional regulatory considerations; and evaluates the potential impacts 
of the project related to land use; and evaluates potential impacts of the project related to changing the existing 
and land use for the site and the compatibility of the proposed change with surrounding land uses.  

There were no public comments related to land use impacts received in response to circulation of the Notice of 
Preparation (Appendix B).  

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 
The approximately 1.68-acre project site is located on the East side of Highway 49 (Golden Chain Highway) and 
the south side of Northside Drive, North of Highway 193 (Georgetown Road) approximately 400 feet, in the 
community of Cool, El Dorado County, California, as shown in Figure 2-2. The site consists of Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) 071-500-037.  

Project Site Land Uses  

The review of topographic and satellite maps for the project site completed as part of the Phase I ESA (included in 
Appendix H of this EIR) indicates that the project site has never been developed for any commercial, retail, or 
industrial purpose, and there are no permanent structures currently located on the project site. The project site 
contains a centrally located gravel parking lot, and the remainder of the site consists of undeveloped land. Most 
of the vegetation on the site consists of moderate amounts of annual weeds/grasses, along with small to large 
trees, including several oak trees, scattered throughout the subject site (see Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-4).  

Land Uses Adjacent to the Project Site 

The project site is located in a predominantly commercial/retail corridor of Cool. As described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, there is a commercial building north of the project site (across Northside Drive) that includes a restaurant, 
offices, and a U.S. Post Office, totaling approximately 8,800 square feet (SF) The parcel immediately to the east is 
vacant, while further east is a cellular tower (approximately 225 feet). To the south is a vacant parcel and then Highway 
193. South of Highway 193 is a retail shopping center, anchored by a Holiday Market. To the west, on the other side of 
Highway 49, is the central commercial area of Cool, which includes several restaurants, retail stores, a feed and ranch 
supply store, a gas station, auto repair, and a veterinary hospital. Fire Station No. 72 of the El Dorado County Fire 
Protection District is located northwest of the project site, on St. Florian Ct. The Olmstead Loop Trailhead, part of the 
Auburn State Recreation Area, is located next to the Fire Station. 

General Plan Designation and Zoning 

The project site is designated Commercial in the General Plan and is zoned General Commercial-Design Control 
(CG-DC). Land uses adjacent to the project site are also designated Commercial in the General Plan. The land 
uses to the north, east, and south are zoned General Commercial-Design Control (CG-DC), while the land uses to 
the west are designated Community Commercial-Design Control (CC-DC). The project is within a Rural Center 
(Cool) as designated by the El Dorado County General Plan.  
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3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal Regulations 

There are no federal land use regulations pertinent to the proposed project. 

State Regulations 

No state regulations are applicable to the analysis of the effects of land use and planning relating to the proposed project. 

Local Regulations 

County of El Dorado General Plan  

California State law requires that each City and County adopt a general plan "for the physical development of the City 
and any land outside its boundaries which bears relation to its planning." Typically, a general plan is designed to 
address the issues facing the City or County for the next 15-20 years. The general plan expresses the community's 
development goals and incorporates public policies relative to the distribution of future public and private land uses. 
The El Dorado County General Plan was adopted in 2004; the last amendment for the General plan was December 20, 
2019 (El Dorado County 2019a). 

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to land use are established in the Land Use Element of the El 
Dorado County General Plan and are applicable to the project. 

• Goal 2.1: Protection and conservation of existing communities and rural centers; creation of new 
sustainable communities; curtailment of urban/suburban sprawl; location and intensity of future 
development consistent with the availability of adequate infrastructure; and mixed and balanced uses 
that promote use of alternate transportation systems. 

o Objective 2.1.2: The urban limit line establishes a line on the General Plan land use maps 
demarcating where the urban and semi-urban land uses will be developed. The Rural Center 
boundaries as depicted on the General Plan land use map shall be the established urban limit line. 
Recognize existing defined places as centers within the Rural Regions which provide a focus of 
activity and provides goods and services to the surrounding areas. 

 Policy 2.1.2.1: The Rural Centers within the County are identified as: Camino, Cedar Grove, 
Coloma, Cool, Fairplay, Garden Valley, Greenwood, Georgetown, Grey’s Corner, Grizzly Flat, 
Kelsey, Kyburz, Latrobe, Little Norway, Lotus, Mosquito, Mount Ralston, Mt. Aukum, Nashville, 
Oak Hill, Phillips, Pilot Hill, Pleasant Valley, Pollock Pines, Quintette, Rescue, Somerset, 
Strawberry, and Chrome Ridge. (Resolution 126-2019, August 6, 2019) 

 Policy 2.1.2.2: Rural Center boundaries establish areas of higher intensity development 
throughout the rural areas of the County based on the availability of infrastructure, public 
services, existing uses, parcelization, impact on natural resources, etc. These boundaries shall be 
shown on the General Plan land use map. 

 Policy 2.1.2.3: To meet the commercial and service needs of the residents of the Rural Centers 
and Rural Regions, the predominant land use type within Rural Centers shall be commercial and 
higher density residential development. 
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• Goal 2.2: A set of land use designations which provide for the maintenance of the rural and open 
character of the County and maintenance of a high standard of environmental quality. 

o Objective 2.2.1: An appropriate range of land use designations that will distribute growth and 
development in a manner that maintains the rural character of the County, utilizes infrastructure in 
an efficient, cost-effective manner, and further the implementation of the Community Region, Rural 
Center, and Rural Region concept areas. 

 Policy 2.2.1.2: To provide for an appropriate range of land use types and densities within the 
County, the following General Plan land use designations are established and defined. 

Commercial (C): The purpose of this land use category is to provide a full range of commercial 
retail, office, and service uses to serve the residents, businesses, and visitors of El Dorado 
County. Mixed use development of commercial lands within Community Regions and Rural 
Centers which combine commercial and residential uses shall be permitted. Commercially 
designated parcels shall not be developed with a residential use as the sole use of the parcel 
unless the residential use is either (1) a community care facility as described in goal HO-4 or (2) 
part of an approved mixed use development as allowed by Policy 2.1.1.3 and 2.1.2.5, within an 
area zoned to allow for a mix of uses. Numerous zone districts shall be utilized to direct specific 
categories of commercial uses to the appropriate areas of the County. This designation is 
considered appropriate within Community Regions, Rural Centers and Rural Regions. 

 Policy 2.2.1.3: The General Plan shall provide for the following range of population densities in 
the respective land use designation based upon the permitted range of dwelling units per acre 
and number of persons per acre:  

Commercial (C): 10 units per acre in Rural Centers 

 Policy 2.2.1.5: The General Plan shall provide for the following building intensities in each land 
use designation: 

Commercial (C): 0.85 Floor Area Ratio1 

o Objective 2.2.1: General Policy Section 

 Policy 2.2.5.2: All applications for discretionary projects or permits including, but not limited to, 
General Plan amendments, zoning boundary amendments, tentative maps for major and minor 
land divisions, and special use permits shall be reviewed to determine consistency with the 
policies of the General Plan. No approvals shall be granted unless a finding is made that the 
project or permit is consistent with the General Plan. 

 Policy 2.2.5.21: Development projects shall be located and designed in a manner that avoids 
incompatibility with adjoining land uses that are permitted by the policies in effect at the time the 
development project is proposed. Development projects that are potentially incompatible with 
existing adjoining uses shall be designed in a manner that avoids any incompatibility or shall be 
located on a different site. 

o Objective 2.5.2: Designate lands to provide greater opportunities for El Dorado County residents to 
shop within the County 

 Policy 2.5.2.2: New commercial development should be located near by existing commercial 
facilities to strengthen existing shopping locations and avoid strip commercial. 

 
1 Ratio of allowable floor area (square footage) to site area (square footage). 
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El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance 

The County Zoning Ordinance classifies and regulates the uses of land and structures within unincorporated El 
Dorado County in order to implement the goals and policies of the General Plan, most notably the Land Use 
Element (El Dorado County 2019b). The Zoning Ordinance directly influences development by specifying the 
distances between buildings, the height of buildings, landscaping, parking, and other regulations that combine to 
create the desired environment.  

Section 130.27.050 (Design Review – Community (-DC) Combining Zone) of the Zoning Ordinance establishes a 
Design Review—Community (-DC) Combining Zone which requires projects located within the zone to obtain a 
Design Review Permit in accordance with the established standards and site review procedures. Design Review 
Permit applications are processed in accordance with Section 130.52.030 (Design Review Permit) of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The project site is located within a -DC Combining Zone. 

3.10.3 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
significant impact related to land use would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Physically divide an established community.  

• Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

As described in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the project would not physically divide an established community 
because the proposed retail commercial building and parking lot would be located in an area designated for 
commercial development and surrounded by undeveloped lands and existing commercial development. 
Therefore, this topic is not discussed further in this Draft EIR. 

3.10.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, requires than an EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies with applicable 
general plans, specific plans, and regional plans as part of the environmental setting. Applicable land use plans 
and policies considered in this analysis is the El Dorado County 2004 General Plan. The discussion in this chapter 
differs from the impact discussions of the other technical sections in Chapter 3 in that only general land use plan 
or policy consistency issues are discussed, as opposed to a discussion of the physical impacts on the 
environment that could occur with implementation of the proposed project. If an inconsistency is noted, the 
analysis then evaluates whether the inconsistency could result in an environmental effect that the policy or 
regulation is intended to avoid or mitigate. Ultimately, it is within the County’s decision makers’ purview to decide 
if the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan.  
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Project Impacts 

Impact 3.10-1 

The project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The parcel is zoned General Commercial (CG) with a Design Review—Community (-DC) Combining Zone overlay 
(CG-DC). The intent of the -DC combining zone to require that a Design Review Permit is obtained as part of a 
project in order to ensure architectural supervision and consistency with the adopted Community Design 
Guideline (El Dorado County 2018). With an approved Design Review Permit, the project would be consistent with 
the DC overlay zoning requirements. 

The proposed project would not exceed a floor area ratio of 0.85, consistent with Policy 2.2.1.5 of the General 
Plan. The proposed project exceeds all setback requirements, which are a minimum of 10 feet for the front, and 
five feet for the sides and rear. The maximum height in the CG zone is 50; the proposed project would be 33 feet 
high (which includes the roof parapet). The proposed commercial retail land use is consistent with the 
Commercial and Rural Center designations of the El Dorado County 2004 General Plan, and with the General 
Commercial (CG) zoning. The areas surrounding the project site contain commercial uses, or undeveloped land 
that is designated and zoned for commercial development.  

As discussed in resource sections of Chapter 3 of this EIR, the proposed project would not conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.  

3.10.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The consistency analysis of applicable land use goals and policies, and compatibility with existing adjacent uses is 
not an additive effect. Therefore, cumulative impacts to land use policies are generally not a potential issue 
unless one or more cumulative projects would change applicable land use plans, which is not the case with the 
proposed project. Therefore, there are no significant land use consistency impacts where the project, in 
combination with impacts from other projects, could contribute to a cumulative land use impact. Potential 
cumulative issues related to the proposed use, a commercial retail building, such as those related to noise, 
traffic, or air quality are addressed within the appropriate resource sections of this EIR. 

3.10.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required. 

3.10.7 References 
El Dorado County 2018. Community Design Guide. Prepared November 1981, Adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors April 24, 2018 by Resolution 071-2018. Accessed November 4, 2020. Available online at: 
https://www.edcgov.us/Government/planning/Documents/Community-Design-Guide-Reformatted-
Adopted-4-24-18.pdf.  
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El Dorado County 2019a. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan, Land Use Element. Adopted July 19, 2004. 
Amended December 20, 2019. 

El Dorado County 2019b. Zoning Ordinance. El Dorado County Code title 130. Adopted August 14, 2018. 
Amended January 8, 2019 
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3.11 Public Services and Recreation 

This section addresses the public services and recreation required to serve the proposed project. These 

services and utilities include parks and recreational facilities; schools; fire protection; law enforcement; and 

library services. 

Public comments received in response to circulation of the Notice of Preparation (Appendix B) included several 

comments related to public safety and crime. This section addresses the public facilities that will serve the project 

site. Under CEQA, public service impacts relate to the environmental effects of providing expanded or new facilities 

which are required as a result of the project. Social issues, including crime, are important concerns for the County. 

They are generally not, however, CEQA issues. Accordingly, this section analyzes the need for additional public 

facilities and the potential environmental effects of providing such facilities.  

3.11.1 Environmental Setting 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

El Dorado County Fire District provides fire protection services and emergency services in unincorporated El Dorado 

County. The nearest fire station to the project site is Station 72 located at 7200 Saint Florian Court in Cool, California, 

approximately 0.10-mile northwest of the project site (El Dorado County Fire District 2020). 

Law Enforcement 

The El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office provides law enforcement services in unincorporated El Dorado County. The 

nearest Sheriff’s substation is located at 6101 Front Street, Georgetown, approximately 12 miles east of the project 

site. In addition, there is a main office located at 200 Industrial Drive in Placerville, California (El Dorado County 

Sherriff’s Office 2020), approximately 20 miles away.  

Parks and Recreation Facilities 

The nearest existing recreational resource near the project site is the Olmstead Loop Trailhead, part of the Auburn 

State Recreation Area, which is located west of the project site, across State Route 49. The Auburn State Recreation 

Area, which is 20 miles long on two forks of the American River, is situated south of Interstate 80, stretching from 

Auburn to Colfax. The park offers a wide variety of recreation opportunities to over 900,000 visitors a year. Major 

recreational uses include hiking, river access, boating (including whitewater recreation), fishing, camping, mountain 

biking, gold panning, limited hunting, equestrian/horseback riding trails and off-highway motorcycle riding. 
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3.11.2 Regulatory Setting  

Federal Regulations 

Fire Protection 

National Fire Protection Association 

The National Fire Protection Association publishes a number of standards that are useful to the El Dorado County 

Fire Department, including: 

NFPA 1710: Provides standards for response time; including a call processing time of 60 seconds; 

a personnel turnout time of 60 seconds for medical, and one minute twenty seconds for fires; and 

a travel time of 4 minutes (240 seconds). This equates to a 6 minute 20 second response time 

standard for fire calls. 

Law Enforcement 

There are no federal law enforcement regulations or policies applicable to the project. 

State Regulations 

Fire Protection 

Uniform Fire Code 

The Uniform Fire Code with the State of California Amendments contains regulations relating to construction, 

maintenance, and use of buildings. Topics addressed in the California Fire Code include fire department access, 

fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous 

materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and 

many other general and specialized fire-‐safety requirements for new and existing buildings and the surrounding 

premises. The Fire Code contains specialized technical regulations related to fire and life safety. 

California Health and Safety Code 

State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000 et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code. This includes 

regulations for building standards (as also set forth in the California Building Code), fire protection and notification 

systems, fire protection devices such as extinguishers and smoke alarms, high‐rise building and childcare facility 

standards, and fire suppression training. 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Sections 1270 “Fire Prevention” and 6773 “Fire 

Protection and Fire Equipment,” the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration has established 

minimum standards for fire suppression and emergency medical services. The standards include guidelines on the 

handling of highly combustible materials, fire hose sizing requirements, restrictions on the use of compressed air, 

access roads, and the testing, maintenance and use of all firefighting and emergency medical equipment. 
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Law Enforcement 

There are no State law enforcement regulations or policies applicable to the project. 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Code 

Chapter 8.08 (Fire Prevention) of the El Dorado County Code specifies limits on campfires, fireworks, smoking, and 

incinerators for all discretionary and ministerial developments. Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and 

Defensible Space) of Title 8 of the County Code requires the removal or abatement of all hazardous vegetation and 

combustible material that constitutes a fire hazard which may endanger or damage neighboring property, and 

describes the means of enforcement. The following provisions are applicable to the proposed project: 

Sec. 8.09.070. - Duty to remove and abate hazardous vegetation and combustible material. 

A. It shall be the duty of every owner, occupant, and person in control of any parcel of land or interest therein, 

which is located within the County to remove, or abate, all hazardous vegetation and combustible material, 

which constitutes a fire hazard and may endanger or damage neighboring property. 

B. The owner, lessee or occupant of buildings, grounds, or lots within the County shall remove from such 

property and adjacent streets all waste, garbage, rubbish, weeds, hazardous vegetation or other 

combustible materials growing or accumulated thereon in accordance with the procedures and methods 

prescribed in this chapter and by the Enforcement Official. 

D. Any home owners association (HOA), lighting and landscape district, subdivision development, special 

district, or other entity that has a developed and approved Wildland Fire Safe Plan in accordance with the 

County's General Plan requirement and CFC Chapter 49, shall be granted a reasonable amount of time to 

comply with this ordinance not to exceed five years from the date which this ordinance was approved and 

ratified by the Board of Supervisors (May 30, 2019). 

E. Prior to the close of any real estate sales transaction within the County, the requirements for property owners to 

comply with the Vegetation Management Ordinance shall be disclosed to all potential property owners. 

F. All improved parcels, shall comply with the following requirements: 

1. Maintain defensible space of 100 feet from each side and from the front and rear of the structure, but 

not beyond the property line except as provided in Paragraph 11. The amount of fuel modification 

necessary shall take into account the flammability of the structure as affected by building material, 

building standards, location, and type of vegetation. Fuels shall be maintained in a condition so that a 

wildfire burning under average weather conditions would be unlikely to ignite the structure. This 

paragraph does not apply to single specimens of trees or other vegetation that are well-pruned and 

maintained so as to effectively manage fuels and not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from 

other nearby vegetation to a structure or from a structure to other nearby vegetation. 

2. Consistent with fuels management treatment objectives, steps should be taken to minimize erosion. 

For the purposes of this paragraph, "fuel" means any combustible material, including petroleum-based 

products and wildland fuels. 

3. A greater distance than that required under Paragraph 1 may be required by State law, local ordinance, 

rule, or regulation. Clearance beyond the property line may only be required if the State law, local 

ordinance, rule, or regulation includes findings that the clearing is necessary to significantly reduce the 
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risk of transmission of flame or heat sufficient to ignite the structure, and there is no other feasible 

mitigation measure possible to reduce the risk of ignition or spread of wildfire to the structure. 

4. Clearance on adjacent property shall only be conducted following written consent by the adjacent landowner. 

5. Remove that portion of a tree that extends within ten feet of the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe. 

6. Maintain trees, shrubs, or other plants adjacent to or overhanging a building free of dead or dying wood. 

7. Maintain the roof of a structure free of leaves, needles, or other vegetative materials. 

8. A person is not required under this section to manage fuels on land if that person does not have the 

legal right to manage fuels, nor is a person required to enter upon or to alter property that is owned by 

any other person without the written consent of the owner of the property. 

9. Cultivated and useful grasses and pastures shall not be considered a public nuisance. However, if the 

County's Enforcement Official determines it necessary to protect adjacent improved property from fire 

exposure, an adequate firebreak may be required. 

10. The public and entities should be aware of rare plants areas, riparian areas, and raptor nesting trees 

on the property and try to avoid these sites. 

11. Good neighbor and neighborhood protection policy including unimproved parcels. A 100-foot wide strip 

of land around structure(s) located on an adjacent improved parcel (some or all of this clearance may 

be required on the adjacent improved parcel or the adjacent unimproved parcel depending upon the 

location of the structure on the improved parcel). For example, a structure could be within 70 feet of 

its property line. The adjacent property owner shall assist its neighbor by completing fuels management 

on another 30 feet to create a 100-foot strip of treated land. 

12. Improved and unimproved parcels adjacent to all roadways that have been designated by the County 

Enforcement Official (or designee) to be necessary for the safe ingress and egress to the area served 

by the roadway or fire access easement and the current condition of fuels on the improved or 

unimproved parcel is assessed by the County Enforcement Official as an extra hazardous fire condition 

which must be treated or abated. 

El Dorado County General Plan 

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to public services and parks and recreation are established in 

the Public Services and Utilities Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019) and are 

applicable to the project. 

• Goal 5.7. Adequate and comprehensive emergency services, including fire protection, law enforcement, 

and emergency medical services. 

o Objective 5.7.1. Ensure sufficient emergency water supply, storage, and conveyance facilities are 

available, and that adequate access is provided for, concurrent with development.  

▪ Policy 5.7.1.1. Prior to approval of new development, the applicant will be required to demonstrate 

that adequate emergency water supply, storage, conveyance facilities, and access for fire 

protection either are or will be provided concurrent with development. 

o Objective 5.7.2. Sufficient emergency water supply, storage, and conveyance facilities for fire protection, 

together with adequate access are available, or are provided for, concurrent with development.  

▪ Policy 5.7.2.1. Prior to approval of new development, the responsible fire protection district shall be 

requested to review all applications to determine the ability of the district to provide protection services. 

The ability to provide fire protection to existing development shall not be reduced below acceptable 
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levels as a consequence of new development. Recommendations such as the need for additional 

equipment, facilities, and adequate access may be incorporated as conditions of approval. 

o Objective 5.7.3. An adequate, comprehensive, coordinated law enforcement system consistent with 

the needs of the community.  

▪ Policy 5.7.3.1. Prior to approval of new development, the Sheriff’s Department shall be requested 

to review all applications to determine the ability of the department to provide protection services. 

The ability to provide protection to existing development shall not be reduced below acceptable 

levels as a consequence of new development. Recommendations such as the need for additional 

equipment, facilities, and adequate access may be incorporated as conditions of approval 

o Objective 5.7.4. Adequate medical emergency services available to serve existing and new 

development recognizing that levels of service may differ between Community Regions, and Rural 

Centers and Regions. 

▪ Policy 5.7.4.1. Prior to approval of new development, the applicant shall be required to 

demonstrate that adequate medical emergency services are available and that adequate 

emergency vehicle access will be provided concurrent with development. 

▪ Policy 5.7.4.2. Prior to approval of new development, the Emergency Medical Services Agency shall 

be requested to review all applications to determine the ability of the department to provide 

protection services. The ability to provide protection to existing development shall not be reduced 

below acceptable levels as a consequence of new development. Recommendations such as the 

need for additional equipment, facilities, and adequate access may be incorporated as conditions 

of approval. 

• Goal 5.1. Provision of Public Services. Provide and maintain a system of safe, adequate, and cost-effective 

public utilities and services; maintain an adequate level of service to existing development while allowing 

for additional growth in an efficient manner; and, ensure a safe and adequate water supply, wastewater 

disposal, and appropriate public services for rural areas. 

o Objective 5.1.2. Concurrency. Ensure through consultation with responsible service and utility 

purveyors that adequate public services and utilities, including water supply, wastewater treatment and 

disposal, solid waste disposal capacity, storm drainage, fire protection, police protection, and 

ambulance service are provided concurrent with discretionary development or through other mitigation 

measures provided, and ensure that adequate school facilities are provided concurrent with 

discretionary development to the maximum extent permitted by State law. It shall be the policy of the 

County to cooperate with responsible service and utility purveyors in ensuring the adequate rovision of 

service. Absent evidence beyond a reasonable doubt, the County will rely on the information received 

from such purveyors and shall not substitute its judgment for that of the responsible purveyors on 

questions of capacity or levels of service. 

▪ Policy 5.1.2.2. Provision of public services to new discretionary development shall not result in a 

reduction of service below minimum established standards to current users, pursuant to Table 5-1. 

The following Levels of Service shall apply to the review of discretionary projects. 
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Table 5-1 Minimum Levels Of Service 

 Community Region Rural Center and Rural Region 

Public water source As determined by purveyor As determined by purveyor, when 

applicable 

Private wells Environmental Management Environmental Management 

Public water treatment capacity As determined by purveyor As determined by purveyor 

Public sewer treatment capacity As determined by purveyor As determined by purveyor 

On-site sewage disposal Environmental Management Environmental Management 

Storm drainage Department of Transportation Department of Transportation 

Solid waste Environmental Management Environmental Management 

County and State road circulation 

system 

E D 

Schools As determined appropriate by the 

school districts 

As determined appropriate by the 

school districts 

Parks Specific plan for new communities 

or Quimby Fee/dedication program 

for tentative maps 

Quimby Fee/dedication program 

for tentative maps 

Fire district response 8-minute response to 80% of the 

population 

15 to 45-minute response 

Sheriff 8-minute response to 80% of the 

population 

No standard 

Ambulance 10-minute response to 80% of the 

population 

20-minute response in Rural 

Regions and “as quickly as 

possible” in wilderness areas* 

* In accordance with State standards 

Cool is classified as a Rural Center.  

3.11.3 Significance Criteria 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 

significant impact related to public services and recreation would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 

which would cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 

response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

o Fire protection 

o Police protection 

o Schools 

o Parks 

o Other Public Facilities 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 
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• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreation facilities which might 

have an adverse physical effect on the environment 

The proposed project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities. This topic is not discussed further in this EIR. 

3.11.4 Project Impacts 

Methodology 

Evaluation of potential impacts to public services and recreation are evaluated based on a comparison of the 

proposed change to the existing land use on the project site and based on the potential of the proposed land use 

to increase the local demand for public services and recreational facilities relative to existing conditions. In 

determining the level of significance, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would comply with relevant 

state and local ordinances and regulations, as well as the general plan policies presented above. The need for new 

or expanded public services or facilities, and the potential for degradation of existing recreational resources, and 

the related physical impacts that could occur are analyzed qualitatively.  

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.11-1 

The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 

construction of which would cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 

ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other 

public facilities: 

Fire Protection 

Development of the project site would result in a need for fire protection services to respond to any potential 

incidents that may occur at the site. The project site is located in a developed part of the County that currently 

receives fire service, and the proposed land use does not include features or activities that would substantially 

increase fire risk in the El Dorado County Fire District service area. The El Dorado County Fire District has reviewed 

the project and provided conditions of approval (COAs) regarding fire flow, vegetation and fuel modification, and 

sprinkler and fire alarm requirements, which are to be incorporated into the permit approvals. Based on the Fire 

District’s review, the implementation of the COAs would provide sufficient fire protection systems. In addition, the 

project would be required to comply with the fire safety regulations in Chapter 8.08 (Fire Prevention) and Chapter 

8.09 (Vegetation Management and Defensible Space) of the County Code, which would minimize the risk of the 

development of the project to exacerbate fire risk in the area and thereby require expanded fire facilities. Fire 

Department fees would be collected as part of the Building Permit process. The project site is located 0.10 miles 

from Station 72, which is visible from the project site. The estimated response time of Station 72 is less than one 

minute (Pers. Com. Stirling, 2021). Fire services can adequately be provided by existing facilities and this impact 

would be less than significant.  
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Law Enforcement 

Development of the project site would require law enforcement services to respond to any potential incidents at 

the project site. However, the project site is located in a developed part of the County that is currently served by the 

Sheriff’s Office. The nearest Sheriff’s Office facility is the substation in Georgetown, 12 miles east. It is anticipated 

that the project site would be adequately served from this facility, and the main office in Placerville. Consistent with 

Policy 5.7.3.1 of the Public Health and Safety Element of the El Dorado County General Plan, prior to approval, the 

Sheriff’s Office would be requested to review the project and confirm the ability of the department to provide 

protection services. As stated by the Sheriff’s Office on July 14, 2020, at the Board of Supervisors hearing on the 

prior Mitigated Negative Declaration, the project is not anticipated to place unusual demand on law enforcement. 

The proposed project can be served by existing facilities and would not result in the need for new police personnel 

or facilities, or the alternation of existing police facilities. This impact would be less than significant. 

Other Services 

It is anticipated the employees of the proposed commercial retail store would be drawn primarily from the local work 

force, and that the operation of the proposed commercial retail store that would not increase the local population. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to increased demand on schools, parks, or other governmental 

services that could, in turn, result in the need for new or expanded facilities. In addition, the proposed project would be 

required to pay applicable school development fees, which is considered full mitigation under CEQA.  

For these reasons, the potential of the proposed project to contribute to increased demand on public services that 

could result in the need for new or expanded public facilities would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.11-2 

The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 

such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.  

It is anticipated the employees of the proposed commercial retail store would be drawn primarily from the local 

work force, and that the operation of the proposed commercial retail store that would not increase the local 

population. Therefore, the project does not include any increase in permanent population that would contribute to 

increased demand on recreation facilities or contribute to increased use of existing facilities such that physical 

deterioration of the facility would occur. The nearest public recreation facility is the Olmstead Loop Trailhead, part 

of the Auburn State Recreation Area, which is located on the other side of State Route 49. Because the project site 

is separated from the recreation area and trail by a highway and shopping center, project construction and operation 

would not result in the physical deterioration of these recreational resources. Consequently, impacts to parks and 

recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

3.11.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative projects would have minimal effect on public services. The cumulative projects would not increase the 

service population, or generate additional visitors. As discussed above, the project would have a less-than-significant 

effect on public services. The cumulative impact to public services and recreation would be less than significant. 
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3.11.6 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

3.11.7 References 

El Dorado County 2019. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan, Public Services and Utilities Element. Adopted July 

19, 2004. Amended December 20, 2019. 

El Dorado County Fire District 2020. Community Stations webpage. Accessed November 6, 2020. Available online 

at: https://www.eldoradocountyfire.com/district/community-stations/.  

El Dorado County Sherriff’s Office 2020. Sheriff’s Office webpage. Accessed November 6, 2020. Available online 

at: https://www.edcgov.us/Government/sheriff. 

Personal Communication. Braden Stirling, Fire Captain/Prevention Specialist. March 3, 2021.  
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3.12 Transportation 
The following analysis identifies potential impacts due to project-related transportation and circulation changes 
that would occur in and around the project site. The analysis provided in this section is based on a Transportation 
Impact Analysis (TIA) and Addendum prepared by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. on March 9, 2019 and updated 
September 16, 2020, respectively (Appendix I to this EIR). The TIA was reviewed by the El Dorado County 
Department of Transportation. The analysis included in this chapter evaluates the impacts of the project on the 
environment in the context of planning guidance documents applicable to the project area, including the El 
Dorado County General Plan’s Transportation Element.  

Public comments related to transportation that were received in response to circulation of the Notice of 
Preparation (Appendix B) and the public scoping meeting for the proposed project included concerns about 
congestion at State Route (SR) 49 and Northside Drive, plan details related to curb, gutter and sidewalk; 
intersection improvements; and bicycle and pedestrian amenities.  

As of July 1, 2020, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(c) specifies that analysis of transportation impacts under 
CEQA shall be evaluated using vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a), a land use 
project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact. As stated above, a TIA 
has been prepared for the project that analyzes the project effect on project area roadways and intersections 
using level of service (LOS), which is a measure of delay. Some information from the LOS analysis is included in 
this section, such as traffic volumes, to describe the project setting. However, LOS is not used to determine the 
impacts of the project on the transportation system, per the CEQA Guidelines.  

Caltrans Local Development-Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) is a mandated ongoing statewide effort focused 
primarily on avoiding, eliminating, or reducing to insignificance, potential adverse impacts of local development 
on the transportation system. Caltrans designed it to share expertise with other jurisdictions and assist them 
throughout their land use planning and decision-making processes, consistent with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Streets and Highways 
Code, and numerous planning and zoning laws that affect stewardship of the State Highway System. This Program 
is directed to use ‘best practices’ analysis. Interim Land Development and Intergovernmental Review (LDIGR) 
Safety Review Practitioners Guidance was issued by Caltrans in July 2020, and the discussion which follows 
addresses key topics identified in that Guidance. 

3.12.1 Environmental Setting 
This section describes the existing setting of the surrounding transportation facilities in the study area. The 
proposed project site is located within the unincorporated community of Cool in the northern portion of El Dorado 
County, as shown in Figure 2-1. The project site fronts on the East side of SR 49 (Golden Chain Highway or 
Highway 49) and the south side of Northside Drive, North of SR 193 (Georgetown Road or Highway 193) 
approximately 400 feet. 

Study Area 

Access to the project site is provided via a single driveway on Northside Drive. The driveway is about 35 feet from 
the United States Postal Service (USPS) Driveway to the west and is about 655 feet from the Cool Boat and RV 
Storage across Northside Drive to the east. 
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The commercial building immediately north of the project site (across Northside Drive) includes a restaurant, 
offices, and the USPS, totaling approximately 8,800 square feet east of the USPS site and north of Northside 
Drive is the Cool Boat and RV Storage. The parcel immediately to the east is vacant, while further east is a cellular 
tower (approximately 225 feet). Immediately to the south is a vacant parcel and then SR 193. South of SR 193 is 
a retail shopping center, anchored by a Holiday Market. Immediately to the west is SR 49, then the central 
commercial area of Cool, which includes several restaurants, retail stores, a feed and ranch supply store, a gas 
station, auto repair, and a veterinary hospital. Fire Station No. 72 of the El Dorado County Fire Protection District 
is located further to the northwest, on St. Florian Court. The Olmstead Loop Trailhead, part of the Auburn State 
Recreation Area, is also located next to the Fire Station. 

Study Area Roadways 

State Route 49 (SR 49) serves north-south traffic throughout the Sierra Nevada foothills. In and near El Dorado 
County, State Route 49 runs from Plymouth in Amador County through Diamond Springs, Placerville, Coloma, Pilot 
Hill, and Cool to Auburn in Placer County. The portion of State Route 49 between Cool and Auburn contains 
sections that are narrow, winding, and steep. In the vicinity of the site, SR 49 is a 2-lane facility with no frontage 
improvements. The posted speed limit is 45 mph near the site and transitions to 55 mph further north. The most 
recent traffic volume counts published by Caltrans indicate that SR 49 carries an Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) volume of 8,800 vehicles per day north of SR 193, and trucks comprise 4% of the daily volume. 

Northside Drive is a 2-lane local street that intersects State Route 49 approximately 600 feet north of SR 193. 

State Route 193 (SR 193) runs easterly from SR 49 in Cool to an intersection on SR 49 north of Placerville. The 
two-lane highway is generally far narrower than the Caltrans standard for this type of highway, except for a wider 
section near Georgetown and a narrower, steep, and winding section north of Placerville. In the vicinity of the site, 
SR 193 is a 2-lane facility with no frontage improvements, although a separated bike path exists along the 
northside of the road. The posted speed limit is 55 mph. The most recent traffic volume counts published by 
Caltrans indicate that SR 193 carries 7,600 AADT east of SR 49, and trucks comprise 6% of the daily trips. 

Study Area Intersections 

State Route 49 / St. Florian Court – This intersection is a “Tee” intersection controlled by an eastbound stop sign 
on St. Florian Court. A northbound left turn lane is present on SR 49. The St. Florian Court approach is a single 
lane, and there are no crosswalks present.  

State Route 49/Northside Drive – This intersection is a “Tee” intersection controlled by a westbound stop sign on 
Northside Drive. A two-way-left-turn-lane (TWLTL) is present on SR 49. The Northside Drive approach is a single 
lane, and there are no crosswalks present. 

State Route 49 / Commercial Driveway – This intersection is a “Tee” controlled by a stop sign on eastbound 
Commercial Driveway. A Two-Way-Left-Turn-Lane is present on SR 49. The Commercial Driveway is a private drive, 
and there are no crosswalks present. 

State Route 49/State Route 193 – This intersection is a four-way intersection controlled by an all-way stop with an 
overhead flasher. SR 49 has separate left turn lanes on each approach. A southbound right-turn lane exists, and the 
northbound thru-lane is wide enough to allow right turns outside of the queue of northbound traffic. The SR 193 
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westbound approach is wide enough to act as a combined left-thru lane and a separate right-turn lane, and the 
eastbound leg is a single-lane private drive. Crosswalks exist on the south and east side of the intersection.  

USPS Driveway/Northside Drive – This intersection is a “Tee” controlled by a stop sign on the southbound USPS 
driveway. There are no auxiliary lanes or crosswalks present. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing Weekday Volumes 

Traffic counts were made for this study on June 12, 2019. Intersection turning movement counts were made at 
study intersections during the period from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The highest hourly traffic volume period within 
the two-hour window was identified as the peak hour. The results are shown in Table 3.12-1.  

This analysis was limited to the weekday p.m. peak hour based on Caltrans and El Dorado County consideration of 
SR 49 traffic volumes throughout the day, as well as the relative difference between project’s a.m. and p.m. peak 
hour trip generation. Available data indicates that the background a.m. peak hour volume is less than that in the 
p.m. peak hour. As noted in the subsequent assessment of project trip generation, Dollar General Stores typically 
generate considerably less traffic during the morning peak period. 

Table 3.12-1. Weekday Traffic Volumes 

Road Location Direction  PM Peak Hour Volume 
SR 49 North of SR 193 Northbound 257 

Southbound 561 
South of SR 193 Northbound 213 

Southbound 256 
SR 193 East of SR 49 Eastbound 467 

Westbound 200 
Source: KD Anderson 2019.  

Saturday Traffic Volumes 

Additional Saturday traffic counts were collected on Saturday, August 29, 2020 from noon to 2:00 PM.  

Counts were collected at these locations: 

• SR 49/SR 193 

• SR 49/Northside Drive 

These intersections represent the main intersections in Cool, and provide data relating to the project’s access. To 
account for COVID-19, an appliable method was used to adjust counts to “normal” summer weekend conditions 
and to validate the result. Data was collected at the SR 49 and SR 193 intersection for Saturdays in July-August 
from 11:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and assembled for 2019 (No COVID-19) and for 2020 during this time period.  
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To validate this information the average total traffic volume reported by Streetlight for the noon-2:00 p.m. period 
was found for summer 2020 conditions (1,828 vehicles) and compared to that in the August 29, 2020 two-hour 
count (1,778 vehicles) as shown in Table 3.12-2. The difference of 50 vehicles, or 2.8%, is not significant. 

Comparison of Year 2019 and Year 2020 two-hour data (refer to Table 3.12-2) indicated that last year’s average 
volumes were roughly 8% greater than those developed for 2020. To provide a conservative estimate the 2020 
Saturday peak hour counts at all locations were increased by 10% to approximate regular conditions. 

Table 3.12-2. Saturday Noon to 2:00 PM Traffic Volumes at SR 49/ SR 193 Intersection (vehicles) 

August 29, 
2020 count 

Average July-
August 2020 

Difference 
(count minus 
average) 

Average July-
August 2019 

Difference 
(2019-2020) 

Adjustment 
Factor Applied  

1,778 1,828 50 (2.6%) 1,971 143 (8%) 10% 
Source: KD Anderson 2020b.  

Peak Hour Queues 

The 95th Percentile queues occurring during the p.m. peak hour at the SR 49 and SR 193 intersection are shown 
in Table 3.12-3. As shown, all estimated queues can be accommodated within the available storage, and no 
improvements were determined necessary. 

Table 3.12-3. Existing Intersection Peak Hour Queues 

Intersection Lane 
Storage 
(feet) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour 

Storage 
Adequate? 

Volume 
(vph) 

95th % 
Queue 
(feet) 

Volume 
(vph) 

95th % Queue 
(feet) 

SR 49/ 
SR 193 

SB 2001 374 170 243 75 Yes 
NB 1501 15 <25 21 <25 Yes 
WB 

approach 
unlimited 200 40 304 70 Yes 

1 Lane continues as two-way turn lane  
Source: KD Anderson 2020b. 
Vph = vehicles per hour  

Alternative Transportation Facilities 

Pedestrian Facilities  

There are currently no sidewalks in the area surrounding the proposed project. 

Bicycle Facilities 

There are no sidewalks, crosswalks, or dedicated bicycle lanes on Northside Drive. SR 49 and SR 193 do have a 
Class I Bikeway (Bike Path) in the vicinity of the project site that was proposed in the Northside School Class I Bike 
Path Project. The Class I Bikeway begins at Cave Valley Road (south of the project site) along the west side of SR 
49, connects via the crosswalks at the SR 49/SR 193 intersection, to continue along the north side of SR 193 to 
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Auburn Lake Trails. This Class I Bikeway was constructed beginning in 2014 and provides a multi-use trail for 
pedestrian and bicyclist use.  

Transit Facilities 

The El Dorado County Transit Authority (EDCTA) and Lake Tahoe Transit provide transit service in El Dorado 
County. The El Dorado County Transit Authority serves the residents of western El Dorado County, providing 
scheduled fixed-route service, daily commute service to Sacramento, dial-a-ride service in Placerville and outlying 
communities, and chartered social service routes. Life-line service is also provided to the elderly, the disabled, 
and Sacramento commuters. For EDCTA’s fixed-route service, seven routes are local (within El Dorado County), 
and 12 are commuter routes to Sacramento County. In fiscal year 2000/2001, EDCTA served nearly 295,000 
riders. The commuter service was particularly well used with an average weekday ridership of approximately 500. 
There are currently no bus routes that run through the surrounding area of the proposed project 

Collision History 

Traffic collision information was obtained for locations on SR 49 for the period of January 1, 2016 to December 
31, 2018. During that time period, a total of one (1) Collision was reported for the segment 300 feet south of SR 
193 to 300 feet north of St. Florian Court. One (1) rear-end collision occurred 65 feet south of SR 193. The 
statewide average collision rate for rural three-lane roads (i.e., with TWLT lane) is 0.94 per Million Vehicle Miles 
(MVM). Over three years this ¼ mile long segment experienced a rate of 0.42 per MVM. 

3.12.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

No federal regulations are applicable to transportation in relation to the proposed project.  

State  

Senate Bill 743 

Senate Bill (SB) 743, passed in 2013, requires the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
develop new guidelines that address traffic metrics under CEQA. As stated in the legislation, upon adoption of the 
new guidelines, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular 
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment pursuant to this 
division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.” 

The changes to the CEQA Guidelines identify automobile vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the preferred CEQA 
transportation metric and, upon their certification on December 28, 2018, eliminated use of auto delay and LOS 
statewide for CEQA transportation analysis. The new guidelines and the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) include 
specifications for VMT methodology and recommendations for significance thresholds and mitigation. 
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Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

El Dorado County General Plan  

The Transportation Element (augmented December 2019) of the El Dorado County General Plan includes policies 
related to level of service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state highways within the unincorporated areas 
of the county. While these policies may apply to findings of consistency when considering a project, LOS may not 
be used to determine a significant transportation impact under CEQA (per Public Resources Code Section 21099 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3).  

The Transportation Element includes policies regarding alternative transportation modes. 

 Policy TC-3c. The County shall encourage new development within Community Regions and Rural 
Centers to provide appropriate on-site facilities that encourage employees to use alternative 
transportation modes. The type of facilities may include bicycle parking, shower and locker 
facilities, and convenient access to transit, depending on the development size and location. 

 Policy TC-4i. Within Community Regions and Rural Centers, all development shall include 
pedestrian/bike paths connecting to adjacent development and to schools, parks, commercial 
areas and other facilities where feasible. In Rural Regions, pedestrian/bike paths shall be 
considered as appropriate. 

VMT Policy 

On October 6, 2020, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 141-2020, which provides direction on the 
County’s application of the methodology, significance thresholds, mitigation measures and exemptions for 
implementation of the vehicle miles traveled standard, per Senate Bill 743, for land use projects. Resolution 141-
2020 incorporates by reference the OPR Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. 

El Dorado Count Active Transportation Plan 

The EDCTC adopted the Active Transportation Plan (Plan) in February 2020. The Plan establishes a long term 
vision for improving walking and bicycling in El Dorado County. This Plan updates the previous 2010 El Dorado 

County Bicycle Master Plan. The Plan identifies SR 49 as a Class II Bike Lane north of SR 193.  

3.12.3 Thresholds of Significance  
A significant impact may result if the project would  

• Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

• Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b).  

• Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).  

• Result in inadequate emergency access.  
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3.12.4 Project Impacts  
Methodology 

Project Trips 

As discussed above, the effect of the project on traffic delay is not a significant impact. For informational 
purposes, trip generation is provided from the TIA. Trips generation and distribution assumptions were calculated 
in accordance with the Institute of Transportation (ITE) publication “Trip Generation, 10th Edition.” 

Trip Generation Rates. The proposed project use was assumed to be most similar to a “variety store” (i.e., Code 814). 
Information is available for the hour with the highest volume of project weekday traffic, which is called the “peak hour 
of the generator”. This rate has been employed to estimate the project’s traffic on the Saturday peak hour. 

Trip Generation Forecasts. Table 3.12-4 displays the p.m. peak hour of the generator trip generation forecast for 
the 9,100 square feet (9.1 ksf) proposed project. It would generate 68 p.m. peak hour trips at its driveway. A 
portion of the traffic drawn to these stores would be from the stream of traffic already passing the project site. 
The ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition notes that 34% of the weekday p.m. trips are “pass-by”, and this 
rate has been assumed for Saturday. Therefore, the project is expected to generate 44 “new” trips during the 
p.m. peak hour. ITE does not have separate Saturday rates, therefore the weekday peak hour rates are used.  

Table 3.12-4. Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use/Source Unit Daily 

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street PM Peak Hour of 
Generator AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Variety Store (814) ksf 63.47 57% 43% 3.18 52% 48% 6.82 50% 50% 7.42 
Dollar General 
Store 

9.1 
ksf 

578 16 13 29 32 30 62 34 34 68 

Pass-by Trips 34% <196> <5> <5> <5> <10> <10> <20> <12> <12> <24> 
Net New Trips  382 11 8 19 22 20 42 22 22 44 
1 Lane continues as TWLTL. 
Source: KD Anderson 2020b.  

Vehicle Trip Distribution/Assignment. The distribution of project traffic on Saturday assumption was the same for 
the TIA and the Addendum. As noted in Table 3.12-5, assuming a primary trade area that extends up to 2 miles 
from the site, the new trips attracted will arrive primarily from the south along SR 49 and east along SR 193, with 
lesser shares arriving from the north and from the businesses that already exist along SR 49. Pass-by trips will be 
draw from passing traffic on SR 49 in general proposition to the current peak hour volumes from each direction. 
These assumptions were assigned to the study area street system.  
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Table 3.12-5. Directional Trip Distribution (new trips) 

Direction Route Percentage of New Trips 
North SR 49 north of Northside Drive 10% 
East SR 193 east of SR 49 40% 

South SR 49 south of Northside Drive 40% 
West Local businesses 10% 

Total 100% 
Source: KD Anderson 2020b.  

Pedestrian Impacts. Some employees or customers of the project may elect to walk to other commercial uses in 
the area. Based on the results of the Saturday traffic counts, midday pedestrian activity between uses in the area 
is low. Similarly the project is not expected to result in appreciable numbers of pedestrians to and from the 
project site. Fewer than six (6) pedestrians were monitored over two midday hours. 

Bicycle Impacts. While the use of bicycles may be an option for employees or customers to get the site, based on 
current Saturday bicycle counts in the area the number of cyclists generated by this use is likely to be low. The 
number of cyclists associated with this project is not likely to create any appreciable safety impacts on SR 49 
where the paved shoulder is already available to provide access to the project. Fewer than four (4) bicyclists were 
monitored over two midday hours. 

VMT Impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies VMT as the metric for evaluating the transportation 
impacts of land use projects. The VMT evaluation of the proposed project relies upon the OPR Technical Advisory 
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA and County Resolution 141-2020.  

Truck Trips. The proposed project will receive regular deliveries from the Dollar General Stores regional 
distribution center serving this area of California. Project proponents anticipate that 1-2 full size trucks will visit 
the store each week, although smaller single unit trucks may visit each day. At typical Dollar General Stores some 
of the full-size trucks are expected to be STAA trucks (53’) permitted on California highways under the Surface 
Transportation Authorization Act. However, when the regional routes providing access to individual stores are not 
designated for STAA, alternative vehicles are used. This is the case on this portion of SR 49 which is not an STAA 
terminal route. 

The anticipated truck delivery route to and from this site will be to and from US 50 to the south, as noted in the 
illustration included in the appendix to the TIA report. Site truck circulation has been reviewed. The project will 
result in trucks turning into the site and turning first right into the parking aisle that runs parallel to Northside 
Drive. From that point the truck will back into the aisle towards the store’s rear door. After completing the delivery, 
trucks will proceed to Northside Drive. This is a common Dollar General Store configuration, and the parking 
layout is wide enough to accommodate these movements (KD Anderson 2020c). 
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Project Impacts  

Impact 3.12.1 

The project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Consistent with the Active Transportation Plan, the project has been conditioned to provide an in-lieu fee for a 
new Class II Bike Lane along the shoulder of SR 49. The bike lane would be constructed as a continuous project 
through the community of Cool.  

The project is proposing six bicycle parking spaces located south of the proposed building. These facilities are 
proposed in compliance with the El Dorado County Parking and Loading requirements.  

Current pedestrian and bicycle volumes were monitored during Saturday midday traffic counts, and use of both 
transportation modes at the SR 49 / SR 193 intersection are very low (i.e., fewer than 6 pedestrians or 4 bicyclists over 
two midday hours). As is the case today, any pedestrians for cyclists generated by the Dollar General Store will be able 
to use the available shoulder on SR 49 and use the crosswalks at the SR 49 / SR 193 intersection. 

Impacts resulting from a conflict with transportation policies would be less than significant.  

Impact 3.12.2 

The project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

The Technical Advisory (OPR 2018) provides this direction for retail projects:  

Retail Projects. Generally, lead agencies should analyze the effects of a retail project by 
assessing the change in total VMT because retail projects typically reroute travel from other retail 
destinations. A retail project might lead to increases or decreases in VMT, depending on 
previously existing retail travel patterns. 

The Technical Advisory further states : 

[L]ocal-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies 
generally may presume such development creates a less-than-significant transportation impact. 
Regional-serving retail development, on the other hand, which can lead to substitution of longer 
trips for shorter ones, may tend to have a significant impact. Where such development decreases 
VMT, lead agencies should consider the impact to be less-than-significant.  

Many cities and counties define local-serving and regional-serving retail in their zoning codes. 
Lead agencies may refer to those local definitions when available, but should also consider any 
project-specific information, such as market studies or economic impacts analyses that might 
bear on customers’ travel behavior. Because lead agencies will best understand their own 
communities and the likely travel behaviors of future project users, they are likely in the best 
position to decide when a project will likely be local-serving. Generally, however, retail 
development including stores larger than 50,000 square feet might be considered regional-
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serving, and so lead agencies should undertake an analysis to determine whether the project 
might increase or decrease VMT. 

The proposed project is 9,100 square feet in size. Therefore, it is below the level that might be considered regional-
serving (50,000 square feet). In addition, the project site is zoned General Commercial. Per the County Zoning 
Ordinance, the General Commercial Zone, provides for a mix of commercial uses. The General Commercial Zone is 
distinct from the Regional Commercial Zone, which provides for large-scale retail services for a regional market.  

The Economic Analysis prepared for the project (included as Appendix J of this EIR) identifies the market area as 
the community of Cool, and the nearby communities of Georgetown, Pilot Hill and Coloma and the surrounding 
rural area which are expected to provide the majority of its customer base. The proposed project is not positioned 
to compete regionally with shopping nodes such as Auburn or Placerville.  

Based on the location of competing stores, the most likely effect on regional travel associated with the 
development of the project is to slightly reduce the length of trips from areas east of SR 49 that are today made 
to large retail centers located north (Auburn) and south (Placerville) of the SR 49/SR 193 intersection, and to 
offer another option for shopping trips made by residents of areas to the north and south along SR 49 (KD 
Anderson and Associates 2020a). As the proposed project is relatively close to other stores, the regional effect on 
VMT is likely to be a reduction caused by offering a closer shopping option for some customers. 

Based on the size, location, and retail market of the proposed project, the impact to VMT would be less than significant.  

Impact 3.12.3 

The project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).  

No design features associated with the proposed Project would increase hazards. Incompatible uses would not 
occur. The project site is zoned for general commercial use and is surrounded by similar development.  

The project driveway and USPS driveway are slightly offset. While offset driveway can sometimes cause conflicts 
between turning vehicles, the characteristics of the two driveways and the volume of traffic anticipated combine 
to preclude typical concerns. The Post Office driveway is slightly west of the Dollar General driveway. In this 
alignment the typical turning conflict would have been between outbound left turns from each driveway who might 
meet between the intersections. In this case because Northside Drive is a cul-de-sac, all of the traffic observed 
leaving the Post Office did so by turning right to go back to SR 49. The vehicles would not occupy the same space 
as left turns from the Dollar General, and no conflict occurs. While an occasional Post Office customer may turn 
left to visit the Dollar General, the number of potential conflicts between Dollar General traffic and these left turns 
will be minimal. Sight lines between the two driveways are not obstructed. The anticipated operation of the two 
driveways would not result in increased hazards, and no change to the design is warranted 

Project impacts would be less than significant.  
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Impact 3.12.4 

The project would not result in inadequate emergency access.  

The proposed project site would have adequate access for emergency vehicles from SR 49 and Northside Drive. 
Additionally, the project was reviewed by the Fire District for the adequacy of the interior project road circulation 
and availability of adequate emergency ingress and egress in the project design. The Fire District did not respond 
with any concerns pertaining to the proposed project's emergency ingress and egress capabilities as it was shown 
on the submitted site plan. Project impacts would be less than significant. 

3.12.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The two projects identified in Section 3.0 of this EIR would not contribute additional trips or conflict with 
alternative transportation policies. Additionally, VMT considers cumulative impacts in that it compares the project 
to the county or regional average. Cumulative transportation impacts would be less than significant. 

3.12.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.13 Utilities 
This section addresses the public utilities required to serve the proposed Cool Dollar General (project). These 
utilities include water supply, treatment, and conveyance; wastewater treatment and conveyance; electricity, 
gas, and communication utilities; and solid waste disposal. This section summarizes relevant federal, State, 
and regional regulatory considerations; and evaluates the potential impacts of the project related to utilities. 

In response to circulation of the Notice of Preparation (Appendix B), several comments were received related to the 
proposed septic system. This topic is addressed in Section 3.6, Geology and Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

3.13.1 Environmental Setting 
Water Supply 

The project site is located within the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (Georgetown PUD) service area. The 
Georgetown PUD provides domestic water service to the communities of Georgetown, Buckeye, Garden Valley, 
Kelsey, Spanish Dry Diggins, Greenwood, Cool, and Pilot Hill, all of which are located in unincorporated El Dorado 
County (Georgetown PUD 2016). The primary source of water to Georgetown PUD is the Stumpy Meadows Project, 
which includes storage facilities, diversion structures, and a conveyance system to the service area (Georgetown 
PUD 2016). Water from the Stumpy Meadows Reservoir is released to Pilot Creek and is re-diverted into the 
Georgetown District’s water supply system (Georgetown PUD 2016). Some small watersheds also supply water 
to the water supply system below the primary reservoir; however, the water supply from these sources is less 
dependable and entirely secondary to the primary supply of the reservoir (Georgetown PUD 2016). Groundwater 
is not utilized as a water source because local groundwater resources are not of adequate quality or quantity 
(Georgetown PUD 2016).  

Wastewater 

The project site would not require service from a wastewater treatment provider and would instead utilize an on-site 
septic system. The system is described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and also in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils.  

Energy Supply 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) would provide electric and natural gas service to the project site. PG&E provides 
electric services to 5.1 million customers, including 106,681 circuit miles of electric distribution lines and 18,466 
circuit miles of interconnected transmission lines over a 70,000-square-mile service area in northern and central 
California (PG&E 2020a). An existing overhead electrical line owned by PG&E crosses the southern half of the property 
from west to east. 

PG&E also provides natural gas to all or part of 39 counties in California comprising most of the northern and central 
portions of the State, including Butte County. Within their entire service area, PG&E operates approximately 49,100 
miles of transmission and distribution pipelines, and three underground storage fields with a combined storage 
capacity of 48.7 billion cubic feet (bcf) (PG&E 2020b).  
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Solid Waste 

The project site is located within the El Dorado Disposal service area. El Dorado Disposal provides solid waste 
collection services for both cities and unincorporated communities in El Dorado County (El Dorado Disposal 2020).  

3.13.2 Regulatory Setting  
Federal Regulations 

There are no federal plans or programs that address utilities and service systems and that would apply to the project 

State Regulations 

California Green Building Standards Code 

The Green Building Standards Code, which was first adopted in 2010 and revised in 2013, applies to all newly 
constructed structures. Indoor water standards established in the code are satisfied through incorporation of 
appliances and fixtures such as high-efficiency toilets, faucet aerators, and on-demand water heaters, as well as 
Energy Star and appliances approved by the California Energy Commission. 

California Waste Management Act 

The California Waste Management Act of 1989 requires State, County, and local governments to substantially 
decrease the volume of waste disposed at landfills by the year 2000 and beyond. The act requires each County to 
submit an Integrated Waste Management Plan to the California Integrated Waste Management Board that includes 
an adopted Source Reduction and Recycling Element from each of its cities as well as a County-prepared Source 
Reeducation and Recycling Element for the unincorporated area. The element identifies existing and future 
quantities and types of solid waste, an inventory of existing disposal sites, a determination of the plan’s economic 
feasibility, enforcement programs, and implementation schedule.  

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance 

Chapter 8.43 of the El Dorado County Code (Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling within the County) 
establishes a program for the recycling and salvage of construction and demolition debris. The ordinance requires 
at least 50 percent of the debris from construction and demolition project with structure footprints exceeding 5,000 
square feet to be diverted from landfills through recycling practices. Before the issuance of a permit, the project 
applicant must file a Debris Recycling Acknowledgment (DRA) with the County’s Environmental Management 
Division. A Debris Recycling Report (demonstrating compliance with the 50 percent diversion goal) must be filed 
within 60 days after final and/or occupancy approval. If the in two years of the date the DRA was filed, the project 
applicant would be required to submit a Performance Securities with subsequent DRAs. 
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El Dorado County General Plan 

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to hazards and hazardous materials are established in the 
Public Services and Utilities Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019) and are 
applicable to the project. 

• Goal 5.1: Provide and maintain a system of safe, adequate, and cost-effective public utilities and services; 
maintain an adequate level of service to existing development while allowing for additional growth in an 
efficient manner; and, ensure a safe and adequate water supply, wastewater disposal, and appropriate 
public services for rural areas. 

o Objective 5.1.2: Ensure through consultation with responsible service and utility purveyors that 
adequate public services and utilities, including water supply, wastewater treatment and disposal, solid 
waste disposal capacity, storm drainage, fire protection, police protection, and ambulance service are 
provided concurrent with discretionary development or through other mitigation measures provided, 
and ensure that adequate school facilities are provided concurrent with discretionary development to 
the maximum extent permitted by State law. It shall be the policy of the County to cooperate with 
responsible service and utility purveyors in ensuring the adequate provision of service. Absent evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt, the County will rely on the information received from such purveyors and 
shall not substitute its judgment for that of the responsible purveyors on questions of capacity or levels 
of service.  

 Policy 5.1.2.3: New development shall be required to pay its proportionate share of the costs of 
infrastructure improvements required to serve the project to the extent permitted by State law. 
Lack of available public or private services or adequate infrastructure to serve the project which 
cannot be satisfactorily mitigated shall be grounds for denial of any project or cause for the 
reduction of size, density, and/or intensity otherwise indicated on the General Plan land use map 
to the extent allowed by State law. 

• Goal 5.5: A safe, effective and efficient system for the collection and processing of recyclable and 
transformable materials and for the disposal of residual solid wastes which cannot otherwise be recycled 
or transformed.  

o Objective 5.5.2: Ensure that there is adequate capacity for solid waste processing, recycling, 
transformation, and disposal to serve existing and future users in the County.  

 Policy 5.5.2.1: Concurrent with the approval of new development, evidence will be required that 
capacity exists within the solid waste system for the processing, recycling, transformation, and 
disposal of solid waste. 

3.13.3 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
significant impact related to utilities and service systems would occur if the proposed project would: 

• Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation 
of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

• Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. 
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• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that 
it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

• Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. 

• Not comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statues and regulations related to 
solid waste. 

As described in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project received a “will serve” letter from the Georgetown 
Divide Public Utilities District and would have sufficient water supplies available. The proposed project would have 
an on-site septic system and therefore would not require the services of a wastewater treatment provider. The 
proposed project would comply with existing regulations related to solid waste and would not generate waste that 
would exceed the capacity of the local landfills. These topics are not discussed further in this EIR. 

3.13.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

The building application materials for the proposed project and were reviewed to determine if the project may have 
a significant impact related to utilities. Potential impacts to public utilities are determined qualitatively by comparing 
the project to the existing conditions. In determining the level of significance, this analysis assumes that the 
proposed project would comply with relevant State and local ordinances and regulations, as well as the General 
Plan policies presented above.  

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.13-1 

The project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction 
or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project would connect to the existing water service line on the 
west side of the property adjacent to State Route 49 and to the existing stormwater collection system in Northside 
Drive. In addition, the project would connect to existing electric power and telecommunication facilities located 
along State Route 49. These connections would not require the construction of new facilities, and therefore would 
not have the potential to cause significant environmental effects.  

An existing overhead electrical line owned by PG&E crosses the property from west to east. This line would be 
relocated, in coordination with PG&E, to avoid the proposed building. The relocation of this line is included in the 
construction assumptions for the project and is addressed in this EIR. No further impacts would result.  

The installation of the proposed septic system is included in the construction assumptions for the project. The septic 
system if further discussed in Sections 3.6, Geology, and 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, the 
environmental impacts related to provision of new or expanded infrastructure would be less than significant. 
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3.13.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative projects identified in Section 3.0 would not require utilities other than electricity (provided by PG&E). 
The scope of cumulative impacts to utilities is expanded to include includes the service areas of the utility providers 
serving the project site. The proposed project and future projects within the service areas of the Georgetown PUD, 
PG&E, and El Dorado Disposal service area could result in increased demand that could require the development 
of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities, which is a potentially significant cumulative impact. The proposed 
project would comply with State and local regulations pertaining to energy and water conservation and waste 
management. The proposed project consists of a 9,100 square foot commercial retail building, which would not 
require the use of substantial amounts of energy (further described in Section 3.5, Energy) or water. The 
Georgetown PUD has provided a “will serve” letter indicating that adequate water is available to serve the project. 
The project would also not produce substantial volumes of waste, and compliance with existing regulations for 
diversion would minimize the materials sent to local landfills. Consequently, potential of the proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the potential cumulative impact related to the expansion 
of existing utility facilities. This impact would be less than significant.  

3.13.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

3.13.7 References 
El Dorado County 1995. County of El Dorado Drainage Manual. Adopted March 14, 1995. Resolution No. 67-95) 

El Dorado County 2019. 2004 El Dorado County General Plan, Public Services and Utilities Element. Adopted July 
19, 2004. Amended December 20, 2019. 

El Dorado Disposal 2020. “El Dorado Disposal, A Waste Connections Company”. Accessed November 6, 2020. 
Available online at: https://www.eldoradodisposal.com/.  

Georgetown PUD 2016. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Final Draft. Juene 15, 2016. 

PG&E (Pacific Gas and Electric). 2020a. “Company Profile”. Accessed November 6, 2020. Available online at: 
https://www.pge.com/en_US/about-pge/company-information/profile/profile.page. 

PG&E (Pacific Gas and Electric). 2020b. “Natural gas storage”. Accessed November 6, 2020. Available online at: 
https://www.pge.com/en_US/safety/gas-safety/natural-gas-storage.page  

  

21-0733 P 250 of 479



3.13 – Utilities 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.13-6 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

21-0733 P 251 of 479



3.14 – Wildfire 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.14-1 

3.14 Wildfire 
This section describes the existing wildfire setting on and near the proposed project site; discusses the relevant 
federal, State, and regional regulatory considerations; and evaluates the wildfire impacts resulting from 
construction and operation of the proposed project. This section focuses on the effect of the proposed project on 
wildfire risk. Fire protection services for the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 3.11, Public Services and 
Recreation, of this EIR.  

In response to circulation of the Notice of Preparation (Appendix B), one comment was received that the risk of 
wildfire would be increased due to the sale of alcohol at the proposed commercial retail building. While human 
activity certainly is a factor in wildfire, Cool is already a populated area with alcohol sales at multiple stores adjacent 
to the proposed project site. Therefore, this section focuses on the physical construction of the proposed 
development and the existing environment.  

3.14.1 Environmental Setting 
Local Wildfire Hazard 

Fire environments are dynamic systems and are influenced by many types of environmental factors and site 
characteristics. Fires can occur in any environment where conditions are conducive to ignition and fire movement. 
The three major components of fire environment are vegetation (fuels), climate, and topography. The state of each 
of these components and their interactions with each other determines the potential characteristics and behavior 
of a wildfire. In addition, the type, location, and intensity of a wildfire can affect wildlife, vegetation, air quality, water 
quality, and slope stability to varying degrees, as discussed below.  

It is important to note that wildland fire may transition to urban fire if structures are receptive to ignition. 
Understanding the fire environment on and adjacent the proposed project site is necessary to understand the 
potential for fire within and around the project site. The State Board of Forestry identifies those lands where the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has the primary duty for wildland fire prevention 
and suppression; these lands are commonly known as state responsibility areas. CAL FIRE has mapped the fire 
hazard potential within state responsibility areas based on relevant factors such as fuels, terrain, and weather. The 
hazards are described according to their potential to cause ignition of buildings. The maps classify land into Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones of moderate, high, and very high. The maps are based on data and models describing 
development patterns, estimated fire behavior characteristics over a 30- to 50-year time horizon, and expected 
burn probabilities, to quantify the likelihood and nature of vegetation fire exposure to new construction. The project 
site and surrounding areas are mapped as a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a state responsibility area (CAL FIRE 
2020). The High Fire Hazard Severity designations can be attributed to a variety of factors including highly 
flammable, dense, drought-adapted chaparral vegetation; seasonal, strong winds; and a Mediterranean climate 
that results in vegetation drying during the fall months.  

The following sections provide more information regarding the fire environment associated with the proposed 
project and potential environmental effects of wildfire burning on or near the proposed project site.  
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Vegetation/Fuels 

Variations in vegetative cover type and species composition have a direct effect on fire behavior. Some plant 
communities and their associated plant species have increased flammability based on plant physiology (resin 
content), biological function (flowering, retention of dead plant material), physical structure (bark thickness, leaf 
size, branching patterns), and overall fuel loading. For example, grass dominated plant communities become 
seasonally prone to ignition and produce lower intensity, higher spread rate fires. As described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, and 3.3, Biological Resources, the vegetation on the project site consists of annual weeds/grasses, 
along with small to large trees scattered throughout the project site (See Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-4). 

Weather 

The climate of region consists of warm, dry summers and cool, wet winters. Local climatology of the project site is 
best represented by ambient temperature measurements at the Western Regional Climate Center-operated 
Represa Station in El Dorado County. Maximum temperatures occur during July and reach 90°F on average. 
Minimum temperatures can be as low as 38°F during winter months (WRCC 2012). Average annual precipitation 
of approximately 23 inches (0.3 inches of snowfall) occurs primarily during the months of November through March 
(WRCC 2012). During the summer, temperatures often exceed 85 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) coupled with clear sky 
conditions, which is favorable for the ignition and spread of wildfires. 

Topography 

The project site is located in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada mountain range. The project site and surrounding 
areas are gently sloped. Elevations at the project site range from approximately 1525 feet above mean sea level 
along the western boundary to 1555 feet above mean sea level along the eastern boundary.  

Fire History 

Fire history data can provide an understanding of fire frequency, fire type, burn severity, significant ignition sources, 
and other information relevant to understanding the fire and fuels environment in an area. There have been 
numerous recorded wildfires within the project study area. Fire history data was obtained from CAL FIRE’s Fire and 
Resources Assessment Program (FRAP). FRAP summarizes fire perimeter data dating as far back as the late 1800s, 
but which is incomplete due to the fact that it includes only fires over 10 acres in size and has incomplete perimeter 
data, especially for the first half of the 20th century. The FRAP map of fire perimeters from fires that occurred 
between 1950 and 2018 show that numerous fires occurred within 5 miles of the project site since the 1950s, 
which indicates that wildfires are also likely to occur in the future (CAL FIRE 2018). 

3.14.2 Regulatory Framework 
Federal Regulations 

National Fire Protection Association Codes, Standards, Practices, and Guides 

National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) codes, standards, recommended practices, and guides (“NFPA 
Documents”) are developed through a consensus standards development process approved by the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI). This process brings together professionals representing varied viewpoints and 
interests to achieve consensus on fire and other safety issues. NFPA standards are recommended guidelines and 
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nationally accepted good practices in fire protection but are not law or “codes” unless adopted as such or 
referenced as such by the California Fire Code or the Local Fire Agency. 

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy 

The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy was developed in 1995, updated in 2001, and again in 2009, by the 
National Wildfire Coordinating Group, a federal multi-agency group that establishes consistent and coordinated fire 
management policy across multiple federal jurisdictions. An important component of the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy is the acknowledgement of the essential role of fire in maintaining natural ecosystems. The 
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and its implementation are founded on the following guiding principles: 

• Firefighter and public safety is the first priority in every fire management activity. 

• The role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process and natural change agent will be incorporated 
into the planning process. 

• Fire management plans, programs, and activities support land and resource management plans and 
their implementation. 

• Sound risk management is a foundation for all fire management activities. 

• Fire management programs and activities are economically viable, based upon values to be protected, 
costs, and land and resource management objectives. 

• Fire management plans and activities are based upon the best available science. 

• Fire management plans and activities incorporate public health and environmental quality considerations. 

• Federal, state, tribal, local, interagency, and international coordination and cooperation are essential. 

• Standardization of policies and procedures among federal agencies is an ongoing objective.  

National Fire Plan 

The National Fire Plan was a presidential directive in 2000 as a response to severe wildland fires that had burned 
throughout the United States. The National Fire Plan focuses on reducing fire impacts on rural communities and 
providing assurance for sufficient firefighting capacity in the future. The plan addresses five key points: Firefighting, 
Rehabilitation, Hazardous Fuels Reduction, Community Assistance, and Accountability. The plan continues to 
provide invaluable technical, financial, and resource guidance and support for wildland fire management across 
the United States. The USDA Forest Service and the Department of the Interior are working to successfully 
implement the key points outlined in the plan (USFS 2019). 

International Fire Code 

Created by the International Code Council, the International Fire Code addresses a wide array of conditions 
hazardous to life and property including fire, explosions, and hazardous materials handling or usage (although not 
a federal regulation, but rather the product of the International Code Council). The International Fire Code places 
an emphasis on prescriptive and performance-based approaches to fire prevention and fire protection systems. 
Updated every 3 years, the International Fire Code uses a hazards classification system to determine the 
appropriate measures to be incorporated in order to protect life and property (often times these measures include 
construction standards and specialized equipment). The International Fire Code uses a permit system (based on 
hazard classification) to ensure that required measures are instituted. 
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State Regulations 

California Building Code 

Chapter 7A of the California Building Code (CBC) applies to building materials, systems and/or assemblies used in 
the exterior design and construction of new buildings located within a fire hazards severity zone or Wildland-Urban 
Interface Fire Area. The purpose of this chapter is to establish minimum standards for the protection of life and 
property by increasing the ability of a building located in any Fire Hazard Severity Zone within state responsibility 
areas or any Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area to resist the intrusion of flames or burning embers projected by a 
vegetation fire and contributes to a systematic reduction in conflagration losses. New buildings located in such 
areas shall comply with the ignition resistant construction standards outlined in Chapter 7A. 

California Fire Code 

The California Fire Code (CFC) is contained within Title 24, Chapter 9 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 
Based on the International Fire Code, the CFC is created by the California Buildings Standards Commission and 
regulates the use, handling, and storage requirements for hazardous materials at fixed facilities. Similar to the 
International Fire Code, the CFC and the California Building Code (CBC) use a hazards classification system to 
determine the appropriate measures to incorporate to protect life and property. 

California Public Resources Code 

These regulations are discussed in further detail as follows:  

• Public Resource Code 4290 requires minimum fire safety standards related to defensible space that are 
applicable to state responsibility area lands and lands classified and designated as Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones.  

• Public Resource Code 4291 requires a reduction of fire hazards around buildings, requiring 100 feet of 
vegetation management around all buildings, and is the primary mechanism for conducting fire prevention 
activities on private property within CAL FIRE jurisdiction. 

Fire Hazard Severity Zoning 

CAL FIRE mapped Fire Hazard Severity Zones in El Dorado County based on fuel loading, slope, fire weather, and 
other relevant factors as directed by Public Resources Code Sections 4201–4204 and Government Code Sections 
51175–51189. Fire Hazard Severity Zones are ranked from moderate to very high and are categorized for fire 
protection within a federal responsibility area, state responsibility area, or local responsibility area under the 
jurisdiction of a federal agency, CAL FIRE, or local agency, respectively. 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Wildland Fire Management 

The Office of the State Fire Marshal and the CAL FIRE administer state policies regarding wildland fire safety. 
Construction contractors must comply with the following requirements in the Public Resources Code during 
construction activities at any sites with forest-, brush-, or grass-covered land: 

• Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines must be equipped with a spark 
arrestor to reduce the potential for igniting a wildland fire (Public Resources Code Section 4442). 
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• Appropriate fire-suppression equipment must be maintained from April 1 to December 1, the highest-
danger period for fires (Public Resources Code Section 4428). 

• On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials must be removed to a distance of 10 feet 
from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame, and the construction contractor must 
maintain the appropriate fire suppression equipment (Public Resources Code Section 4427). 

• On days when a burning permit is required, portable tools powered by gasoline fueled internal combustion 
engines must not be used within 25 feet of any flammable materials (Public Resources Code Section 4431). 

Local Regulations 

El Dorado County Code 

Chapter 8.08 (Fire Prevention) of the El Dorado County Code specifies limits on campfires, fireworks, smoking, and 
incinerators for all discretionary and ministerial developments. Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and 
Defensible Space) of Title 8 of the County Code requires the removal or abatement of all hazardous vegetation and 
combustible material that constitutes a fire hazard which may endanger or damage neighboring property, and 
describes the means of enforcement. The following provisions are applicable to the proposed project: 

Sec. 8.09.070. - Duty to remove and abate hazardous vegetation and combustible material. 

A. It shall be the duty of every owner, occupant, and person in control of any parcel of land or interest therein, 
which is located within the County to remove, or abate, all hazardous vegetation and combustible material, 
which constitutes a fire hazard and may endanger or damage neighboring property. 

B. The owner, lessee or occupant of buildings, grounds, or lots within the County shall remove from such 
property and adjacent streets all waste, garbage, rubbish, weeds, hazardous vegetation or other 
combustible materials growing or accumulated thereon in accordance with the procedures and methods 
prescribed in this chapter and by the Enforcement Official. 

D. Any home owners association (HOA), lighting and landscape district, subdivision development, special 
district, or other entity that has a developed and approved Wildland Fire Safe Plan in accordance with the 
County's General Plan requirement and CFC Chapter 49, shall be granted a reasonable amount of time to 
comply with this ordinance not to exceed five years from the date which this ordinance was approved and 
ratified by the Board of Supervisors (May 30, 2019). 

E. Prior to the close of any real estate sales transaction within the County, the requirements for property owners to 
comply with the Vegetation Management Ordinance shall be disclosed to all potential property owners. 

F. All improved parcels, shall comply with the following requirements: 

1. Maintain defensible space of 100 feet from each side and from the front and rear of the structure, but 
not beyond the property line except as provided in Paragraph 11. The amount of fuel modification 
necessary shall take into account the flammability of the structure as affected by building material, 
building standards, location, and type of vegetation. Fuels shall be maintained in a condition so that a 
wildfire burning under average weather conditions would be unlikely to ignite the structure. This 
paragraph does not apply to single specimens of trees or other vegetation that are well-pruned and 
maintained so as to effectively manage fuels and not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from 
other nearby vegetation to a structure or from a structure to other nearby vegetation. 
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2. Consistent with fuels management treatment objectives, steps should be taken to minimize erosion. 
For the purposes of this paragraph, "fuel" means any combustible material, including petroleum-based 
products and wildland fuels. 

3. A greater distance than that required under Paragraph 1 may be required by State law, local ordinance, 
rule, or regulation. Clearance beyond the property line may only be required if the State law, local 
ordinance, rule, or regulation includes findings that the clearing is necessary to significantly reduce the 
risk of transmission of flame or heat sufficient to ignite the structure, and there is no other feasible 
mitigation measure possible to reduce the risk of ignition or spread of wildfire to the structure. 

4. Clearance on adjacent property shall only be conducted following written consent by the adjacent landowner. 

5. Remove that portion of a tree that extends within ten feet of the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe. 

6. Maintain trees, shrubs, or other plants adjacent to or overhanging a building free of dead or dying wood. 

7. Maintain the roof of a structure free of leaves, needles, or other vegetative materials. 

8. A person is not required under this section to manage fuels on land if that person does not have the 
legal right to manage fuels, nor is a person required to enter upon or to alter property that is owned by 
any other person without the written consent of the owner of the property. 

9. Cultivated and useful grasses and pastures shall not be considered a public nuisance. However, if the 
County's Enforcement Official determines it necessary to protect adjacent improved property from fire 
exposure, an adequate firebreak may be required. 

10. The public and entities should be aware of rare plants areas, riparian areas, and raptor nesting trees 
on the property and try to avoid these sites. 

11. Good neighbor and neighborhood protection policy including unimproved parcels. A 100-foot wide strip 
of land around structure(s) located on an adjacent improved parcel (some or all of this clearance may 
be required on the adjacent improved parcel or the adjacent unimproved parcel depending upon the 
location of the structure on the improved parcel). For example, a structure could be within 70 feet of 
its property line. The adjacent property owner shall assist its neighbor by completing fuels management 
on another 30 feet to create a 100-foot strip of treated land. 

12. Improved and unimproved parcels adjacent to all roadways that have been designated by the County 
Enforcement Official (or designee) to be necessary for the safe ingress and egress to the area served 
by the roadway or fire access easement and the current condition of fuels on the improved or 
unimproved parcel is assessed by the County Enforcement Official as an extra hazardous fire condition 
which must be treated or abated. 

El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (El Dorado County 2018) updates the El Dorado County Multi-
Hazard Mitigation Plan. The purpose of the plan is to guide hazard mitigation planning to better protect the people 
and property of the county from the effects of hazard events. The plan serves as a tool to help decision makers 
direct mitigation activities and resources. It provides risk and vulnerability assessments for potential hazards (i.e., 
avalanche, dam failure, drought, earthquake, erosion, flood, seiche, severe weather/extreme temperatures, severe 
weather/thunderstorms, wildfire, and subsidence) and develops mitigation strategies to reduce potential hazards.  

21-0733 P 257 of 479



3.14 – Wildfire 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 3.14-7 

El Dorado County General Plan  

The following goals, objectives, and policies related to hazards and hazardous materials are established in the 
Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element of the El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2019) and are 
applicable to the project. 

• Goal 6.1: A coordinated approach to hazard and disaster response planning 

o Objective 6.1.1: Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps shall be consulted in the review of all projects so that 
standards and mitigation measures appropriate to each hazard classification can be applied. Land use 
densities and intensities shall be determined by mitigation measures in areas designated as high or 
very high fire hazard. 

 Policy 6.1.1.1: The El Dorado County Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) shall 
serve as the implementation program for the coordination hazard planning and disaster response 
efforts within the County and is incorporated by reference to this Element. The County will ensure 
that the LHMP is updated on a regular basis to keep pace with the growing population. 

• Goal 6.2: Minimize fire hazards and risks in both wildland and developed areas. 

o Objective 6.2.1: All new development and structures shall meet “defensible space” requirements and 
adhere to fire code building requirements to minimize wildland fire hazards. 

 Policy 6.2.1.1: Implement Fire Safe ordinance to attain and maintain defensible space through 
conditioning of tentative maps and in new development at the final map and/or building permit stage. 

o Objective 6.2.2: Regulate development in areas of high and very high fire hazard as designated by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps. 

 Policy 6.2.2.1: Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps shall be consulted in the review of all projects so 
that standards and mitigation measures appropriate to each hazard classification can be applied. 
Land use densities and intensities shall be determined by mitigation measures in areas designated 
as high or very high fire hazard. 

 Policy 6.2.2.2: The County shall preclude development in areas of high and very high wildland fire 
hazard or in areas identified as wildland-urban interface (WUI) communities within the vicinity of 
Federal lands that are a high risk for wildfire, as listed in the Federal Register Executive Order 
13728 of May 18, 2016, unless such development can be adequately protected from wildland fire 
hazard, as demonstrated in a WUI Fire Safe Plan prepared by a qualified professional as approved 
by the El Dorado County Fire Prevention Officers Association. The WUI Fire Safe Plan shall be 
approved by the local Fire Protection District having jurisdiction and/or California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection. (Resolution 124- 2019, August 6, 2019) 

o Objective 6.2.3: Application of uniform fire protection standards to development projects by fire districts. 

 Policy 6.2.3.1: As a requirement for approving new development, the County must find, based on 
information provided by the applicant and the responsible fire protection district that, concurrent 
with development, adequate emergency water flow, fire access, and firefighting personnel and 
equipment will be available in accordance with applicable State and local fire district standards. 

 Policy 6.2.3.2: As a requirement of new development, the applicant must demonstrate that 
adequate access exists, or can be provided to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site 
and private vehicles can evacuate the area. 

 Policy 6.2.3.4: All new development and public works projects shall be consistent with applicable 
State Wildland Fire Standards and other relevant State and federal fire requirements. 
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o Objective 6.2.4: Reduce fire hazard through cooperative fuel management activities. 

 Policy 6.2.4.1: Discretionary development within high and very high fire hazard areas shall be 
conditioned to designate fuel break zones that comply with fire safe requirements to benefit the 
new and, where possible, existing development. 

• Policy 6.2.4.2: The County shall cooperate with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
and local fire protection districts to identify opportunities for fuel breaks in zones of high and very high fire 
hazard either prior to or as a component of project review. 

3.14.3 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
significant impact related to wildfire would occur for the proposed project if the project is located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, and the project would: 

• Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

• Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

• Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities: that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary 
or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

• Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, 
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

3.14.4 Project Impacts 
Methodology 

Map and reports prepared by CAL FIRE and the building application materials for the proposed project were 
reviewed to determine the proposed project’s potential impacts related to wildfire. Potential impacts related to 
wildfire were determined qualitatively by comparing the project to the existing conditions. In determining the level 
of significance, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would comply with relevant State and local 
ordinances and regulations, as well as the general plan policies presented above. Note that, under CEQA, the effects 
of the existing environment upon a proposed project is not a project impact. A project impact occurs when direct or 
indirect changes to the environment would occur as a result of implementation of the project. 

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.14-1 

The project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

As described under Impact 3.8-4 in Chapter 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this EIR, The development 
of the proposed retail commercial building (Dollar General) and associated parking lot would not physically interfere 
with or impair implementation of the El Dorado County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. The development of the 
proposed project would not alter roadways in the vicinity of the project site, including State Route 49, and therefore 
would not interfere with evacuation. The project applicant is responsible for maintaining a travel width of 24 feet 
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on Northside Drive which would improve two-way traffic circulation on that street. The proposed commercial 
business would allow for adequate emergency ingress/egress and drive-aisle widths for interior circulation. 
Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response or emergency evacuation plan would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.14-2 

The project would not, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.  

The project site and surrounding areas are mapped as a high fire hazard severity zone in a state responsibility area 
(CAL FIRE 2020). The proposed commercial retail uses would involve indoor activities, and outdoor activities would 
be limited to vehicles driving on paved surfaces and people walking on paved surfaces and possibly also on irrigated 
landscaped areas. The project site has been partially graded for development, so changes in the site topography 
would be minimal.  

The proposed retail commercial building would be constructed of fire-resistant materials, including stucco and 
concrete block, and would be required to comply with Chapter 7A of the California Building Code (CBC) which 
specifies the building materials, systems and/or assemblies that must be used in the exterior design and 
construction of new buildings located within a Fire Hazards Severity Zone. The proposed project would be required 
to adhere to all fire prevention and protection requirements and regulations including Chapter 8.08 (Fire 
Prevention) and Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and Defensible Space) of the County Code and the 
California Fire Code, including requirements for the maintenance of defensible space around the buildings on the 
property. Compliance with these regulations would reduce the potential of the structures on the project site to catch 
fire during a wildfire, which in turn would reduce wildfire risk. In addition, as discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, the transport, storage, and use of hazardous materials, including flammable materials, on 
the project site would be required to comply with existing State and local regulations including be required to comply 
with existing hazardous materials regulations including the preparation of an hazardous materials business plan, 
as enforced by the El Dorado County Department of Environmental Management. This would minimize the potential 
for the occurrence of a fire due to improper handling of flammable materials. The El Dorado County Fire District has 
reviewed the proposed project and did not identify significant wildfire hazards particular to this site. The Fire District 
provided conditions of approval (COAs) regarding fire flow, vegetation and fuel modification, and sprinkler and fire 
alarm requirements, which are to be incorporated into the permit approvals. Based on the Fire District’s review, the 
implementation of the COAs would provide sufficient fire protection systems, and a separate Fire Safe Plan would 
not be required (McKay, 2020). Therefore, compliance with local and State requirements related to wildfires would 
reduce the potential of the proposed project to exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby expose project occupants to 
wildfire pollutants or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire to less than significant.  

Impact 3.14-3 

The project would not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.  

The project site would be accessible via a new 40-foot wide driveway connecting to Northside Drive. The project site 
is currently served by a fire hydrant. The El Dorado County Fire District has reviewed the project and provided 
conditions of approval (COAs) regarding fire flow, vegetation and fuel modification, and sprinkler and fire alarm 
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requirements, which are to be incorporated into the permit approvals. The proposed project would not be required 
include or require the installation or maintenance of any additional infrastructure that could exacerbate fire risks 
or result in other impacts to the environment. The existing PG&E overhead power line that crosses the project site 
would be relocated to avoid the proposed building. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.14-4 

The project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding 
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.  

As documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Interpretive Report (Appendix G), the project site and surrounding 
areas are gently sloped and not at risk of landslides. As described in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 
project is not located within any mapped flood hazard area (FEMA 2008a). The nearest waterway is Knickerbocker 
Creek, which is located about ¼-mile from the project site (USGS 2018a). At this distance project site is unlikely to 
experience any risk of flooding from this creek. Project drainage would be directed to an on-site detention pond. 
Therefore, post-fire slope instability, increased runoff, or drainage changes in areas surrounding the project site 
would not expose people or structures at the project site to increased risk of flood or landslides. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

3.14.5 Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope for wildfire risks consists of the project site and two cumulative projects in the vicinity (described 
in Section 3.0). The two nearby cumulative projects consist of a cellular tower located along Cramer Ct, about 2 miles 
east of the project site, and new signage for an existing 76 gas station located 440 feet southwest of the project site. 
Similarly to the proposed project, the development of the cumulative projects would not alter roadways or interfere with 
emergency access, and therefore would not have the cumulative potential to impair an adopted emergency response 
plan. Both the proposed project and cumulative projects are located in gently sloped areas that are at low risk of 
landslides. Furthermore, both the proposed project and cumulative projects are not located in flood hazard zones (FEMA 
2008a, 2008b). The nearest local water way is Knickerbocker Creek, which is located approximately ¼ mile from both 
the project site and the cumulative projects, and therefore unlikely to expose the project site and cumulative project sites 
to any flood hazard (USGS 2018a, 2018b). For these reasons, the cumulative potential to expose people or structure to 
post-fire flooding or landslide risk would be less than significant.  

The proposed project and cumulative projects, including any proposed utility connections, are subject to review by 
the El Dorado County Fire District and must comply with any COAs required by the Fire District. The proposed project 
and cumulative projects would be required to adhere to all fire prevention and protection regulations including 
Chapter 8.08 (Fire Prevention) and Chapter 8.09 (Vegetation Management and Defensible Space) of the County 
Code and with the California Fire Code, including requirements for the maintenance of defensible space around the 
structures on properties. Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the potential cumulative impact related 
to the exacerbation of fire risk to less than significant. 

3.14.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.15 Urban Decay 
Several comments were received in response to the Notice of Preparation (Appendix B) related to “urban decay” or 
“urban blight” resulting from business failures caused by the proposed project.  

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (15358 [b]), impacts to be analyzed in an 
EIR must be “related to physical changes” in the environment. While the CEQA Guidelines (15131 [a]) do not directly 
require an analysis of a project’s social or economic effects because such impacts are not in and of themselves 
considered significant effects on the environment, the Guidelines also state: 

An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in 
turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes caused in 
turn by economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes. 

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that physical effects on the environment related to changes in land use, 
population, and growth rate induced by a project may be indirect or secondary impacts of the project and should 
be analyzed in an EIR if the physical effects would be significant (see Guidelines 15358[a][2]). 

The State of California Fifth District Court of Appeal ruled that CEQA can require analysis of physical urban decay or 
deterioration resulting from the development of new shopping centers (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City 
of Bakersfield (2004) F044943 (Super. Ct. No. 249669)).1 The Court also ruled that the cumulative impact analysis 
for the proposed shopping centers should consider all other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future retail 
projects within the project’s market area. 

For the purposes of this analysis, urban decay is defined as physical deterioration to properties or structures that 
is so prevalent, substantial, and lasting for a significant period of time that it impairs the proper utilization of the 
properties and structures, and the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community. The manifestations of 
urban decay include such visible conditions as plywood-boarded doors and windows, uncontrolled truck parking, 
long term unauthorized use of the properties and parking lots, extensive gang and other graffiti and offensive words 
painted on buildings, dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, broken parking barriers, broken glass 
littering the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of building maintenance, homeless 
encampments, and unsightly and dilapidated fencing.  

It is important to recognize that, like most CEQA requirements, this standard is focused on impacts to the physical 
environment and as such it requires the consideration of conditions of disinvestment that could result in the decay 
of real property as a result of the defined project.2 

The economic information used in this section is based on the Economic Analysis prepared by ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics (November 26, 2019), included as Appendix J of this EIR.  

 
1 In using the term “urban decay,” the Appeals Court specifically noted that “urban decay” is distinct from “urban blight,” which, per 

the California Health & Safety Code (Sections 33030 to 33039) definition, is not applicable to this project. 
2 These conditions are distinct from conditions of blight which are defined by the California Health and Safety Code (Sections 

33030-33039) which instead set the standards for the adoption of redevelopment project areas. 
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3.15.1 Environmental Setting  
Project Market Area 

The proposed project site is located 6.5 miles from the nearest shopping node in Auburn and 19 miles from the 
next nearest competitive node in Placerville. These are the nearest cities with substantial retail bases. The drive 
time from the project site to the nearest shopping nodes in Auburn and Placerville are 16 and 29 minutes, 
respectively. In 2017, taxable retail sales in Auburn totaled $601 million. This compared to $387 million in 
Placerville. Since Cool is an unincorporated area, the State of California does not routinely report taxable retail sales 
for the community, but taxable retail sales in all of El Dorado County’s unincorporated areas in 2017 totaled $1.1 
billion. Taxable retail sales in the County’s unincorporated areas comprised 46% of all taxable retail sales. Cool is 
just one of many unincorporated communities in El Dorado County with an existing retail sales base, with other 
communities including Georgetown, El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park, and Shingle Springs. Thus, many communities 
contribute to the taxable retail sales reported for the entirety of the County’s unincorporated areas. 

There are many ways a market area can be defined. This can include by city/cities, Zip Code, census block group or other 
census geographic designation, radius from a geographic site, or drive-time from a geographic site. For the purpose of 
the economic analysis, ALH Economics defined a market area for the proposed Dollar General store based on a 
geography served by four zip codes. This includes the zip code that encompasses Cool (95664) as well as the adjoining 
zip codes for the communities of Pilot Hill (95664), Lotus (95651) and Greenwood (95635). These El Dorado County 
communities are all comparatively closer to Cool versus Georgetown or Placerville, and thus their residents are deemed 
more likely to make convenience purchases in Cool than elsewhere. Alternative market area definition methods were 
examined, including drive-time, distance radius, and census tract aggregation. However, some methods captured too 
large an area (distance radius and census tract aggregation) or too small an area (drive-time radius). Hence the zip code 
method of market area definition seemed most apt for the purpose of this analysis. 

ALH Economics obtained demographic estimates for the population base within the aggregated zip code area from 
Environics Analytics, which is a leader in the United States in providing demographic and economic data, including 
modeled data. Per Environics Analytics, in 2020 there will be an estimated 7,432 people and 3,054 households 
within the 4-Zip Code market area. The median household income for these households is about $97,200, with an 
average of about $115,600. Environics Analytics further projects that El Dorado County’s 2020 population will total 
191,790. Thus, the Dollar General store’s 4-Zip Code market area population comprises a very small portion of the 
County’s population base. 

Market Area Retail Demand  

ALH Economics maintains a retail demand model that estimates household spending on retail. The model is based 
upon analysis of taxable statewide retail sales combined with an estimate of household spending on retail by 
income. The model assumes that households in a market area will make retail expenditures comparable to the 
pattern of retail sales in the State of California. Among the nine major retail categories tracked by the State of 
California Board of Equalization, household spending in 2018 was anticipated to be greatest for Food & Beverage 
sales at 17.2% of all retail spending and lowest for Home Furnishings & Appliances at 5.4% of all retail spending 
(see Exhibit 1 of the Economic Analysis, Appendix J). 

Pursuant to data published by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017 Consumer Expenditure Survey, households 
in the income group with annual household incomes between $15,000 to $29,999 and $200,000 and more 
throughout the United States spent an average of 60% to 17% of household income, respectively, on the type of 
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retail goods tracked by the State of California Department of Tax and Fee Administration (formerly the Board of 
Equalization). The income bracket that best matches the proposed Cool Dollar General store market area 
demographics is the $100,000 to $149,999 bracket, where the average household income is $120,288 and the 
percent of income spent on retail is 27%. Because the average market area household income is lower than the 
average within the bracket, and the percent of income spent on retail increases as income declines (see Exhibit 2 
of the Economic Analysis, Appendix J), ALH Economics estimates that the market area households will spend on 
average 28% of income on retail goods pursuant to interpolation of the data findings. 

Market area household retail and restaurant demand was estimated based upon this 28% share of income spent 
on retail and the estimated distribution of retail spending. The results are presented in Table 3.15-1, which indicates 
total market area retail demand potential of $98.9 million for the 4-Zip code market area. Not all this demand is in 
categories representative of Dollar General sales. The categories not reflected by Dollar General sales most notably 
include Motor Vehicles & Parts Dealers, Gasoline Stations, and Food Services & Drinking Places (e.g., restaurants 
and bars). While there is some overlap with Motor Vehicle Parts, the majority of this category is most likely 
measuring demand for automobile sales. 

Table 3.15-1. Estimated Market Area Demand for Retail Goods and Restaurants  

Retail Category 
Distribution of 
Demand 

Market Area Demand1 

Per Household Total  
Food & Beverage Stores 17.2% $5,579 $17,038,216 
General Merchandizing Stores 11.8% $3,824 $11,679,245 
Motor Vehicles & Parts Dealers 15.6% $5,055 $15,438,343 
Food Services & Drinking Places 14.8% $4,786 $14,616,789 
Gasoline Stations 8.5% $2,757 $8,419,073 
Other Retail Group 12.7% $4,108 $12,545,728 
Clothing & Clothing Accessories 7.2% $2,337 $7,136,078 
Building Materials & Garden Equipment 6.7% $2,180 $6,656,507 
Home Furnishings & Appliances 5.4% $1,755 $5,361,195 

Retail Spending 100% $32,381 $98,891.173 
Source: ALH 2019 
1 The market area comprises a four zip code area encompassing Cool and nearby El Dorado County communities, including Pilot 

Hill, Lotus, and Greenwood.  

Excluding the three categories of Motor Vehicles & Parts dealers, Gasoline Stations, and Food Services & Drinking 
Places results in a 4-Zip Code market area retail demand estimate of $60.4 million for goods inclusive of the type 
of merchandise sold by Dollar General. Of note, the Other Retail Group category presented in Table 3.15-1 includes 
drug stores, health and personal care, gifts, art goods and novelties, sporting goods, florists, photographic 
equipment and supplies, musical instruments, stationery and books, office and school supplies, second-hand 
merchandise, and miscellaneous other retail stores. Many of these types of goods are sold at Dollar General, 
although not all of them.  

Notably, the 4-Zip code market area comprises a primary market area for retailers and restaurants in Cool. However, 
additional demand is likely to be generated from beyond this area as well, as other area households traverse 
through the area on their way to or from their home or work locations. In addition, Cool is in an area of the state 
that attracts tourists and people vacationing nearby. All of these non-market area residents provide additional 
sources of actual or potential demand for Cool’s retail offering. 
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Existing Competitive Stores and Retail Sales 

Because it is in a small unincorporated area, reliable estimates of the retail sales achieved by retail outlets in the 
Cool market area are not available. The only available government-generated store related data are from the U.S. 
Census Bureau, Zip Code Business Patterns for the Cool zip code of 95614, which includes information on retail 
outlets by type and size that include paid employees, excluding government. Thus, owner-operated businesses with 
no employees are not included. The most recent data available are from 2016. This information includes only 7 
retail outlet listings, with the largest comprising a “Supermarket” with 20-49 employees. This most certainly is the 
Holiday Market, located at the Cool Village Shopping Center. Three other retail outlets were noted as having 5-9 
employees. These include outlets classified as “Nursery, Garden Center, and Farm Supply Stores,” “Convenience 
Stores,” and “Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores.” In all likelihood, these are the Cool Feed & Ranch Supply, 
Cool General Store, and 76 Gas Station, respectively. Finally, three outlets are noted as having 1-4 employees. 
These are classified as “Floor Covering Stores,” “Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, and Perfume,” and “Tobacco Stores.” 
ALH Economics is unsure what store might be classified as Floor Covering Store, unless it could be a store no longer 
present in the market since the Zip Code Business Patterns data are dated, from 2016, or it could be a business 
located outside the core area in Cool, but the other two stores likely refer to the Cool Village Pharmacy and the Cool 
Smoke Shop. While these data are of limited use, and do not shed any light on store sales, their levels of 
employment provide insight into the relative sizes of their enterprises, which indicate that the Holiday Market is the 
largest retail business in Cool and that the overall retail sector has relatively small employment base. 

ALH Economics believes there are several stores in Cool that are likely to be somewhat competitive with Dollar 
General because of their sale of overlapping sales merchandise. These stores and some of the representative 
products they sell that overlap with Dollar General are presented in Table 3.15-2, below. 

Table 3.15-2. Cool Stores with Merchandise Overlapping with Dollar General  

Retail Store Representative Overlapping Merchandise Representative Unique Merchandise 

Cool Smoke Shop Bottled drinks, snacks (candy, chips, nuts), 
batteries, t-shirts, socks, cigarettes 

Smoking, tobacco, and vaping supplies 

76 Gas Station 
Convenience Store 

Bottled drinks, beer, snacks, candy, motor 
oil, t-shirts 

Ancillary to gas purchases; prepared hot 
food and sandwiches 

Cool Feed & Ranch 
Supply 

Pet food and treats, cat litter, other pet 
supplies 

Specialty pet items, no overlapping 
brands 

Cool Village 
Pharmacy 

Vitamins, first aid supplies, candles, gift 
cards 

Pharmaceuticals (prescription and over 
the counter), more specialized vitamins, 
gifts 

Cool General Store Bottled drinks, dairy products, canned 
goods, cleaning supplies, paper products, 
BBQ supplies, cereal, snacks, storage bags, 
first aid supplies 

Liquor, more varied beer and wine 
options 

Holiday Market Frozen foods, dairy products, cereal, 
canned goods, laundry detergent, snacks, 
cookies, paper products, storage bags 

Full-service grocery store items, 
including fresh produce and vegetables, 
deli items, meat, seafood 

Source: ALH 2019. 

While they sell some overlapping merchandise with Dollar General, all of the stores listed in Table 3.15-2 have a 
primary merchandise focus that is unique from Dollar General. As a result, this will serve to minimize their potential 
competitiveness with Dollar General, despite the partial overlap in merchandising. For some stores the merchandise 
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overlap is minimal, while for other stores the overlap is greater. For example, Dollar General sells cat and dog food, 
treats, toys, supplies, and cat litter. Cool Feed & Ranch Supply also sells these products. However, Cool Feed & 
Ranch Supply sells premium brand food and treat products compared to the brands sold by Dollar General, such 
that there is no overlap in specific consumable product availability. Therefore, it is very unlikely that a Cool Feed & 
Ranch Supply customer would shop at Dollar General for these consumable products unless by necessity, given the 
former store’s more limited hours of operation (close 6 pm M-F, 5 pm Sat., closed on Sun.). In similar fashion, a 
store like the Cool Smoke Shop would be unlikely to be highly competitive with Dollar General because its primary 
focus is to sell smoking supplies, including tobacco and vaping supplies, none of which are available at Dollar 
General, thus a customer at Cool Smoke Shop would be most likely to purchase the overlapping products as a 
matter of convenience when at Cool Smoke Shop, ancillary to the primary purpose of their shopping trip. ALH 
Economics believes the same is the case with purchases at the 76 Gas Station Convenience Store, as the primary 
reason shoppers are at this store is to purchase gasoline, so purchases at the Convenience store would in almost 
all likelihood occur at the same time as their gasoline purchase. As with the preceding stores, Cool Village Pharmacy 
also has a core focus unique from Dollar General, which is pharmaceuticals, especially prescription 
pharmaceuticals. In conclusion, while these four stores sell some goods common to Dollar General, their relatively 
low level of competitiveness with Dollar General is unlikely to result in a sales impact that would significantly impair 
store performance or profitability. 

The two other stores included in Table 3.15-2 have a greater number of products for sale that overlap with Dollar 
General. These stores are the Cool General Store and Holiday Market. Yet, while these stores have a considerable 
amount of overlapping merchandise with Dollar General, like the preceding four stores they also have unique 
merchandising orientations relative to Dollar General. These include the Cool General Store, being one of only two 
purveyors of bottled hard liquor in Cool, with the area’s widest variety of hard liquor as well as varied wine and beer 
options, and the Holiday Market, being a full-service grocery store comprising the only source of fresh fruits, 
vegetables, meat, seafood, and bakery products in the immediate area of Cool, plus many specialized food 
products, including gluten free. Nonetheless, these two stores are likely to be most competitive with Dollar General 
because a high percentage of the products sold at Dollar General (but most certainly not all) can also be found at 
these stores. 

ALH Economics estimates the size of the Cool General Store, based on Google mapping software, to be 1,800 to 
2,100 square feet. Valid sales performance figures for this store are not publicly available, so for the sake of 
analysis ALH Economics assumes a generic sales performance estimate of $400 per square foot.4 This is a 
generalized figure based on sales per square foot performance for regional, small town/low density grocery store 
chains reported by Retail Maxim, an industry resource on retail store productivity. This is a proxy selected, in some 
part, because of its relevancy also to the other competitive store, the Holiday Market, although this store functions 
much like a liquor store given its unique product mix emphasizing hard liquor, wine, and beer. Pursuant to this sales 
estimate, and a size in the middle of the range of 1,950 square feet, ALH Economics estimates that Cool General 
Store annual sales total $780,000. Based upon the preceding retail demand categories in Table 3.15-1, the Cool 
General Store sales would reflect Food & Beverage store sales, although the store sells other merchandise that 
crosses into other retail categories, such as auto supplies (Motor Vehicle Parts), first aid (Other Retail), and work 
gloves (Clothing). Even comparing all of this $780,000 sales estimate to the market area $17.0 million demand in 
the Food & Beverage stores category indicates that significant additional market area demand remains for other 
Food & Beverage store sales, especially when one considers that the market area demand in Table 3.15-1 
comprises only Cool’s primary market area demand, and that additional demand originates seasonally from persons 
living outside the market area as well as tourism and people vacationing in the area. 
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ALH Economics estimates the size of the Holiday Market based on mapping software and other visual techniques, 
to be 25,000 square feet. As with the Cool General Store, sales performance for this store is not publicly available, 
so the same $400 per square foot generic sales performance rate is assumed, resulting in a $10.0 million annual 
store sales estimate. This figure comprises a large portion of the $17.1 million of Food & Beverage demand 
estimated in Table 3.15-1. Yet, even with the addition of the Cool General Store sales, yet additional demand 
remains, indicating that Food & Beverage sales are leaking out of the Cool market area. These sales are likely 
leaking to the nearby communities of Auburn and Placerville, that have much more ample retail sectors. 

In addition to the Cool market area’s Food & Beverage demand that is not being adequately served by the Cool 
General Store and Holiday Market, it is highly likely that most of the market area’s retail demand for other goods 
comprises leakage to other communities, since there are few shopping opportunities available in the Cool market 
area. This includes none to very little shopping opportunities available to meet market area shopping needs in other 
key retail categories such as general merchandise, clothing, home furnishings and appliances, and a range of other 
retail goods, such as sporting goods, and office supplies. 

Environmental Baseline  

As noted in Section 3.0, the environmental baseline for the proposed project is 2019-2020. The economic data 
used in this analysis is from that time period, or the most recent market data available, to reflect current conditions. 
It us understood that the retail sector has been affected by state and local “stay at home” and social distancing 
guidance related to COVID-19 since March 2020. While reliable data is not yet available, it is generally understood 
that overall, retail sales have declined. However, essential services, such as groceries and feed and ranch supplies 
have remained open, and have performed better than specialty retailers, department stores, and restaurants. As 
described above, the businesses with similar sales to Dollar General fall into these categories. In addition, 
recommended travel restrictions may encourage local shopping. The anticipated operational date for the proposed 
project is no sooner than the last quarter of 2021. It is anticipated that restrictions related to COVID-19 will have 
substantially eased at that point, and that economic activity would be in recovery. Therefore, a potential change in 
circumstances due to COVID-19 does not conflict with the environmental conditions described herein, and the 
impact analysis.  

3.15.2 Regulatory Setting  
There are no federal or State regulations that would apply to the proposed project.  

Local 

El Dorado County General Plan  

The County General Plan does not contain goals and policies specific to urban decay or blight (El Dorado County 
2004). The General Plan has an Economic Development Element that contains the following objectives regarding 
retail development.  

o Objective 10.1.3: Fiscal and Economic Information. Provide County decision-makers with appropriate 
tools and a framework to determine the fiscal and economic impacts of industries and new projects. 

o Objective 10.1.5: Business Retention and Expansion. Assist in the retention and expansion of existing 
businesses through focused outreach and public and private incentive programs and target new 
industries which diversify and strengthen our export base. 
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o Objective 10.2.5: New Development Fiscal Effects. Ensure that new development results in a positive 
fiscal balance for the County. 

El Dorado County Code of Ordinances 

Title 9 of the County Code includes Code Enforcement, and Article II addresses vacant buildings. Specifically, Article II 
requires property owners to maintain vacant buildings, including landscaping. The County Code Enforcement Unit may issue 
correction orders. Failure to correct maintenance violations can result in fines, which increase for multiple violations.  

3.15.3 Thresholds of Significance 
Urban decay is not addressed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (the Initial Study Checklist). For the purposes 
of this EIR, the proposed project would have a significant urban decay impact if it would: 

• Create multiple long-term store vacancies or result in the abandonment of multiple buildings within the 
retail market served by the proposed project, which results in the physical deterioration of properties or 
structures that impairs the proper utilization of the properties or structures, or the health, safety, and 
welfare of the surrounding community. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a project’s economic impacts on a community are only considered significant 
if they lead to adverse physical changes in the environment. 

3.15.4 Project Impacts  
Methodology  

As discussed above, an urban decay impact under CEQA traces a chain of effects, whereby an economic effect may 
result in a physical impact. Therefore, the first part of the analysis is to analyze the economic impact of the proposed 
project on the existing environment. The discussion below is based on the Economic Analysis prepared for the 
proposed project (Appendix J).  

Based upon the $1.7 million store sales estimate, the proposed Cool Dollar General store will need to capture only a 
small portion of market area demand to achieve stabilized sales consistent with national Dollar General store 
performance standards. Across all categories of market area demand, this would be 1.7% of the $98.9 million in the 4-
Zip Code market area demand. However, demand for Dollar General merchandise will not originate from all categories 
of market area demand. Therefore, this capture rate increases to an overall 2.8% of the $60.4 million 4-Zip Code market 
area demand for all retail excluding demand for Motor Vehicles, Gasoline, and Food Services & Drinking Places (e.g., 
restaurants). These figures are presented in Table 3.15-3, which also estimates potential market area capture rates in 
the specific demand categories most likely to correspond with Dollar General’s store sales. 
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Table 3.15-3. Project Cool Market Area Demand Capture Rate Analysis 

Retail Category 
Dollar General 
Sales1 

Market Area 
Demand 

Dollar General 
Capture Rate  

Food & Beverage Stores $393,2622 $17,038,216 2.3% 
General Merchandizing Stores $917,6122 $11,679,245 7.9% 
Motor Vehicles & Parts Dealers $03 $15,438,343 0.0% 
Food Services & Drinking Places $0 $14,616,789 0.0% 
Gasoline Stations $0 $8,419,073 0.0% 
Other Retail Group $201,2834 $12,545,728 1.6% 
Clothing & Clothing Accessories $79,498 $7,136,078 1.1% 
Building Materials & Garden Equipment $03 $6,656,507 0.0% 
Home Furnishings & Appliances $99,796 $5,361,195 1.9% 

Retail Spending $1,691,451 $98,891.173 1.7% 
Total Less Motor Vehicles, Gas,  

and Restaurants 
$1,691,451 $60,416,969 2.8% 

Source: ALH 2019 
1 See Appendix J for discussion of Dollar General Sales merchandise categories  
2 For the sake of analysis, and based upon visual observation, the store's "Consumables" sales are anticipated to be divided 

between these two categories 30% food/70% general merchandise, as not all consumables are food or beverage-based products. 
3 Some sales anticipated in these categories, but they are anticipated to be nominal compared to the other retail categories. 
4 Corresponds with the "Seasonal" sales estimate 

The market area demand capture rates by retail category for the Dollar General 4-Zip Code market area range from 
1.1% in Clothing & Accessories to 7.9% in General Merchandise. These percentage capture rates would drop when 
taking other factors into account, such as additional resident demand from beyond the 4-Zip Code market area and 
drive by traffic associated with tourism and vacationing. Notably, there is very little existing competition in or just 
beyond the market area to obtain some basic household necessities other than food and some sundry items. 
Therefore, in many of the categories listed, Dollar General will bring a mix of retail merchandise to the store’s market 
area that is not already present. This will enable market area residents to reduce their travel time and the 
associated transportation costs (both personal and environmental) to obtain basic household necessities. This 
includes home furnishings and supplies such as towels, shower curtains, area rugs, vases, ironing boards, laundry 
baskets, and picture frames; electronics such as wall clocks, alarm clocks, and cell phones; and apparel such as 
baby and toddler clothes, women and men’s underwear, and t-shirts. 

There will, however, be potential sales merchandise overlap with the market area’s two existing stores selling food 
items – Holiday Market and Cool General Store. The portion of Dollar General sales anticipated to be most 
competitive with these stores includes $393,262 in Food & Beverage sales. Some of the Dollar General 
merchandise similar to these existing market area stores includes canned foods, baking goods, soda, first aid 
supplies, personal care products, cleaning supplies, pet supplies, and cooler items such as milk, cheese, butter, 
and sandwich meats. The Holiday Market, however, sells many products not represented at Dollar General, such 
as fresh and frozen meat, fresh and frozen seafood, an ample array of fresh produce, organic produce, gluten free 
foods, a broader range of items such as pasta and soups, freshly prepared hot foods, an expansive wine selection 
as well as hard liquor, and a broader range of beer than typically sold at Dollar General. The provision of these more 
full-service grocery items indicates that market area shoppers will still need to frequent Holiday Market to purchase 
important weekly food items necessary to prepare healthy meals. This, combined with Holiday Market’s seasonal 
appeal to tourist demand, will help insulate the store from the modest amount of competitive food item sales 
anticipated at Dollar General. Moreover, as a larger store with an established customer base, Holiday Market will 
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have the ability to modify its product mix to maximize sales in products not available at Dollar General yet targeted 
to meet the needs of its loyal customers. 

Similar to Holiday Market, Cool General Store sells some mix of products comparable to Dollar General but also 
products not available at Dollar General, or even Holiday Market, hence Cool General Store’s market distinction as 
more of a liquor store with a convenience orientation. This is reinforced by the prominent placement of the word 
“Liquor” on the “Cool General Store” sign above the store’s doorway. Already, Cool General Store and Holiday 
Market coexist in the same market, with the Holiday Market having more product overlap with Cool General Store 
than Dollar General will, since the Holiday Market sells some hard liquor and expanded wine and beer products not 
available at Dollar General. While Dollar General will duplicate some of the product offerings at both of these stores, 
it will also expand the offerings available substantially with its general merchandise products and seasonal items. 

The retail demand estimates presented in Table 3 indicate many categories of retail spending in which there are 
scant retailers present in the Cool market area. Thus, products representative of some of these other categories 
can be added to existing inventories to insulate stores against potential sales losses resulting from Dollar General’s 
Food & Beverage sales and maintain their broad market appeal, to both market area residents, residents in other 
communities beyond market area, and tourists and other persons vacationing in the area. 

Lastly, at the same time Dollar General may exert competitive pressures on existing retailers, the store will add to 
the critical mass of retailing opportunities in Cool. Because of the relative lack of shopping opportunities in Cool, 
market area consumers are leaving the area to make purchases for goods not available in Cool and the general 
environs. At these times, consumers are also probably taking advantage of more cost effective grocery shopping 
opportunities available in these more heavily retailed areas. The presence of Dollar General will therefore help 
reduce the need for some of these out of community shopping trips, thus retaining more consumer dollars within 
the market area, which could ultimately increase the sales captured by a range of Cool retailers and restaurants. 

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.15-1 

The project would not create multiple long-term store vacancies or result in the abandonment of multiple buildings 
within the retail market served by the proposed project, which would result in the physical deterioration of 
properties or structures that impairs the proper utilization of the properties or structures, or the health, safety, and 
welfare of the surrounding community.  

The Economic Analysis prepared for the proposed project shows that Cool’s market area is underserved by retail 
goods, including food sales. This indicates that the area is a sales leakage community (in other words, potential 
local sales are lost to businesses outside of the market area). The Dollar General store would enable market area 
consumers to meet more of their retail shopping needs close to home. Even with absorption of Dollar General sales 
market area residents will still need to shop for many retail goods in locations with more ample shopping 
opportunities, especially in Auburn and Placerville, both of which have retailers offering a wide range of retail goods 
required by market area households, including food shopping, general merchandise shopping, home improvement 
stores, clothing stores, and others. However, because the Dollar General store will enhance the critical mass of 
commercial outlets in Cool, existing retailers and restaurants are anticipated to achieve greater visibility, which will 
result in enhanced market demand. Because of Dollar General’s relatively low sales volume, which will be divided 
among many retail categories, compounded by the market area’s limited supply of existing retailers, it seems likely 
that Dollar General’s capture of market area retail demand would not result in existing area stores losing a 
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significant volume of existing sales through sales diversion. Thus, existing stores are anticipated to be able to 
coexist with the Dollar General store and thus not incur a risk of significant sales decline or closure. 

There is no substantial evidence that the proposed project would result in multiple business closures. In addition, 
property owners are required to maintain vacant properties in an acceptable condition under the County Code, and 
the County maintains an active Code Enforcement Unit to enforce these provisions. Therefore, even if one or more 
businesses were to close, there is no substantial evidence that (1) the vacancies would become long-term, and (2) 
that any vacant commercial property would be allowed to decay to a point where it had a substantial physical effect 
on the community (that would result in disinvestment and further urban decay). Therefore, the potential impact of 
urban decay is less than significant.  

3.15.5 Cumulative Impacts 
Of the two cumulative projects, one is a retail project, the 76 Gas Station. This business is included in the analysis. 
No other reasonably foreseeable retail projects – meaning an application has been received or environmental 
review has begun – are currently identified within the vicinity of Cool.  

3.15.6 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

3.15.7 References 
ALH. 2019. Dollar General Economic Analysis in Cool, Unincorporated El Dorado County, California El Dorado 

County. November 26, 2019.  

2004. El Dorado County General Plan. Adopted July 19, 2004. Available online at: https://www.edcgov.us/ 
Government/planning/pages/adopted_general_plan.aspx  
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4 Alternatives 
The purpose of the alternatives evaluation in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as stated in Section 15126.6(c) 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, is to ensure that “[t]he range of potential alternatives 
to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project 
and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects” identified under the proposed project. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an analysis of alternatives to the project is presented in this Draft 
Final EIR to provide the public and decision makers with a range of possible alternatives to consider. The CEQA 
Guidelines state that an EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant effects of the project, but need not consider every conceivable alternative. The CEQA 
Guidelines further state that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly” (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b)). Therefore, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project (or to its location) that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  

Alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). The feasibility of an 
alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors, including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(1)). Agency decision makers 
ultimately decide what is “actually feasible.” (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. 
App. 4th 957, 981 (CNPS).) The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular 
alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (Sierra Club v. County 
of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506-1509; CNPS, supra, 177 Cal. App. 4th at p. 1001; In re Bay-Delta 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165, 1166.) 
Moreover, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.” (City of Del 
Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.) 

An EIR need not evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed 
project, but must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 
proposed project. The alternatives discussion is intended to focus on alternatives to the project or its location that 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives 
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 

This chapter identifies the proposed project objectives, describes the project alternatives, and evaluates the 
comparative effects of the alternatives relative to the proposed project. As required under Section 15126.6(e) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the environmentally superior alternative is identified and included at the end of this chapter. 

4.1 Project Objectives  
In determining what alternatives should be considered in the Draft EIR, the objectives of the project are considered, 
since attainment of a majority of the objectives is one of the bases for whether an alternative is considered feasible. 
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The project objectives are described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and repeated below.  

1. Provide locally serving commercial retail uses consistent with the Rural Center land use designation.  

2. Provide a high quality building design consistent with County guidance.  

3. Minimize the grading of the project site and maintain natural topography to the extent feasible.  

4. Provide additional property and sales tax revenue to the County.  

4.2 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts  
The project would result in two three potentially significant impacts, air quality and biological resources. Alternatives 
should avoid or substantially reduce one or more of the potential project impacts. Proposed mitigation measures 
would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

4.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed  
As described above, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that the range of potential alternatives for 
the project include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid 
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Alternatives that fail to meet the fundamental project 
purpose need not be addressed in detail in an EIR.  

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the objectives of 
the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors are crucial to the 
development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a). Although, as noted above, EIRs 
must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the ultimate determination as to whether an 
alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by lead agency decision-maker(s). (See Pub. Resources Code, § 
21081(a)(3).) At the time of action on the project, the decision-maker(s) may consider evidence beyond that found 
in this EIR in addressing such determinations. The decision-maker(s), for example, may conclude that a particular 
alternative is infeasible (i.e., undesirable) from a policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that basis 
provided that the decision-maker(s) adopts a finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, and provided 
that such a finding reflects a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and other 
considerations supported by substantial evidence.  

The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected during the 
planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. The 
following alternatives were considered but are not evaluated further in this Draft EIR.  

4.3.1 Off-Site Alternative  
Alternative sites were not considered for several reasons. The three potentially significant impacts are potential 
disturbance of nesting special status birds and roosting bats, accidental discovery of tribal cultural resources 
(TCRs), and potential disturbance of soils containing naturally occurring asbestos (NOA). Mature trees suitable for 
nesting and NOA are common throughout the community of Cool. Similarly, accidental discovery of TCRs, although 
unlikely, can occur throughout the County. An off-site alternative would not avoid or reduce these potential impacts 
(however, feasible mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a level that is less than significant).  
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4.3.2 Modified Site Plan  
It is common to develop an alternative that modifies the layout of a project in order to avoid or reduce impacts 
related to construction and/or ongoing operation of project. In the case of the proposed project, the potential for 
nesting birds exists both on and adjacent to the project site, so moving the commercial building would not 
necessarily avoid or reduce this impact. Similarly, the potential to disturb NOA or previously unknown TCRs, which 
is not considered high, but nevertheless could occur on the project site, would not be avoided or reduced by 
relocating the commercial building.  

4.3.3 Alternative Use  
Impacts related to certain land uses, such as transportation, noise, and air emissions, may be avoided or reduced 
by changing the proposed land use (for example, from commercial to residential). This alternative would not avoid 
or reduce the potentially significant project impacts, would not meet the basic project objectives, and would be 
inconsistent with the County General Plan which designated the site as general commercial.  

4.4 Project Alternatives 
This section presents an evaluation of feasible alternatives to the proposed Master Plan. Only one feasible 
alternative has been identified.  

1. No Project Alternative 

For the alternative, a brief description is presented, followed by a discussion of the basis for selection of the 
alternative, the degree to which the alternative would meet project objectives, and the ways in which the alternative 
would avoid or reduce significant impacts of the project, or cause other new or increased impacts.  

Table 4-1 compares the alternative to the project in terms of their ability to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts.  

4.4.1 No Project Alternative 
Description 

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR’s alternatives analysis must include consideration of the No Project 
Alternative. The “No Project” analysis discusses the existing conditions as well as what would reasonably be 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project was not approved (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6 
(e)(2) and (3)(A)).  

For this analysis, the No Project assumes no construction. The existing zoning and general plan classification allows 
for the construction of a building up to 62,200 square feet (based on a parcel size of 1.68 acres and an FAR of 
0.85). Realistically, due to the topography of the site, and the need for parking and a septic system, a potential 
building would not greatly exceed the 9,100 square foot building that is proposed. Therefore the “allowable use” 
version of the No Project Alternative would not provide a useful comparison for decision makers or the public. 
Instead, the No Project Alternative assumes the site would remain vacant.  
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Impact Analysis 

As no construction would occur, the potential for project activities to impact special status birds, or expose workers 
or customers to NOA would be avoided. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives.  

4.5 Comparison of Alternatives  
Table 4-1 shows the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project, prior to implementation 
of mitigation measures, compared to the potential effects of the project alternatives. If a project alternative would 
have new or substantially greater impacts than the proposed project, this is also noted in the table.  

Project impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, population and 
housing, public services and recreation, and utilities would be less than significant. The project alternatives would 
not increase these impacts to a potentially significant level, and they are therefore not presented in the table.  

Table 4-1. Environmental Comparison of Alternatives 

Impact  Proposed Project No Project Alternative 
Air Quality 3.2.3  PS NI- 
Biological Resources 3.3.1  PS NI- 
Cultural Resources 3.4.4 PS NI- 

Notes: LTS Less than Significant; NI No Impact; PS Potentially Significant (prior to mitigation); SU Significant and Unavoidable; + 
Increased Impact; - Decreased Impact  

4.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative  
CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify the environmental superior alternative (Section 15126.6 (e)(2)). If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project” Alternative, the EIR must identify an environmentally 
superior alternative from among the other alternatives.  

The “No Project Alternative” would avoid all significant impacts associated with the proposed project. No other 
feasible “build” alternative has been identified.  
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5 Other CEQA Considerations 
Section 15126 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project 
must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, development, 
and operation. As part of this analysis, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must also identify (1) significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project, (2) significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the 
proposed project is implemented, (3) significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project, (4) growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project, and (5) alternatives 
to the proposed project (evaluated in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives). 

5.1 Significant Environmental Effects 
Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of this Draft Final EIR provide a comprehensive overview of the proposed project’s 
significant environmental effects, including the level of significance both before and after mitigation. These impacts 
are also identified in the Executive Summary.  

5.2 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that cannot be avoided, 
even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The environmental effects of the proposed project are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of this Draft Final EIR. All potentially significant impacts related to 
the project can be avoided or substantially reduced through implementation of feasible mitigation measures. There are no 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from the proposed project.  

5.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
Section 15126.2 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible environmental 
change that would be caused by the proposed project. However, Section 15127 limits the discussion of irreversible 
changes to EIRs prepared in connection with any of the following activities: 

a. The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency; 

b. The adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making determinations; or 

c. A project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact statement 
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

The proposed project does not involve any of the activities described in Section 15127. Therefore, no further 
discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes is provided.  

5.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
As required by Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss ways in which a proposed project 
could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 
the surrounding environment. Also, the EIR must discuss the characteristics of the project that could encourage 
and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
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Growth can be induced in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to growth, the stimulation 
of economic activity within the region, or the establishment of policies or other precedents that directly or indirectly 
encourage additional growth. Under CEQA, this growth is not to be considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, 
or of significant consequence. Induced growth would be considered a significant impact if it can be demonstrated 
that the potential growth, directly or indirectly, significantly affects the environment. 

These circumstances are further described below. 

• Elimination of Obstacles to Growth: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project removes infrastructure 
limitations or provides infrastructure capacity or removes regulatory constraints that could result in growth 
unforeseen at the time of project approval. 

• Economic Effects: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project could cause increased activity in the local 
or regional economy. Economic effects can include such effects as the “multiplier effect.” A “multiplier” is an 
economic term used to describe interrelationships among various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect 
provides a quantitative description of the direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and induced 
employment growth. The multiplier effect acknowledges that the on-site employment and population growth of 
each project is not the complete picture of growth caused by the project. 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-inducing effect, 
though not necessarily a significant one. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service 
infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains, and sewer lines into 
areas that are not currently provided with these services would be expected to support new development. Similarly, 
the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle, including existing growth and development policies, could result 
in new growth.  

The proposed project is located in the community of Cool in a small commercial district where some utilities (water 
and storm drain) are available. The Georgetown Divide Public Utility District provides water service to the area and 
the project would connect to the existing water infrastructure located on the west side of the property. The site is 
not served by a wastewater system; therefore, the project would install an on-site septic system. The project would 
connect to the existing stormwater collection system and would include an on-site drainage retention area. Existing 
development or areas planned for development are located to the north, south, east and west of the project site; 
therefore, the project would not encourage future growth in these areas. Undeveloped parcels are located to the 
south and east of the project site, which are designated for future commercial uses and could feasibly be developed 
in the future. The proposed project would not eliminate any constraints that are currently obstacles to growth in this 
portion of the County, such as access to infrastructure including roads and water supply. 

Economic Effects 

The proposed project would affect the local economy through construction of a new commercial use that would 
encourage people who live in Cool or in the surrounding County to not have to drive to take purchase goods and supplies. 

Additional local employment can be generated through the multiplier effect, as discussed previously in this chapter. The 
multiplier effect tends to be greater in regions with larger, diverse economies due to a decrease in the requirement to 
import goods and services from outside the region.  
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Two different types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect. Indirect employment 
includes those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of direct employment associated 
with the project. Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity to the places of employment and residence. 

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the economic effect beyond 
the expenditures of the residents within the project area to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services 
necessary to support residences that reside locally. When a manufacturer buys or sells products, the employment 
associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment. 

For example, when an employee of the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the employee lunch holds 
a job that is indirectly related to the proposed project. When the server then goes out and spends money in the 
economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are considered induced employment. 

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus, it includes the economic 
effect of the dollars spent by those employees and residents who support the employees of the project.  

The project would employ three employees per shift, in two shifts. Accounting for part-time staff, the project could 
account for six to ten employees. This would be the direct employment of the project. Indirect and induced 
employment would be minimal, as the project could be served by existing services and suppliers. It is anticipated 
that employees will be drawn from the local area. Thus, as described in the Initial Study, Appendix A of this EIR, the 
growth inducement impacts on population and housing would not be significant.  

The proposed project is a retail use that would generate additional sales in the community. While additional 
economic activity may generally be seen as positive, the potential adverse physical effects of economic change are 
discussed in Section 3.15, Urban Decay.  

5.5 Cumulative Impacts  
CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated with the 
proposed project. This assessment involves examining project-related effects on the environment in the context of 
similar effects that have been caused by past or existing projects, and the anticipated effects of future projects. As 
indicated in the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts need not provide the same level of detail as 
project-related impacts. The discussion should be guided by “standards of practicality and reasonableness” (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15130(b)). Although project-related impacts can be individually minor, the cumulative effects of 
these impacts, in combination with the impacts of other projects, could be significant under CEQA and must be 
addressed (Section 15130(a)). Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project, taken together 
with the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects are 
significant, the lead agency then must determine whether the project’s incremental contribution to such significant 
cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant in and of itself). 

Each technical section included in Chapter 3 provides an evaluation of the project’s contribution to any significant 
cumulative impact. 

Cumulative Context 

To ensure an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts is included in an EIR, CEQA allows the lead agency to use 
either a list of past, present, and probable future projects (including those projects outside of the control of the lead 

21-0733 P 280 of 479



5 – Other CEQA Considerations 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 
April 2021 5-4 

agency), or projections included in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan like a general plan (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15130(b)(1)). The general cumulative impact context for evaluating cumulative impacts for the 
technical issue areas evaluated in Chapter 3 of this Draft Final EIR uses the list method. All recently approved and 
pending projects in the Cool planning area were reviewed. The following two projects were identified: Design Review 
Permit for new signage for 76 gas station (DR-R19-0003) and Conditional Use Permit for a proposed cell tower 
(S17-0019). 

The cumulative analysis in each of the technical sections evaluates the proposed project’s contribution to the 
cumulative scenario. The technical sections in Chapter 3 evaluate the project’s cumulative impacts at the end of 
the impacts analysis including a description of the cumulative context for each issue area evaluated. 

5.6 Other Considerations 
The Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix A) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed project 
and concludes that due to certain aspects of the project, project characteristics, or existing regulatory requirements, 
the project is not anticipated to have significant impacts on the following resources: agriculture and forestry resources, 
mineral resources, noise and population and housing. The following analysis provides an overview that explains why 
the project would not adversely affect these resources and therefore these resources or topics are not further analyzed 
in this Draft EIR. The Initial Study prepared for the project includes more information that addresses these issue areas 
and is included in Appendix A. 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

The California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Map and the El Dorado County Important Farmland 
map classifies the project site as Urban and Built-up Land (DOC 2016). The project site is designated for commercial 
uses and is not located within or adjacent to lands designated with the County’s Agricultural (A) General Plan Land 
Use Overlay. The project site also does not contain and land under a Williamson Act Contract and would not conflict 
with existing zoning for agricultural use. Lastly, the project site does not support forested areas and is not 
designated as Timberland Preserve Zone (TPZ) or other forest land according to the County’s General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 
use, affect lands under a Williamson Act contract, or contribute to a loss of forestry resources resulting in no impact, 
thus this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Mineral Resources 

The project site is not mapped by the State of California Division of Mines and Geology or the County’s General Plan 
as located within a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ). The project site does not contain any mineral resources of known 
local or statewide economic value. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to mineral resources and 
this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Noise 

Project construction and operation would generate an increase in noise and potential vibration. Construction 
activities would comply with the County’s noise standards for construction outlined in General Plan Policy 6.5.1.11, 
which sets forth limitations of construction activities allowed from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday 
and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends and federally recognized holidays. The closest sensitive receptors in the 
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vicinity of the project include single family residences located east of the project site, the nearest of which is 
approximately 775 feet from the site. Due to the distance of the nearest receptor, the topography of the project site, and 
the small size of the proposed structure, operation of the proposed project would not be anticipated to increase the 
ambient noise levels in the area in excess of the County’s established noise thresholds for lands designated for 
commercial uses in the General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to noise and this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Population and Housing 

The project site is undeveloped and does not contain any residences. The proposed project also does not include 
the construction of new homes; however, it does include the construction of a retail use that could create a limited 
number of new construction jobs and less than 10 retail jobs in the region. While the addition of new employment 
opportunities could increase the County’s population, it is anticipated that the majority of construction workers and 
project employees would likely be existing residents of the County or surrounding areas. As such, the proposed 
project is unlikely to result in a demand for new housing and no stock would be displaced by the proposed project 
nor would the project displace any people. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact population or housing 
in the County and this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 
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6 Preparers  
This section identifies the preparers of the EIR and persons consulted.  

El Dorado County 

Planning and Building Department 

Rommel Pabalinas, Planning Manager 
Evan Mattes, Senior Planner  

County staff consulted: 

Natalie K. Porter, El Dorado County Department of Transportation 
Tia L. Raamot, El Dorado County Department of Transportation 
Rania Serieh, Air Quality Engineer, El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 
Bryan Vyverberg, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist, El Dorado County Environmental Management Dept. 

Dudek  

Consultants to El Dorado County  

Brian Grattidge, Project Manager 
Kimberly Asbury, Planner 
Angelica Chiu, Planner 
Monika Krupa, Planner 
Matthew Morales, Air Quality, GHG, and Energy  
Ryan Munnikhuis, Geology and Hydrology  
Perry Russell, P.G., Geology and Hydrology 
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7 Comments and Responses 
to Comments 

This chapter includes comments received during public circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 

EIR) prepared for the DR19-0006-Cool General Retail Project (proposed project) responses were prepared to 

address comments on significant environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on January 7, 2021 and ended on February 

23, 2021. El Dorado County (County) received 18 comment letters on the Draft EIR. Responses to all written 

comments have been included in this chapter. The commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s 

letter appear are listed below. In addition, comments received at the Planning Commission’s hearing of January 28, 

2021, are addressed after the comment letters.  

Table 7-1. Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter 

Number Commenter Date Received Page No. 

State Agencies 

S1 Greg Hendricks, Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 

February 26, 2021  

Individuals and Organizations 

P1 Aloha Adams, Cool Pilot Hill Advisory Committee February 8, 2021  

P2 Shirley Waltz February 18, 2021  

P3 Pam Sheil February 21, 2021  

P4 Alice Jorgensen February 22, 2021  

P5 Amanda Dunphy February 22, 2021  

P6 Carolyn Loomis February 22, 2021  

P7 Cynthia Jolicoeur Rood February 22, 2021  

P8 Erin McChesney February 22, 2021  

P9 Jessica Juarez February 22, 2021  

P10 Linda Hurd February 22, 2021  

P11 Lorna Dobrovolny February 22, 2021  

P12 Margaret Slemmer February 22, 2021  

P13 Maureen Mulcahy February 22, 2021  

P14 Nicole Picker February 22, 2021  

P15 Shaunda Crane February 22, 2021  

P16 Theresa Valdez February 22, 2021  

P17 Law Office of Donald B. Mooney February 23, 2021  

P18 S. Higginbottom February 22, 2021  

P19 Carolynne Angleton February 21, 2021  

P20 Jennifer O’Connor February 22, 2021  

P21 Chris Hale February 17, 2021  

P22 Matt Phillips February 21, 2021  

P23 Sara and Tim Schwartz Kendall February 18, 2021  

P24 Rosie Borba February 21, 2021  
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Table 7-1. Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter 

Number Commenter Date Received Page No. 

P25 Christine Barrett February 22, 2021  

P26 Beth Dougherty February 22, 2021  

P27 Taira Mulliken February 21, 2021  

P28 Laurel Posey February 19, 2021  

Public Hearing  

 Planning Commission (Workshop on DEIR during 45-day 

Public Review) 

January 28, 2021  

 

The comment letters have been numbered sequentially and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more 

than one, has been assigned a number. The responses to each comment first identify the number of the comment 

letter and then the number assigned to each issue (Response P1-1, for example, indicates that the response 

addresses the first issue raised in comment Letter P1). 

In the interest of providing a comprehensive response, and avoiding duplication, where multiple commenters have 

addressed the same issue, a Master Response has been prepared. These Master Responses are provided below, 

followed by the comment letters and the responses to individual comments.  

Master Responses 

Master Response 1 – Transportation Impact Analysis and COVID-19 

This Master Response addresses the preparation of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed 

project, the timing of traffic count data, and the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on existing conditions. It must be 

noted that the TIA evaluates the effects of project-related traffic on key intersections in the project vicinity, using 

level of service (LOS), which is a measure of traffic delay. As of July 1, 2020, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 

pursuant to the implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743, prohibits the use of automobile delay in determining the 

significance of a transportation impact under CEQA. Therefore, the TIA does not constitute substantial evidence of 

an impact under CEQA. Rather, it is provided as an informational document to the public and the Planning 

Commission, and to determine consistency with General Plan policies related to LOS.  

The TIA was prepared July 24, 2019, and revised March 9, 2020. Consistent with County standards and 

transportation planning practice, the existing traffic conditions are based on traffic counts collected on a weekday 

without rain. Traffic counts were collected on Wednesday, June 12, 2019. This date precedes the occurrence of 

COVID-19. It is also noted that the local school district was not in session at this time. However, the peak traffic 

period evaluated was from 4:00 to 6:00, when school-related traffic would have subsided.  

An Addendum to the TIA was prepared on September 16, 2020, to evaluate the effects of project-related traffic on 

Saturdays. Saturday analysis is typically not required by the County. However, the Addendum was prepared in 

response to specific concerns regarding weekend recreational traffic in the vicinity. Traffic counts for the Addendum 

were collected on Saturday, August 29, 2020. While regional recreational facilities were open at this time, it is 

assumed that COVID-19 health recommendations had an effect on traffic. Therefore, Saturday traffic data for SR 
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49/SR 193 traffic data provided by a commercial data service (Streetlight) was compared for July – August 2019 

and July – August 2020 (see pages 4-5 of the TIA Addendum). On average, the 2020 counts were 8% lower than 

the (pre-COVID-19) 2019 counts. Therefore, the August 29, 2020 collected data was adjusted upwards by 10% to 

account for the effects of COVID-19 on traffic conditions.  

Master Response 2 – Truck Traffic  

Comments on project-generated truck traffic focus on three issues: (1) increases in truck traffic on State Route 

(SR) 49 and the vicinity of Cool, (2) turn movements at Northside Drive, and (3) restrictions on truck routes placed 

on the proposed project.  

The proposed project would require approximately one to two semi-trailer truck deliveries per week. This would not 

be considered a substantial increase in truck traffic. For comparison, Caltrans traffic count data from 2018 

indicate that the annual average daily truck traffic on SR 49, north of SR 193, is 650, compared to an overall 

annual average daily traffic of 8,900 vehicles (Caltrans 2018). Truck traffic on SR 49 therefore represents 7.3% 

of all traffic. The proposed project would add up to two truck trip per week, compared to the 650 daily truck trips 

on SR 49, as measured in 2018. This represents an increase of 0.04% in truck traffic on a weekly basis. 

Additionally, while any increase in vehicle delay or congestion is not considered a significant impact under CEQA, 

it is noted that the TIA found that project-related traffic, including trucks, would not result in County LOS standards 

being exceeded at any study intersection.  

The ability of trucks to turn safely in and out of Northside Drive has been evaluated by County Department of 

Transportation staff. Using a standard turning radius template for the type of semi-trailer trucks that would serve 

the project site, it has been determined that Northside Drive can safely be accessed by delivery trucks. Please see 

the turning analysis included at the end of this chapter.  

Regarding the third issue, during the project hearing before the Planning Commission on May 28, 2020, the 

Planning Commission included a condition of approval, which was agreed upon by the applicant, to route delivery 

trucks serving the proposed project from US Route (US) 50. Delivery trucks would avoid SR 49 between Interstate 

80 and Cool. The Planning Commission’s approval of the project was appealed to the Board of Supervisors, and 

on July 14, 2020, the Board reversed the approval of the project, pending preparation of an EIR. Therefore, due to 

the Board’s action vacating the approval, there is no truck restriction in place at this time. Furthermore, the 

restriction applies only to deliveries to the proposed Cool site, and not other Dollar General stores, existing or 

proposed, in the County. Several commenters noted that a truck carrying a Dollar General trailer temporarily 

blocked SR 49, north of Cool, the week of February 25, 2021. While the circumstances of this accident are not 

clear, it must be noted that there was no restriction in place that was violated by this event.  

Master Response 3 – Urban Decay  

Several commenters raised concerns with economic impacts and “urban decay.”  

First, it should be noted that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131[a]). The California Appellate Court has stated it this way: “CEQA is 

not a fair competition statutory scheme (Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. v. County of Alameda [2000] 

94 Cal.Rptr.2d 740).” Therefore, it is acknowledged that a project may have an economic effect, even an adverse 

economic effect on individual businesses, but this, by itself, is not a significant effect on the environment.  
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The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131[a]) further state:  

An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 

anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in 

turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes caused in 

turn by economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 

trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes. 

This analysis is most commonly related to “urban decay.” The State of California Fifth District Court of Appeal ruled 

that CEQA can require analysis of physical urban decay or deterioration resulting from the development of new 

shopping centers (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184).1  

As described in Bakersfield Citizens and subsequent caselaw, urban decay is defined as physical deterioration to 

properties or structures that is so prevalent, substantial, and lasting for a significant period of time that it impairs 

the proper utilization of the properties and structures, and the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding 

community. The manifestations of urban decay include such visible conditions as plywood-boarded doors and 

windows, uncontrolled truck parking, long term unauthorized use of the properties and parking lots, extensive gang 

and other graffiti and offensive words painted on buildings, dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, 

broken parking barriers, broken glass littering the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of 

building maintenance, homeless encampments, and unsightly and dilapidated fencing.  

As described in Guidelines Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, and elaborated on by the courts, an urban 

decay analysis will typically follow three steps: (1) would the proposed project cause such significant economic 

change that multiple businesses may be forced to close; (2) due to the economic change, would the property owners 

be unable to re-lease or re-use the properties of closed businesses, causing the vacancies to become long-term, 

and (3) would the vacant commercial properties be allowed to decay to a point where it had a substantial physical 

effect on the community that would result in further disinvestment and urban decay. 

The urban decay analysis is provided in Section 3.15 of the EIR. The economic information used in this analysis is 

based on the Economic Analysis prepared by ALH Urban & Regional Economics (November 26, 2019), included 

as Appendix J of this EIR. The analysis finds that the proposed project will compete with local businesses for some 

product categories. However, the analysis also shows there is sales “leakage” in the community, meaning some 

local sales demand is being met by consumers shopping in stores outside of Cool, such as Auburn and Placerville. 

The proposed project is expected to recapture some of that sales leakage, which may also encourage more local 

shopping. The analysis also shows that while the proposed project carries a variety of products, it would not result 

in excessive sales in any one category. Dollar General also does not have more specialized products, or a great 

range of products with any given category, unlike the local businesses. Because of Dollar General’s relatively low 

sales volume, which will be divided among many retail categories, compounded by the market area’s limited supply 

of existing retailers, it seems likely that Dollar General’s capture of market area retail demand would not result in 

existing area stores losing a significant volume of existing sales through sales diversion. 

As the chain of events does not pass the first test – significant business closure – the EIR does not discuss 

vacancies. Some commenters have noted existing vacancies in the area. A field visit on April 9, 2021 identified 

two vacancies: one in the development on the west side of SR 49 (the “Boardwalk”)_and one adjacent to Wells 

Fargo Bank in the shopping center anchored by Holiday Market. There is no indication that the vacant properties 

 
1 In using the term “urban decay,” the appellate court specifically noted that “urban decay” is distinct from “urban blight,” which, 

per the California Health & Safety Code (Sections 33030 to 33039) definition, is not applicable to this project. 
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are not being properly maintained, which is a key element of urban decay. In addition, El Dorado County has a 

code enforcement program that can compel property owners to maintain their properties in a proper manner.  

For these reasons, the EIR concluded that while the proposed project would economically compete with local 

businesses, this would not result in a significant urban decay impact.  

Master Response 4 – Oak Trees  

Several commenters noted the differences in the description of on-site trees between the EIR and the Biological 

Resources Report (included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR). This is explained on pages 3.3-13 and 3.3-14 of the 

Draft EIR. The impact assessment in the Draft EIR, including Table 3.3-1 is based on the Oak Resources Technical 

Report prepared for the County, and included as Appendix E of the Draft EIR ((Table 3.3-1 mistakenly sources 

Appendix D, which is corrected in the Final EIR; the text discussion in Impact 3.3-3 correctly identifies Appendix E).  

The Biological Resources Report was prepared by Bole and Associates as part of the project application package 

submitted to the County in 2019 (and then revised in February 2020 in response to peer review by the County’s 

environmental consultant, Dudek). The Biological Resources Report included information on trees located on the 

project site. However, this report was not prepared by a certified arborist and did not meet the requirements of the 

County’s Oak Resources Management Plan (Ordinance No. 5061). Therefore, the County directed its 

environmental consultant to prepare the Oak Resources Technical Report consistent with the requirements of 

Ordinance No. 5061. Discrepancies in measurements can occur based on where the diameter of a tree is 

measured, and can particularly be problematic on multi-trunked trees. Notably, the discrepancy in the tree size 

noted in Comment P17-2 is due to a miscalculation of a multi-trunk interior live oak in the Biological Resources 

Report, which is corrected in the Oak Resources Technical Report. Therefore, the Draft EIR and the County Staff 

Report rely on the Oak Resources Technical Report, rather than the Biological Resources Report.  

Master Response 5 – Naturally Occurring Asbestos  

Several comments noted the potential presence of naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) in the project area. This is 

discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR. While NOA has not been identified at the site, according to County-generated 

maps, the project site is located within the quarter-mile buffer zone of areas where NOA is more likely to occur 

(see Bole and Associates, “Opinion Regarding Naturally Occurring Asbestos on El Dorado County APN 071-500-

037,” 2019; and El Dorado County 2015). In addition, the NRCS soil survey indicates that Delpiedra loam may be 

present on site, which is a soil that may contain weathered serpentine at depths of 12 inches. Therefore, due to 

the potential for NOA to occur, the EIR finds this to be a potentially significant impact and identifies Mitigation 

Measure AQ-1. Measure AQ-1 would require preparation of a geologic evaluation of the property to determine that 

no serpentine, ultramafic rock, or asbestos is likely to be found in the area to be disturbed. This geologic evaluation 

shall be prepared by a Professional Geologist and submitted to the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) for 

consideration prior to issuance of building permits. If NOA bearing soils or rock formations are identified, the 

project applicant shall adhere to all applicable regulations and control measures for fugitive dust emissions and 

asbestos hazards mitigation as required by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) Rule 

223 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 223-2 (Fugitive Dust – Asbestos Hazard Mitigation). Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is a 

standard measure required for any project in the County when more than 20 cubic yards of earth will be moved at 

a site identified within an Asbestos Review Area (El Dorado County 2015).  
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Comment P17-4 states that implementing air district rules does not demonstrate substantial evidence that 

potential impacts related to NOA would be reduced to less than significant. However, the specific intent of Rule 

223-2 is to “mitigate asbestos emissions” in a manner that would not create a significant hazard to construction 

workers or nearby receptors (EDCAQMD 2005). Notably, there are no sensitive receptors including residences, 

schools, or daycare facilities near the project site. The guidance in Rule 223-2 is consistent with the California Air 

Resources Board Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and 

Surface Mining Operations, adopted in 2002. The ACTM is designed to avoid significant health impacts related to 

NOA. The CARB ACTM is referenced by the United States Environmental Protection Agency in its guidance 

document, “Naturally Occurring Asbestos: Approaches for Reducing Exposure” (EPA 2008).  

In addition, Rule 223-2 does not recommend a one size fits all solution. It requires preparation of a plan that will 

address NOA tailored to the conditions of the project site. Rule 223-2 sets a standard that visible emissions shall 

not exceed No. 0 on the Ringelmann Chart, or 0% opacity per US EPA Method 9, at 25 feet from the point of origin 

and at the property line. The plan shall include Best Management Practices identified in Rule 223-2 including the 

use of water or soil stabilizers to prevent fugitive dust, limits on vehicle speed on the construction site, cessation 

of activities in high winds, soil management, track out control, .and other approved methods. The plan may include 

monitoring of airborne NOA if required by the Air Pollution Control Officer and implementation of additional 

measures to reduce NOA exposure to a safe (less than significant) level.  

Master Response 6 – Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities  

There are currently no sidewalks in the area surrounding the proposed project, including Northside Drive. There is 

cross walk at SR 49 and SR 193 (on the south and east legs of the intersection).  

There are no bicycle facilities currently at SR 49 and Northside Drive. There is a Class I Bikeway (separate shared-

use path) south of the project. The Class I Bikeway begins at Cave Valley Road (south of the project site) along the 

west side of SR 49, connects via the crosswalks at the SR 49/SR 193 intersection, to continue along the north side 

of SR 193 to Auburn Lake Trails. This Class I Bikeway was constructed beginning in 2014 and provides a multi-use 

trail for pedestrian and bicyclist use. The El Dorado County Active Transportation Plan (February 2020) identifies 

SR 49 as a future Class II Bikeway (separate on-street lane) from Placerville to the Auburn State Recreation Area. 

The proposed project will be required to either construct the Class II Bikeway along the frontage of their property, 

or contribute an in-lieu fee to the County that will be used to fund future construction of the bikeway. As funding 

has not been identified for additional segments in Cool, an in-lieu fee may be preferred as it would allow for more 

cost efficient construction in the future and avoid maintenance costs for an isolated section of bikeway. Consistent 

with the Active Transportation Plan, no sidewalks are proposed in the project vicinity. Pedestrians should use the 

crosswalk at SR 193 rather than construct new unsignalized crosswalks on SR 49 (which would be dangerous and 

may not be permitted by Caltrans).  

As part of the Addendum to the TIA, pedestrian and bicycle counts were made during the Saturday peak (12:00 to 

2:00 pm). 6 pedestrians, all at the SR 49/SR 193 intersection were counted, as were 6 cyclists (4 of which 

continued east on SR 193). No evidence of unusually high pedestrian activity within the project vicinity has been 

presented. The proposed project is consistent with adopted County plans, including the General Plan and the Active 

Transportation Plan.  
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Master Response 7 – Septic System  

Several comments were made regarding the septic system, and the use of an “above ground” septic system. The 

project site is not served by a wastewater system, and would require the use of a septic system. No “above ground” 

septic system is proposed for the project site. The septic system and potential impacts are discussed in both the 

Geology and Soils section (Impact 3.6-5) and the Hydrology and Water Quality section (Impact 3.6-1). As noted in 

the Geology and Soils section, review of the project site by the El Dorado County Environmental Management 

Department found that there is 7 feet of available soil depth for the leech field. As part of the County’s permitting 

and inspection process, a site evaluation that includes a percolation rate test and soil profile test was conducted 

to ensure that the septic system proposed is appropriate for the project site. Based on the results of the testing, 

the El Dorado County Environmental Management Department review of the proposed septic system design 

indicates that the project must show that the system would provide 889 square feet of treatment area in order to 

accommodate a daily effluent load of 800 gallons per day. In addition, the system must be certified by the National 

Sanitation Foundation Compliance. Based on the soil properties, the project proposes to use a JET J-1000 National 

Sanitation Foundation-certified septic system, with a septic field located northeast of the proposed building. The 

final design of the proposed septic system would undergo full review in accordance with Chapter 110.32 (Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems) of the El Dorado County Code.  

Master Response 8 – Public Services and Safety  

The El Dorado County General Plan sets levels of service goals for public services. For public safety – law enforcement, 

fire protection, and emergency medical services – those service goals are expressed as response times (Policy 5.1.2.2). 

For rural centers, which includes the community of Cool, those response time goals are as follows: 

• Fire District Response: 15 to 45 minute response 

• Sherriff: No standard 

• Ambulance: 20 minute response in rural regions 

The El Dorado County Fire District provided response times to the project site. Engine 72, which is stationed across 

SR 49 from the project site would have a response time of 0 minutes 22 seconds. The furthest responding Engine, 

Ruck 49, would have a response time of 29 minutes, which is still within the goal set by the General Plan.  

The nearest Sherriff’s Office substation is at 6101 Front Street in Georgetown. Sherriff’s Office does not publish 

response times for Sherriff’s patrol. Per Policy 5.1.2.2, there is no standard for sheriff response times in rural 

centers and rural regions. Policy 5.7.3.1 states that the sheriff department shall be requested to review 

development applications to determine service adequacy At the July 14, 2020, Board of Supervisors hearing 

regarding the proposed project, the Sherriff noted that other law enforcement agencies they had been in contact 

had found that while concerns had been initially raised with Dollar General stores, once in operation the stores 

had not been a significant issue. The El Dorado County Emergency Services JPA has stated they believe the project 

will not have a significant impact to Emergency Medical Services.  

The primary purpose of CEQA is to evaluate the effect of a proposed project on the physical environment. Therefore, 

as described in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, public service impacts are typically analyzed in terms of the 

need for new or expanded facilities, the construction of which would have a significant effect on the environment. 

As discussed above, none of the public safety agencies that would serve the proposed project have indicated that 
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the project would substantially impact their services, and there is no substantial evidence that the project would 

require the construction of new public facilities.  

Comment P17-11 and several other comments state Dollar General stores attract crime. Factors cited include the 

small number of employees at the store, lighting, and small or blocked windows. Comment P17-11 refers to articles 

by CNN and Business Insider. It should be noted that the incidents discussed in the articles generally occurred in 

large Midwestern cities – Dayton, Ohio and St. Louis Missouri – or rural counties in the South (Georgia, South 

Carolina). No data for the Western United States is provided. It should be noted that Dayton and St. Louis have 

extremely high violent crime rates compared to the national average, as does Baltimore, Maryland, also cited in 

the articles (Fieldstadt 2020). This raises the issue if criminal activity at Dollar General stores at these locations 

are more reflective of regional conditions, which are not present in El Dorado County.  

Regarding visibility and lighting, factors specifically cited in the articles, the parking lot and exterior of the proposed 

project would be lit according to County standards. This does not seem to be the case with stores discussed in the 

articles. In addition, the El Dorado County sign ordinance prohibits signage that would block more than 25% of the 

window area.   
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Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

26 February 2021 

Evan Mattes 
County of El Dorado 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT, DR19-0006/COOL GENERAL RETAIL PROJECT, 
SCH#2020049050, EL DORADO COUNTY 

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse's 6 January 2021 request, the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the 
Request for Review for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the DR19-0006/Cool 
General Retail Project, located in El Dorado County. 

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and 
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding 
those issues. 

I. Regulatory Setting 

Basin Plan 
The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for 
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to 
ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of 
implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal 
regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public 
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean 
Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and the 
Antidegradation Policy are the State's water quality standards. Water quality 
standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.36, 
and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38. 

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws, 
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin 
Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as 
required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has 
adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by 
the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office of 
Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental 
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Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after 
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three 
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the appropriateness 
of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues. For more 
information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River Basins, please visit our website: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/basin plans/ 

Antidegradation Considerations 
All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water 
Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in 
the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74 
at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/basin plans/sacsjr 2018 
05.pdf 

In part it states: 

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment 
or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but 
also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum 
benefit to the people of the State. 

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential 
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background 
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives. 

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should evaluate 
potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality. 

II. Permitting Requirements 

Construction Storm Water General Permit 
Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects 
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that 
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the 
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit 
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes 
clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or 
excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore 
the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit 
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the 
State Water Resources Control Board website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht 
ml 
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Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits1 

The Phase I and II MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff 
flows from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own 
development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post
construction standards that include a hydromodification component. The MS4 
permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the 
early stages of a project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the 
development plan review process. 

For more information on which Phase I MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the 
Central Valley Water Board website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/storm water/municipal p 
ermits/ 

For more information on the Phase II MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the 
State Water Resources Control Board at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/phase ii munici 
pal.shtml 

Industrial Storm Water General Permit 
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the 
regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-
0057-DWQ. For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, 
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/storm water/industrial ge 
neral permits/index.shtml 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 
If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters 
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be 
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section 404 
permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the 
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If 
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to 
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration 
Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento 
District of USACE at (916) 557-5250. 

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit-Water Quality Certification 
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, 
Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic 

1 Municipal Permits = The Phase I Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) 
Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 
people) and large sized municipalities (serving over 250,000 people). The Phase II 
MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s, 
which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals. 
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General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this 
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and 
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central 
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for 
401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality 
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/water quality certificatio 
n/ 

Waste Discharge Requirements - Discharges to Waters of the State 
If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., "non
federal" waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed 
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by 
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other 
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to 
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water 
N PDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website 
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to surface wat 
er/ 

Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400 
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging 
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state 
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water 
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DV\/Q (General Order 2004-0004). For more 
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources 
Control Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water guality/200 
4/wgo/wgo2004-0004 .pdf 

Dewatering Permit 
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be 
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board 
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central 
Valley Water Board's Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge 
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) RS-2018-0085. Small temporary construction 
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation 
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage 
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central 
Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge. 

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application 
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water guality/2003/ 
wgo/wgo2003-0003.pdf 
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For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process, 
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/waiv 
ers/rS-2018-0085.pdf 

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit 
If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to 
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will 
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to 
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat 
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete Notice of 
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under 
the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding the Limited 
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water 
Board website at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gene 
ral orders/rS-2016-0076-01.pdf 

NPDES Permit 
If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface 
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project 
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the 
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NP DES Penn it. For more infom,ation 
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process , visit the Central Valley 
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca .gov/centralvalley/help/permit/ 

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4709 
or Greg.Hendricks@waterboards.ca.gov. 

c~~-
Greg Hendricks 
Environmental Scientist 

cc: State Clearinghouse unit, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, 
Sacramento 
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Letter S1 

COMMENTER: Greg Hendricks, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

DATE: February 26, 2021 

Comment S1-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Central Valley 

Water Board) comments on the Draft EIR pertaining to surface and groundwater.  

Response S1-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments on the Draft EIR and no further response is required. 

Comment S1-2 

The comment summarizes the requirement to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas within the Central 

Valley region. Basin Plans are modified, if necessary, using Basin Plan amendments. Basin Plan amendments are 

only affective after approval from the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) but must also be approved by the State 

Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) and the USEPA. The Basin Plan is reviewed every three years 

to assess the appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates other Basin Planning issues.  

Response S1-2 

The proposed project would comply with the water quality objectives specified in the applicable Basin Plan, as 

discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of this EIR. The project would comply with applicable water 

quality regulatory requirements, including implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP), 

stormwater best management practices (BMPs), and low impact development (LID) design, which would minimize 

potential off-site surface water quality impacts and contribute to a reduction in water quality impacts within the 

overall Upper American River Watershed. With compliance with these regulatory requirements, the project would 

reduce potential water quality impairment of surface waters and would not conflict with or obstruct the Central 

Valley Basin Plan with respect to water quality. 

Comment S1-3 

The comment states that wastewater discharges must comply with antidegradation policies in the Basin Plan and 

State Water Board Resolution 68-16, and antidegradation analysis are a mandatory element in the NPDES and 

the land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements permitting process. The Draft EIR should evaluate potential 

impacts to surface and ground water. 
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Response S1-3 

The proposed project would comply with the Basin Plan (see Response S1-2) and all applicable antidegradation 

regulatory requirements including State Water Board Resolution 68-16. With respect the groundwater management, 

the project site is not located within a regulated groundwater management plan and the project would not result in a 

substantial amount of impermeable surfaces such that on-site groundwater recharge rates are substantially affected. 

Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct any local or regional sustainable groundwater management 

plans. See Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR for further discussion. 

Comment S1-4 

The comments states that a project that disturbs one or more acres of soil is required to obtain a Construction 

General Permit, which requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP.  

Response S1-4 

The proposed project would disturb more than one acre of soil and thus would be regulated by NPDES General 

Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, Order No. 99-08-DWQ. The Construction 

General Permit requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP that must contain a visual monitoring 

program, a chemical monitoring program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of 

BMPs, and a sediment-monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list for 

sediment. As referenced in Response S1-2 and discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 

proposed project would implement a SWPPP including BMPs for stormwater runoff that would adhere to all 

applicable requirements. 

Comment S1-5 

The comment states that Phase I and II MS4 permits require permittees to reduce pollutants and runoff flows 

using BMPs to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The MS4 permittees have LID/post construction standards 

and require specific design concepts to help meet these standards.  

Response S1-5 

As stated, the project would comply with applicable water quality regulatory requirements, including 

implementation of a SWPPP, stormwater BMPs and LID design standards. Compliance with these regulatory 

requirements would reduce pollutants and runoff flows from the new development. 

Comment S1-6 

The comment states that stormwater discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the Industrial 

Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ. 
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Response S1-6 

The proposed project is not associated with an industrial site; therefore, this comment is noted and no further 

response is required. 

Comment S1-7 

Projects involving the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or wetlands may need a permit 

pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If this permit is needed, it will 

be reviewed by the Central Valley Water Board. Projects that require surface water drainage realignment will need 

to contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.  

Response S1-7 

No federally-protected jurisdictional wetland habitats were identified within the project site.  

Comment S1-8 

A Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project 

activities if a USACE permit or any other federal permit is required.  

Response S1-8 

The proposed project does not require a USACE permit nor any other federal permit, and therefore would not 

require a Water Quality Certification. 

Comment S1-9 

The comment states that a proposed project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be 

issued by the Central Valley Water Board if USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State are 

present in the proposed project area. Discharges to all waters of the state, including wetlands, are subject to State 

regulation. Projects may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Board Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-

DWQ if excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acres or 400 linear feet and dredging activities are 

impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state.  

Response S1-9 

The project site does not support waters of the state. The proposed project would not require a WDR.  

Comment S1-10 

The comment states that projects involving construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to land may 

apply for coverage under State Water Board Low Threat General Order or the Central Valley Water Board’s Low 
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Threat Waiver. Those seeking coverage under either of these must file a Notice of Intent with the Central Valley 

Water Board prior to beginning discharge.  

Response S1-10 

The proposed project is not anticipated to encounter groundwater during construction or result in construction 

discharge and therefore would not require coverage under the State Water Board Low Threat General Order or the 

Central Valley Water Board’s Low Threat Waiver.  

Comment S1-11 

The comment states that projects involving construction dewatering and discharging the groundwater to waters of 

the United States will need a NPDES permit. These projects may be covered under a Limited Threat General Order, 

and will need to submit a Notice of Intent to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage.  

Response S1-11 

The proposed project would not involve dewatering discharges to waters of the United States.  

Comment S1-12 

The comment states that a NPDES permit is required if a project discharges waste that could affect the quality of 

surface waters of the State (other than into a community sewer). A Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted 

to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES permit.  

Response S1-12 

As discussed in Response S1-2, the project would include a SWPPP which would minimize potential off-site surface 

water quality impacts and contribute to a reduction in water quality impacts within the overall Upper American 

River Watershed. The proposed project would comply with all applicable NPDES permit requirements. 

Comment S1-13 

This comment contains contact information if there are any questions regarding the comments above.  

Response S1-13 

This comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P1 
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Comment Letter P1 Adams 

COOL PILOT HILL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Chair, Aloha Adams 

P. 0. Bax 365, Caal, CA 95614 
530-320-0887 

February 8, 2021 

CoolGeneral RetaJl@edcgov.us 

'Evan Mattes, Sr. Planner 

El Dorado County Planning Dept. 

2850 Fair Lane Court, "C" 

Placerville, CA 95667 

R: Dollar General Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Mattes: 

On behalf of the Cool Pilot Hill Advisory Committee (CPHAC), this letter is response to the Draft EIR that 

was presented to the Planning Commission last week. 

Traffic: There are several issues regarding the traffic study, first that while it is stated the study was 

done July to September, it appears it was done one day only, particularly during a non-school day and a 

year-long pandemic. This is not a predictor of the usual traffic that exists in Cool, particularly at the 

four-way stop signal at Hwy 49 and 193. 

It is noted that Ca IT rans prefers, (requires?) a straight or clean driveway entrance to Hwy 49. Northside 

Drive is NOT a straight or clean driveway entrance, not only that it is barely wide enough for two 

passenger vehicles to pass, how on earth will it accommodate a DG delivery truck and another vehicle? 

The more serious traffic problem is that the company representing Dollar General committed that their 

delivery trucks would only come from Hwy 50, to the south. Interesting that last week a large delivery 

truck for Dollar General broke down in the canyon of Hwy49 on its way to Cool from Auburn, causing 

traffic to back up both ways for over an hour. Think, if you will, of the trauma this back-up causes for 

the residents of the Divide trying to get to work, doctor appointments and other needs. Think worse of 

the family trying desperately to get a new mom in labor to the hospital to deliver a baby!! Or an 

ambulance with sirens blaring to deliver an injured or sick person to the hospital. These are real 

concerns for the Divide residents and cannot be ignored. The reality is that Dollar General and their 

representatives CANNOT be trusted to meet their commitments. Photos attached. 

Another traffic issue is the commitment that delivery trucks would ONLY turn right into Northside Drive 

because they would be coming from the south and would only make a left out of Northside Drive when 

leaving. Given last week's event, this commitment sounds like dead air and is not to be trusted. 

Safety: All of the above scenarios are also safety issues and should not be ignored by the Planning 

Commission or the Board of Supervisors. The residents of the Divide are real people with real concerns 

abouttheir safety and well-being and local government needs to consider all these important safety 

issues. 
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Economic Decay: While the powers that be argue that Dollar General would not present a negative 

economic impact on the current businesses, that argument is unfounded. Consider, if you will, that a DG 

store would not provide any goods or products that cannot already be purchased from the local 

businesses. If you consider only the usual purchases of routine products, i.e., milk, bread and snacks, 

these products are available at the Cool General Store and Holiday Market. Sierra Energy also sells 

drinks and single serve snack items. Add ing DG to the mix fails to meet a need for the community, 

particularly with its low quality products. 

Vacancies in Cool must also be taken into consideration. Currently, there are at least three vacancies in 

the area of American River Pizza and Grill, additionally, there are at least three or more vacancies in the 

Holiday Market complex. With this many vacant offices and stores, there is concern that DG will fail and 

soon be another empty space. 

Again, it should be emphasized that these are real concerns by real residents of the Divide and the 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have a responsibility to take these concerns in 

consideration and deny the permit for Dollar General. 

Sincerely yours, 

Aloha Adams, Chair 

CPHAC 

Cc: Bosfour@edcgov.us 

James. wil lia ms@edcgov.us 
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Letter P1 

COMMENTER: Aloha Adams, Cool Pilot Hill Advisory Committee 

DATE: February 8, 2021 

Comment P1-1 

The Draft EIR was presented to the Cool Pilot Hill Advisory Committee’s (CPHAC) Planning Commission. 

Response P1-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. The comment is 

noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P1-2 

The comment includes concerns about the traffic study being conducted on a non-school day during a year-long 

pandemic. The comment states that the traffic study is not a predictor of usual traffic in Cool, specifically at the 

four-way stop signal at Highway 49 and 193, because of these conditions.  

Response P1-2 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P1-3 

The comment states that Caltrans prefers (or requires) a straight or clean driveway entrance to Highway 49, but 

Northside Drive is not clean or straight. The driveway is currently narrow for two cars to pass, and a delivery truck 

will be too big for the driveway and a car to pass.  

Response P1-3 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P1-4 

The comment states that Dollar General delivery trucks are currently committed to only use Highway 50 but 

recently a large Dollar General delivery truck broke down in the canyon of Highway 49. Residents are concerned 

that trucks will not stick to their commitments of only using Highway 50. 

Response P1-4 

Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Comment P1-5 

The comment includes concerns that the commitment for delivery trucks to only turn right into Northside Drive 

when arriving, and to turn left out of Northside Drive when leaving, will not be honored. 

Response P1-5 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P1-6 

The comment requests for the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to be aware of safety concerns 

brought up by residents. 

Response P1-6 

Refer to Master Response 8. 

Comment P1-7 

The comment states that a Dollar General Store provides the same goods and products that can already be 

purchased from local business. This would result in a negative economic impact on current businesses. 

Response P1-7 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P1-8 

The comment states there are at least three other vacancies in Cool, and there are concerns that this Dollar 

General will also soon be another empty space. 

Response P1-8 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P1-9 

The comment states that the previous comments represent real concerns from residents and the Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors should take these concerns into consideration. 

Response P1-9 

The comments received on the Draft EIR shall be considered by the Planning Commission in determining whether 

or not to certify the EIR, and in their review of the Design Review Permit.   
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Comment Letter P2 Waltz 

Angelica Chiu 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Angelica Chiu 
Monday, March 1, 2021 10:41 AM 
Angelica Chiu 
FW: [CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General 
image0.png; imagel.png 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Shirley Waltz <shirleyincool@att.net> 
Date: Thu, Feb 18, 2021 at 12:02 PM 
Subject: [CoolGeneralRetail) Dollar General 
To: <bosone@edcgov.us>, <bostwo@edcgov.us>, <bosthree@edcgov.us>, <bosfour@edcgov.us>, 
<bosfive@edcgov.us>, <Coo1Genera1Retail@edcgov.us> 

Need more information, just email or call. 
> 
>> 
> Now, a promise was made by Dollar General NOT to use the canyon, I find it hard to believe that they would honor any 
promise now or in the future if they can't abide by one while still in a negotiation. 
> As for "the traffic study" what was so stated on that study is not reflective of the traffic here in the canyon and on the 
Divide or show it's negative impact on the Divide Communities, Cool is at the forefront. We who live on the Divide have 
to put up with this stupidity on an average of twice a month, many are not a statistic because the CHP is not notified but 
the Park Service feels the pain also. 
>Weare in a Covid pandemic situation, any and all traffic studies done during and until this is over would not be 

reflective of a normal traffic/road use evaluation. 
> We live where we live for a quality of life that to all of us enhances or beings. 
>Wedo not want Dollar General and what it brings with it, not here not now or in the future. 
> I would think that any agreement made by you and Dollar General would be negated by their not honoring the 
simplest of promises ...... not using the canyon. 
> The need for ED County revenues should not out weigh the want and need of the people it represents. 

> 
> Thank you 
> Shirley Hess-Waltz 
> 530-888-1954 

> 
> Sent from my iPad 

Evan Mattes 
Senior Planner 

County of El Dorado 

Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
Office: (530) 621-5994 Fax: (530) 642-0508 

I P2-3 
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evan.mattes@edcgov.com 

WARNING: This email and any attachments may contain private, confidential, and privileged material for the 
sole use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any 
attachments) by other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and 
any attachments. 
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Letter P2 

COMMENTER: Shirley Waltz 

DATE: February 18, 2021 

Comment P2-1 

The comment states that Dollar General previously promised to not use the Canyon, but they have broken that promise.  

Response P2-1 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P2-2 

The comment states that the traffic study is not reflective of actual traffic conditions. The traffic studies were all 

done during the pandemic and are not reflective of a normal traffic/road use evaluation.  

Response P2-2 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P2-3 

The comment states that the project does not enhance the quality of life of the residents in the area, and they do 

not want a Dollar General in the area. 

Response P2-3 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The 

comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P2-4 

The comment states that Dollar General promised not to use the canyon, and they broke that promise. Any 

agreements made by the Planning Department and Dollar General should be negated because this promise has 

not been kept.  

Response P2-4 

Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Comment P2-5 

The comment states that the economic needs of the County should not outweigh the wants and needs of the residents.  

Response P2-5 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The 

comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P3 
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Comment Letter P3 Sheil 

February 21, 2021 

CoolGeneralRetail@edcgov.us 

Following are my comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Dollar Store project in Cool. 

First of all, I did not see my Scoping Comments listed in the DEIR under Appendix B sent to 
coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us. That is a significant concern to me, as I wonder ifmy detailed 
comments received any consideration, or if my comments herein will get any consideration at all. 

I am very concerned with the responses in the DEIR regarding Traffic, Public Safety and 
Planning. 

I requested, in my scoping comments dated 9/30/2020, the County to perform a thorough 
EIR. This report seems to gloss over potentially significant impacts such as traffic, public safety, 
neighborhood blight/urban decay, planning/impact to local businesses, etc. 

Traffic 

Identifying traffic issues on Hwy 49 as "less than significant" is a complete falsehood. The 
report anticipates "regular truck deliveries would consist of 1-2 full size trucks visiting the store 
each week". As we saw in January of this year, "regular" Dollar General trucks can (and do) get 
stuck in the canyon, causing a significant traffic hazard and delays for many motorists. 

According to project documents, the Dollar General project is "expected to generate a total of 
578 daily trips, with roughly 11% or 62 trips during the p.m. peak hour" of 4:30-5:30pm. That is 
more than one vehicle per minute during rush hour, most of which would need to cross traffic to 
turn into and out of the parking lot. The proposed driveway can only accommodate 2 cars before 
backing up. This would overwhelm an already crowded intersection, on a segment of road that is 
already at Level of Service E which is classified as "unacceptable." 

Should this project go forward the Class 2 bike land/path which in the DEIR states "would either 
be constructed by the applicant or subject to an in-lieu fee", must be mandated to be constructed 
by the applicant. An in-lieu fee only allows the funds to be absorbed into the county and not 
designated for this specific purpose. 

Public Services: Neighborhood blight/urban decay and public safety 

This type of store is associated with run-down areas and crime. There are very few employees 
inside at any time, and the stores are always unkempt - both inside and outside. Excerpts from 
an article on msn.com (link provided in my previous email of9/3/2020, but is easily found 
online). "According to a 2018 research brief by the Institute for Local Self-Reliance, which 
advocates for small businesses. The stores undercut traditional grocery stores by having few 
employees, often only three per store, and paying them little. "While dollar stores sometimes fill 
a need in cash-strapped communities, growing evidence suggests these stores are not merely a 
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byproduct of economic distress," the brief reported. "They're a cause of it." "Store managers 
have resisted pleas to reduce trash or loitering outside their stores, saying that their responsibility 
is limited to the stores themselves." 

This type of activity would not be a "less than significant impact" related to "Substantially 
increase or expand the demand for public law enforcement protection without increasing staffing 
and equipment to maintain the Sheriff's Department goal of one sworn officer per 1,000 
residents," as indicated in the DEIR. 

Land Use/Planning, Impact to Local Businesses 

One of the primary issues that should be addressed is the Impact to Local Businesses. This 
project would have a significantly negative impact on our unique, mostly locally owned, variety 
of small businesses in Cool and the surrounding areas. 

Note: We, in our little town of Cool, are lucky to have a variety of quality shopping 
establishments. It would be a tragedy if these stores had to close because a large chain store took 
most of their business away. 

Please do not allow this project to go forward. We are also opposed to the (rumored) 
construction of a Grocery Outlet for the same reasons as detailed above, and the fact that Holiday 
Market will be negatively impacted. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Sheil 
4381 Meadowview Acres Road 
Cool, CA 95614 
pamsheil@hughes.net 

P3-5 
Cont. 
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Letter P3 

COMMENTER: Pam Sheil 

DATE: February 21, 2021 

Comment P3-1 

The comment states that previous scoping comments were not included in the Draft EIR under Appendix B. The 

commenter is concerned about responses in the Draft EIR regarding traffic, public safety and planning. The 

comment requests a thorough EIR identifying the potentially significant impacts regarding traffic, public safety, 

neighborhood blight/urban decay, and impact to local businesses. 

Response P3-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the commenter’s concerns about the adequacy of the DEIR, particularly 

regarding traffic, public safety, urban decay, and economic impact. The NOP comment letter, which was 

inadvertently left out of the DEIR Appendix B, addressed the topics of traffic, urban decay, public safety, and 

impacts to local businesses. These topics are addressed in the EIR. Specific comments are addressed below.  

Comment P3-2 

The comment states that traffic issues on Highway 49 should not be considered less than significant because 

trucks were stuck in the canyon and caused significant traffic hazards in January of 2021. 

Response P3-2 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P3-3 

The comments states that the proposed driveway would only be able to accommodate 2 cars before backing up, 

which would overwhelm an already crowded intersection on a segment of road currently classified as unacceptable 

at Level of Service E. 

Response P3-3 

The storage of 2 cars refers to the number of cars that can wait to exit the project parking lot without blocking 

access to the first aisle of parking spaces. The design of the parking lot would not adversely affect the intersection 

of SR 49 and Northside Drive.  
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Comment P3-4 

The comment states that the Class 2 bicycle lane/path should be constructed by the applicant because an in-lieu 

fee would be absorbed into the County and would not be designated to construct the Class 2 bicycle lane. 

Response P3-4 

The comment itself does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The 

comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P3-5 

The comment states that dollar stores are associated with increased crime and undercut traditional grocery stores 

by employing fewer employees. The comment refers to an article that suggests dollar stores are the cause of 

economic distress. The comment disagrees with the conclusions of the DEIR and states that these safety concerns 

are not a “less than significant impact” on local law enforcement. 

Response P3-5 

Refer to Master Response 8. 

Comment P3-6 

The comment states that impacts to locally-owned and small businesses should be addressed. The comment suggests 

that the proposed Dollar General would take away business from these stores and possibly result in store closures. 

Response P3-6 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P3-7 

The comment summarizes previous concerns, including concerns about a potential negative impact to Holiday Market.  

Response P3-7 

This comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P4 
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Comment Letter P4 Jorgensen 

2/231.1021 EdcgO\" us M.'lil - [CoolGerieralRel::ililJ Ooll;;1r store in Cool 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar store in Cool 
1 message 

'Alice Deisinger' via DS-CoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: Alice Deisinger <adeisinger@yahoo.com> 
To: Coo1Genera1Retai1@edcgov.us 

Hello, 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 12:19 PM 

I just wanted to state my opposition to the Dollar store die environmental reasons. No time to go into it. Just wanted to 
put my 2cents in. 
Thank you for yourworl<. 

Alice Jorgensen 
6891 Marshall Rd 
Lotus, Ca 

https"//ma1I .google com/ma 11/u/O?ik.•900d 19eebe&vIew: pl&sea rch=all&permthki=threact-f%3A 1692428059924485483&sim pl=msg-1'%3A 16924280599... 111 
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Letter P4 

COMMENTER: Alice Jorgensen 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P4-1 

The comment states opposition to the project for environmental reasons. 

Response P4-1 

The comment itself does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis, and 

no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P5 
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Comment Letter P5 Dunphy 

2/231.1021 EdcgovtJs M;;1i1 ~ [Coo1GeneralRet;;1ilJ 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] 
1 message 

A Colley <ca1ientegail2@gmail.com> 
To: Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

Hello, below are my concerns with establishing a Dollar General store in my community. 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 11 :05 PM 

1. Ensure an adequate traffic study is done. This should include holding off until life returns to normal after Covid, and at 
multiple times throughout the day. Three weeks ago I was an hour late to work and nearly hit by two vehicles when traffic 
came to a sudden halt because a Dollar General big rig had wrecked in the canyon passes. The vehicle was far too big to 
navigate the tight hairpin turns, yet aHempted to anyways. 

2. Pedestrian traffic must be addressed, and the inclusion of widening the road to provide sidewalks & bike lanes for safe 
travel. 

3. We must assess urban decay/blight. Dollar General will have a negative impacl on current local businesses. It is 
fiscally irresponsible to bring a business of that magnitude into our small community. 

4. An additional issue is the septic situation and waste water removal. Homeowners are not allowed to put an above 
ground septic in. Why would that exception be made for businesses? I believe this issue needs to be detved into further. 

5. An adequate environmental study must be executed to protecl endangered species. 

6. We live in a high serpentine/asbestos environment. It should be a requirement that the soil at that location be 
analyzed. Exposing an entire town (as well as residents who travel through) needs to be addressed. 

In closing I thank you for your time and attention and encourage you to include the above items as requirements in this 
EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Amanda Dunphy 
Cool Resident 

https"//ma1I .google com/ma 11/u/0?ik.=900d 19eebe&v1ew: pl&sea rch=all&permthki=threact-f%3A 1692468707900402990&sim pl=msg-1'%3A 16924687079... 111 

l P5-1 

I P5-2 

l P5-3 

J P5-4 

I P5-5 

I P5-6 

I P5-7 

I P5-8 



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-36 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  

21-0733 P 321 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-37 

Letter P5 

COMMENTER: Amanda Dunphy 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P5-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to a list of concerns with the proposed project. 

Response P5-1 

This comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P5-2 

The comment states that a traffic study should be done after the pandemic and at multiple times throughout the 

day. The comment references a recent accident involving a Dollar General truck. 

Response P5-2 

Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. 

Comment P5-3 

The comment states that pedestrian traffic should be analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the project should also include 

the widening of the road to include bicycle lanes and sidewalks.  

Response P5-3 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P5-4 

The comment states that urban decay/blight should be addressed in the Draft EIR because the project will have a 

negative impact on local businesses. 

Response P5-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 
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Comment P5-5 

The comment states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses 

should not be exempt from that rule.  

Response P5-5 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Comment P5-6 

The comment states that an adequate environmental study must be done to protect endangered species. 

Response P5-6 

A Biological Resources Report was prepared for the project and peer reviewed by the County’s consultant. It is 

included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR incorporates the report, identifying special-status plant and 

animal species with potential to occur at the project site, and identifying mitigation measures to reduce any 

potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. The comment does not include specific concerns related to the 

adequacy of the Biological Resources Report nor the DEIR. 

Comment P5-7 

The comment states that soil on the project site should be analyzed because the project is in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment, which could expose residents and people traveling through to these hazards. 

Response P5-7 

Refer to Master Response 5.  

Comment P5-8 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requests the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR. 

Response P5-8 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and 

no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P6 
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Comment Letter P6 Loomis 

212312021 Edcgov.us Mail - [CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General in Cool 

e 
[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General in Cool 
1 message 

'Carolyn Loomis' via DS-GoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: "crloomis99@yahoo.com" <cr1oomis99@yahoo.com> 
To: "Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us" <Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

This project seems all wrong for our sma" tawn. 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 12:20 PM 

I am loyal to our Holiday Market and the other small businesses in Cool. We don't need a large chain store coming in that 
would jeopardize these shops. 

I see a problem with increased traffic crossing over H;..,,ay 49 and most likely tu ming let! towards the middle of town. 

I also have seen countless times the large delivery trucks stuck in the canyon. 

Please look harder at the location and traffic patterns at this proposed site. 

I know I and many residents would boycott the store and we would be left with another empty space like the shopping 
center has. 

-Carolyn Loomis, Concerned Cool resident. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

https·/Jmc11I ,google corn/ma 1Vu/0?ik=900d 19eebe&vIew= pl.&sea rch=all&permthid=threa(;l-f%3A 16924:Z815137Z:Z67700&simpt= msg-1%3.A 16924281513 111 
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Letter P6 

COMMENTER: Carolyn Loomis 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P6-1 

The comment states that the project is wrong for the town. 

Response P6-1 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR and thus no further response 

is required. 

Comment P6-2 

The comment states that impacts to locally-owned and small businesses should be addressed, and that residents 

would be loyal to these existing businesses.  

Response P6-2 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P6-3 

The comment states that there are concerns with increased traffic crossing over Highway 49, specifically turning 

left towards the middle of town. 

Response P6-3 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P6-4 

The comment states that large delivery trucks have been stuck in the canyon previous times. 

Response P6-4 

Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Comment P6-5 

This comment asks for a more in-depth analysis of the location of the project and traffic patterns at this proposed site.  

Response P6-5 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P6-6 

This comment states that residents will boycott this store, resulting in another empty space within the town.  

Response P6-6 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See also Master Response 3. 
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Comment Letter P7 
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Comment Letter P7 Jolicoeur Rood 

2/23/2021 Edcgov.us Mail -(CoolGeneralRelail] Concerns about Dollar General store propo@I 

fi Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Concerns about Dollar General store proposal 
1 message 

Cynthia Jolicoeur <cynthia@jolicoeur.com> 
To: Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

To Evan Mattes (El Dorado County Senior Planner) , 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 1 :37 PM 

I want to echo and support the concerns raised by the Divide Preservation Society about the EIR for a proposed Dollar 
General store at Gray's Corner in Somerset. Each of the issues raised are significant and serious and I believe should 
prevent tllis project from moving forward (vehicle and pedestrian traffic safety, urban decay/blight, septic and waste water 
systems, removal of heritage oaks, and soil analysis due to potential risk of asbestos). 

I appreciate the work you and the Planning Commission are doing for the county, and encourage you NOT to approve the 
introduction of this kind of store into our lovely rural environment. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia 

Cynthia Jolicoeur Rood 
Personal Power & Courage Coach, Speaker 

O 408 713-3344 E coachcynthia@jolicoeur.com 
W www.cynthiajolicoeurrood.com 

0 0 8 0 

Let's Connect! 

# Download my free guide: 10 Essential Safety Strategies for tile 
Empowered Woman 

Book a Personal Safety Consultation 

https:/imail.google.com/mai l/u/O?ik=900d19eebe&view=pl&search=all&permthid=thraad-f%3A1692432964520604674&simpl=msg-f%3A16924329645.. 1/1 
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Letter P7 

COMMENTER: Cynthia Jolicoeur 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

This comment letter refers to a separate project in Somerset, CA. The comment will be included in the record for 

that project. No further response needed.  
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Comment Letter P8 
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Comment Letter PS McChesney 

2123/2021 Edcgov.us Mail- lCoolGerieralRetall} Dollar General 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail) Dollar General 
1 message 

'emmcchesney@yahoo.com' via DS-GoolGeneralRetail-rn <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us>Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 12:18 PM 
Reply-To: .. emmcchesney@yahoo.com" <emmcchesney@yahoo.com> 
To: "coolgeneralreta il@edcgov.us" <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

To Evan Mattes El Dorado County Senior Planner, 

First of all, I vvould like to thank each of you for your due diligence in this process. I sat in on the planning commission 
meeting and was impressed with the questions and the level of detail that you each have obviously gone into in looking at 
this project. I encourage you today, as I did at that meeting to dig deeper into each of these potential issues. Please do 
not just accept the original low-level reporting that was completed in the Mitigated EIR. 

I have shared my concerns and the many facets of them in previous emails but I'm going to re-state them here for this 
process. 

1. One of our original items of concern was public safety, as a local business owner of 15 years, (across the street from 
the site planned for DG) I leave that location often and ii is not an easy intersection to cross unless you go to the four way 
stop. Even at that I have seen many near miss accidents. many stop signs run. As we all mentioned the traffic study done 
was in adequate. I encourage you to ensure that the traffic study this time is done at multiple times throughout the day as 
well as it reasonably cannot be accomplished during Covid when regular travel is limited. My concern is that you complete 
the study during this time and when life returns to normal, we then realized the huge issue that we are dealing with. I was 
involved in the project that Lori Parlin referred from August of 2017 "Ideas for making Cool a Cooler Community" At the 
time there was discussion of putting in roundabouts in to slow the traffic at that location. It seems with the addition of 
Dollar General that would almost be a requirement. 

2. \Mthin this category is the pedestrian traffic. It would be incredibly unsafe for anyone to walk along Highway 49 
traveling to Dollar General. We all know that young people will definitely do that. So pedestrian traffic must be addressed 
and the inclusion of widening the road to provide sidewalks & bike lanes for safe travel. 

3. Another issue was urban decay/Blight. Again, as a local business owner I am confident that Dollar General will have a 
negative effect on the current local businesses. I am also confident that there are jus1 not enough dollars to spread 
around for the addition of Dollar General. It is entirely possible that our local residences will not support dollar general and 
the it itself becomes the "blight" as it as it eventually becomes empty. I feel it is fiscally irresponsible to bring a business of 
that magnitude into our small community. 

4. An additional issue that has surfaced is the septic situation and waste water removal. I don't understand The ins and 
outs of this issue however I know that homeowners trying to build on lots where the lots don't perk are not allowed to put 
an above ground septic in. Why would that exception be made for businesses? I believe this issue needs to be delved 
into further, and require a normal septic and wastewater removal system to no exceptions made for big business. 

5. The issues relating to the removal of the heritage Daks and the inconsistencies in the reporting on size & number of 
said trees should be looked at. 

6. Lastly, we live in a high serpentine/asbestos environment. I recently went to the county for a deck permit and was told if 
I moved more than 20 yards of dirt, I would have to have the soil analyzed prior to building. I am confident that they are 
moving much more than 20 yards of dirt at that site, 20 yards of dirt will be moved with just the removal of the one 
Heritage Oak. It should be a requirement that the soil at that location be analyzed. Exposing an entire town and the 
complete downtown area as well as residents who travel through should not be exposed to the potential risk of this 
asbestos. 

In closing I thank you for your time and attention and encourage you to include the above items as requirements in this 
EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Erin McChesney, 
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I agree wholeheartedly with the statements above as a resident of Cool and Pilot Hill since 1976. 

Copied with permission from: 
Carolynne Knisley 
Divide Preservation Society 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Letter P8 

COMMENTER: Erin McChesney 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P8-1 

The comment serves as an introduction and asks for a more in-depth analysis for each of the potential issues. The 

commenter states that they have shared their concerns before via email, but will be restating them. 

Response P8-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. Please see below 

regarding specific comments. . 

Comment P8-2 

The comment states that intersection is difficult to cross without using the four way stop, and many people run the 

stop sign. The commenter is concerned that traffic study was inadequate and suggests it should be done multiple 

times a day after the pandemic ends for adequate analysis. The commenter also proposes the addition of a 

roundabout to help slow the traffic at this location, as suggested in “Ideas for making Cool a Cooler Community.”  

Response P8-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the transportation analysis and COVID-19. Existing violations of traffic laws 

is not considered an effect of the project upon the environment. “Cool, California: Ideas for making Cool a ‘cooler’ 

rural community” is a report prepared in 2017 by Portland State University (PSU), with support from the El Dorado 

County Transportation Commission and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. The report suggests several 

locations where a roundabout may be desirable, although Northside Drive is not one of thos locations. It must be 

noted that this is not an adopted plan. The Active Transportation Plan and General Plan Circulation Element are 

the applicable County documents for determining consistency of the project design with County standards. A 

roundabout at Northside Drive is not identified in either of these documents. 

Comment P8-3 

This comment addresses safety concerns for pedestrian traffic, specifically for young people walking along 

Highway 49 to reach the Dollar General. The commenter is requesting for the widening of the road to provide 

sidewalks and bicycle lanes for safe travel. 

Response P8-3 

Refer Master Response 6. 
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Comment P8-4 

This comment states that issues for urban decay/blight should be analyzed because the Dollar General may have 

a negative effect on local businesses. This commenter mentions that residents will not support the project, and 

that it is fiscally irresponsible to bring this large business into a small community. 

Response P8-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P8-5 

This comment states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses 

should not be exempt from that rule.  

Response P8-5 

Refer Master Response 7. 

Comment P8-6 

This comment brings up issues relating to the removal of the heritage oaks, and the inconsistencies in the reporting 

on the size and number of trees should be addressed. 

Response P8-6 

Refer to Master Response 4. The removal of oak trees at the project site would require compliance with the El 

Dorado County Oak Resources Conservation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 5061).  

Comment P8-7 

This comment states that all of the soil should be analyzed prior to building because of the site being in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment. The commenter is also concerned the estimation of dirt removed is currently 

being underestimated. The commenter is concerned that the removal of soils without analysis could expose 

residents and people traveling through the town to asbestos.  

Response P8-7 

Refer to Master Response 5. 
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Comment P8-8 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requests the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR. 

Response P8-8 

The comment itself does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The 

comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P9 Juarez 

2123!2021 Edcgov.us Mail - [CoolGeneralRetail) Dollar tn3'e concerns 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar tree concerns 
1 message 

'gustavo juarez' via OS.CoolGen<>ralR<>ta il-<Tl <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: gustavo juarez <juarezgustavo08@yahoo.com> 
To: Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

To Evan Mattes Et Dorado County Senior Planner, 

Here are some of the concerns we have as a community that we feel should be addressed, 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 10:38 PM 

1. Ensure an adequate traffic study is done. This should include holding off until life returns to normal aner Covid, and at 
multiple times throughout the day. 

2. Pedestrian traffic must be addressed, and the inclusion of widening the road to pmvide sidewalks & bike lanes for safe 
travel. 

3. We mus1 assess urban decay/blight. Dollar General will have a negative impacl on current local businesses. It is 
fiscally irresponsible lo bring a business of that magnitude into our small community. 

4. An additional issue is the septic situation and waste water removal. Homeowners are not allowed to put an above 
ground septic in. Why would that exception be made for businesses? I believe this issue needs to be delved into further. 

5. An adequate environmental study must be executed to protect endangered species. 

6. V\Je IJVe in a high serpentine/asbestos environment. It should be a requirement that the soil at that location be 
analyzed. Exposjng an entire town (as well as resjdents who travel through) needs to be addressed. 

In closing I thank you for your time and attention and encourage you to include the above items as requirements in this 
EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Jessica Juarez 
Concerned Cool resident. 

Sent from ITTf iPhone 
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Letter P9 

COMMENTER: Jessica Juarez 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P9-1 

This comment serves as an introduction and states that the following concerns that the community has 

should be addressed.  

Response P9-1 

The comment itself does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. 

Please refer to specific comments below. 

Comment P9-2 

The comment states that a traffic study should be done after the pandemic and at multiple times throughout the day.  

Response P9-2 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P9-3 

The comment states that pedestrian traffic should be analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the project should also include 

the widening of the road to include bicycle lanes and sidewalks.  

Response P9-3 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P9-4 

The comment states that urban decay/blight should be addressed in the Draft EIR because the project will have a 

negative impact on local businesses in this small community.  

Response P9-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 
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Comment P9-5 

The comment states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses 

should not be exempt from that rule.  

Response P9-5 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Comment P9-6 

The comment states that an adequate environmental study must be done to protect endangered species.  

Response P9-6 

Refer to Response P5-6. 

Comment P9-7 

The comment states that soil on the project site should be analyzed because the project is in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment, which could expose residents and people traveling through to these hazards.  

Response P9-7 

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Comment P9-8 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requested the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR.  

Response P9-8 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and 

no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P10 
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Comment Letter P10 Hurd 

212312021 EdcQCJY.us Mail-[Coe>IGeneralRetail] prQpos,ed Dollar General in Cool 

e 
[CoolGeneralRetail] proposed Dollar General in Cool 
1 message 

'Linda Hurd' via OS-CoolGeneralR.etail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: Linda Hurd <llh_ 06@yahoo.com> 
To: Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

To Evan Mattes El Dorado County Senior Planner, 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 1 :24 PM 

Thank you for the effort that has been put into requesting input from the community regarding the proposed Dollar 
General in Cool. 

My vole/request/feedback is NOT to have a Dollar General in Cool. 

1) \Ne, here in the Cool area, have enough local shopping options as it is .. 

Auburn is not that far away. Placerville, Folsom and Roseville are slightly further away but the distance is reasonable for 
shopping. 

2) VVe don't need an increase in traffic 

3) We like the rural setting and the beaut fol heritage oak that populate the landscape. 

thank you, 
Linda Hurd 
Cool, CA 95614 
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Letter P10 

COMMENTER: Linda Hurd 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P10-1 

The comment serves as an introduction and requests to not have a Dollar General in Cool.  

Response P10-1 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR and thus no further response 

is required. 

Comment P10-2 

The comment states that are many local shopping options in Cool, and there are other towns in the area for 

shopping, such as Auburn, Placerville, Folsom, and Roseville.  

Response P10-2 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR and thus no further response 

is required. 

Comment P10-3 

The comment states that the project will increase traffic.  

Response P10-3 

Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. 

Comment P10-4 

The comment states that residents like the rural setting of the town and the heritage oaks that currently populate 

the project site. 

Response P10-4 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR and thus no further response 

is required.  
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Comment Letter P11 
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Comment Letter P11 Oobrovolny 

2123!2021 Edcgov,us Mail - Fwd: Dollar General 1n Cool Comments 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: Dollar General in Cool Comments 

Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us> Tue, Feb 23, 2021 at 7:54 AM 
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@.edcgov.us>, Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Julie Saylor 
Clerk of the Planning Commission 

County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
(530) 621-5351 
julie.saylor@edcgov.us 

-------- Forwarded message-------
From: County of El Dorado Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 
Date: Tue, Feb 23, 2021 at 7:48 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Dollar General in Cool Comments 
To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>, The BOSFIVE <bosfive@edcgov.us>, 
The BOSTHREE <bosthree@edcgov.us>, The BOS FOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Donald Ashton 
<don.ashton@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>, Breann Moebius <breann .moebius@edcgov.us>, 
Jeanette Salmon <jeanette.salmon@edcgov.us>, Tiffany Schmid <tiffany.schmid@edcgov.us>, Robert Peters 
<robert.peters@edcgov.us>, Brendan Ferry <brendan.ferry@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Office or the Cieri< or the Board 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 
530-621-5390 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication w~h ~s contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information . It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s), except as otherwise permitted. Unauthorized interception, 
review, use, or disclosure is prohib~ed and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy 
Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and des1roy all copies of the communica1ion. Thank you for your considera1ion. 

-------- Forwarded message -------
From: L Dobro <ldobrokk@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 22. 2021 at 10:17 PM 
Subject: Dollar General in Cool Comments 
To: <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

To \II/horn it May Concern. 

t agree with the Cool/Pilot Hill Advisory Committee's comments on the p,oposed Dollar General store in Cool. 

Sincerely, 

Lorna Dobrovolny 
Cool, CA 
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On behalf of the Cool Pilot Hill Ad visory Committee (CPHAC), this letter is response to the Draft EIR that wa s 
presented to the Planning Commission last week. 

Traffic: There are several issues regarding the traffic study, first that while it is stated the study was done July to 
September1 it appears it was done one day only, particularly during a non-school day and a year-long pandemic. This 

is not a predictor of the usual traffic that exists in Cool , particularly at the four-way stop signal at Hwy 49 and 193. 

It is noted that CalTrans prefers, (requires?) a straight or clean driveway entrance to Hwy 49 . Northside Drive is NOT a 
straight or clean driveway entrance, not only that it is barely wide enough for two pa ssenger vehicles to pass, how on 
earth will it accommodate a DG delivery truck and another vehicle? 

The more serious traffic problem is that the company representing Dollar General committed that their delivery 
trucks would only come from Hwy 50, to the south. Interesting that last week a large delivery truck for Dollar General 
broke down in the canyon of Hwy 49 on its way to Cool from Auburn , causing traffic to back up both ways for over an 
hour. Think, if you will , of the trauma this back-up causes for the residents of the Divide trying to get to work, doctor 

appointments and other needs. Think worse of the family trying desperately to get a new mom in labor to the 
hospital to deliver a baby! l Or an ambulance with sirens blaring to deliver an injured or sick person to the hospital. 

These are real concerns for the Divide residents and cannot be ignored. The reality is that Dollar General and their 
representatives CANNOT be trusted to meet their commitments. Photos attached. 

Another traffic issue is the commitment that delivery trucks would ON LY turn right into Northside Drive because they 
would be coming from the south and would only make a left out of Northside Drive when leaving. Given last week's 

event, this commitment sounds like dead air and is not to be trusted. 

Safety: All of the above scenarios are also safety issues and should not be ignored by the Planning Commission or the 
Board of Supervi sors. The residents of the Divide are real people with real concerns about their safety and well-being 
and local government needs to consider all these important safety issues. 

~ age1 image3707664 

Economic Decay: While the powers that be argue that Dollar General would not present a negative economic impact 

on the current bu sinesses, that argument is unfounded . Consider, if you will, that a DG store would not provide any 
goods or products that cannot already be purchased from the local businesses. If you consider only the usual 

purchases of routine products , i.e., milk, bread and snacks, these products are available at the Cool General Store and 
Holiday Market. Sierra Energy also sells drinks and single serve snack items. Adding DG to the mix fails to meet a need 

for the community, particularly with its low quality products . 

Vacancies in Cool must also be taken into consideration. Currently, there are at least three vacancies in the area of 

American River Pizza and Grill, additionally, there are at least three or more vacancies in the Holiday Market complex. 
With this many vacant offices and stores, there is concern that DG will fail and soon be another empty space. 

Again, it should be emphasized that these are real concerns by real residents of the Divide and the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors have a responsibility to take these concerns in consideration and deny the 

permit for Dollar General. 

Sincerely yours, 

Aloha Adams, Chair CPHAC 
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Letter P11 

COMMENTER: Lorna Dobrovolny 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

Comment P11-1 

This comment agrees with the Cool/Pilot Hill Advisory Committee’s comments stated in Letter P1. 

Response P11-1 

Refer to the responses to Letter P1. The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of 

the DEIR and thus no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P12 
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Comment Letter P12 Slemmer 

212312021 EdcgCJY.us Mall• [CoolGener;;1IRetallJ Dollar General concerns 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General concerns 
1 message 

Margaret Slemmer <mslemmer@gmail.com> 
To: Coolgeneralre1ail@edcgov.us 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 11 :45 AM 

All, 

Thank you for your attention to lhis issue, and diving into the details. I encourage you lo require quality/substantive details 
for your review and challenge the information. 

Below I outline a few key categories: 

1 . Public safely 

• Safety study. The current study is inadequate. It should incorporate results that cover a variety of times throughout 
the day/week, and consider that it is being conducted under unusual circumstances (i_e_, COVID-19 pandemic) 

• Deliveries. The report indicates that "regular truck deliveries would consist of 1-2 full size trucks visiting the store 
each week." There are significant safety concerns with large trucks traveling through the canyon on state route 49 
from Auburn to Cool. This is a well documented issue, and in fact recently a Dollar General truck closed down the 
canyon for hours because ii was "stuck" on one of the curves. The size of trucks Dollar General uses are not 
conducive to do business in our community and creates s~nificant safety concerns for the members of our 
communrty. 

• Pedestrian traffic. Project requirements should include infrastructure upgrades to include sidewa.lks & bike lanes to 
support safe travel. 

2. Urban decay/Blight. 

• Numerous studies have concluded that stores such as Dollar General have a .11,ggative impact on local businesses 
and communities. 

• The company cashes in on income inequality and wa.ge stagnation 
• Dollar General stocks poor quality products sourced from locations outside of the United States - e.g. a significant 

amount of Dollar General's products are from China. Note, the source of products does have a wide-sweeping 
impact on the overall environment. 

3. Septic and wastewater removal. 

• Require Dollar General lo comply with the county standards. Zero exceptions 

4. Landscaping. 

• Heritage oaks should be preserved, and provided a healthy environment. Note the report makes conflicting 
statements regarding the retention for the herfage oaks. e.g., Al one point ii stales "As noted in the table, the 
project proposes to remove all on-site 1rees with the exception of the tree designated as a Heritage Tree." 
However, the table it references indicates the Heritage Tree will be removed. This section needs to be revisited 
and corrected to ensure consistency. Further, sloppy mistakes such as these, put the quality of the entire report to 
question (unless pemaps I'm reading the report incorrectly???). 

• The project proposes lo remove 10 of the 11 oaks on the property. These trees are protected by the county for a 
reason, and the removal of 90% of the oak trees on the site does not comport with best practice to preserve our 
environment. 

5. Pallid ba1s. 

• The report indicates "The project site provides roos1ing habitat for pallid bats in tree hollows, under exfolia1ing bark 
on trees, abandoned woodpecker holes and in the foliage of trees on the site." And identifies the issue as having a 
.. potentially significant impact. .. As such, suitable remediation must be required, including, but not limited to 
installing bat houses and other bat-friendly environmental enhancements. 

In general, I am 100°.k OP..P.:Osed to Dollar General being allovved 1o come into our community. It is not consistent with the 
charac1er and na1ure of our community. 11 will have a significantly negative impact on our environment. 
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2/2312021 

Regards, 
Margaret Slemmer 
Cool, CA resident 

Edcgov.us Mail -[Coo!GeneralRetail] Dollar Genera! concerns 
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Letter P12 

COMMENTER: Margaret Slemmer 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P12-1 

This comment serves as an introduction and asks for the Draft EIR to require quality/substantive details within the review. 

Response P12-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. The comment 

itself does not raise any environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. Please refer to 

specific comments below.  

Comment P12-2 

The comment states that the current safety (traffic) study is inadequate, and should incorporate results that cover 

various times throughout the day and week, and take into consideration that the study is being conducted under 

unusual circumstances (pandemic).  

Response P12-2 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P12-3 

The comment states that there are safety concerns with large trucks traveling through the canyon on Highway 49 

from Auburn to Cool. The comment references a recent accident involving a Dollar General truck. The commenter 

states that size of trucks Dollar General uses are not conductive to do business in the community and creates 

significant safety concerns for residents.  

Response P12-3 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P12-4 

The comment states that pedestrian traffic should be analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the project should also include 

the widening of the road to include bicycle lanes and sidewalks.  
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Response P12-4 

Refer to Master Response 6.  

Comment P12-5 

The comment states that numerous studies have concluded that stores such as Dollar General have a negative 

impact on local businesses and communities.  

Response P12-5 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P12-6 

The comment states that the company relies on income inequality and wage stagnation.  

Response P12-6 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue. The comment is noted.  

Comment P12-7 

The comment states that Dollar General has poor quality products sources from outside of the Unities States, and 

their products have a wide-sweeping impact on the overall environment.  

Response P12-7 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and 

no further response is required. 

Comment P12-8 

The comment states that Dollar General should be required to comply with the county standards for septic and 

wastewater removal.  

Response P12-8 

Refer to Master Response 7.  

Comment P12-9 

The comment states that heritage oaks should be preserved and provided a healthy environment. The commenter 

states that the report has conflicting statements concerning the heritage oaks, stating that the project will not 
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remove heritage trees, but the table it references indicates that heritage trees will be removed. The commenter 

believes this lack of consistency puts the quality of the entire report to question.  

Response P12-9 

Refer to Master Response 4. Removal of oak trees at the project site would be subject to the requirements of the 

El Dorado County Oak Resources Conservation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 5061).  

Comment P12-10 

The comment states that the project proposes to remove 10 of the 11 oaks on the site, which are all protected by the 

County. Removal of 90% of the oak trees on the site does not comport with best practices to preserve the environment.  

Response P12-10 

Removal of oak trees at the project site would be subject to the requirements of the El Dorado County Oak 

Resources Conservation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 5061). Note that the project applicant proposes to preserve 2 

of the 11 oaks on site; however, due to potential impacts to one of the trees to be preserved, full mitigation will be 

required by the County for that tree.  

Comment P12-11 

The comment states that suitable remediation must be required for pallid bats, including, but not limited to 

installing bat houses and other bat-friendly environmental enhancements.  

Response P12-11 

As discussed in the Biological Resources Report and Section 3.3, Biological Resources of the EIR, pallid bats were 

not found at the project site during field surveys in 2019. However, due to potential presence in the area, Mitigation 

Measure BIO-2 requires a pre-construction survey, and if presence is detected, consultation with CDFW will be 

initiated. Avoidance actions may include approval to exclude any bats potentially found on the site before 

vegetation removal or grading. This would mitigate potential impacts to pallid bats and result in a less-than-

significant impact. 

Comment P12-12 

The commenter is opposed to Dollar General being allowed to come into the community because it is not consistent 

with the character and nature of the community, and it will have a significantly negative impact on the environment.  

Response P12-12 

This comment does not raise additional issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and no 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P13 
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Comment Letter P13 Mulcahy 

21231.l021 Edcgov us Mail p [CoolGeneralRe'lailJ cornrnents & Co11eerns on the EIR for Dollar General 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] comments & Concerns on the EIR for Dollar General 
1 message 

maureenmulcahy via OS-CoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: maureenmulcahy@aol.com 
To: "Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us" <Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

To Evan Mattes, El Dorado County Senior Planner: 

I would like to thank you all for your due diligence in this process. 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 10:33 AM 

I have attended several planning commission meetings and I appreciate you looking at these potential issues. 

1. Traffic: I am sure you have seen the photos circulating of the Dollar General big rig sideways on Hwy 49 in the 
Canyon. This is not a ''what if' scenario, This is going to happen' It is already difficult for the residents to navigate the 
canyon, please don't make us navigate big rig accidents also. 

2. Public safety: As we all mentioned the traffic study done was in adequate. I ask that the traffic study is done at 
multiple times throughout the day as well as it reasonably cannot be accomplished during Covid when regular travel is 
limted. My concern is that you complete the study during this time and when lte returns to normal, we then realized 
the huge issue that we are dealing with. 

3. Pedestrian traffic: II would be incredibly unsafe for anyone to walk along Highway 49 traveling to Dollar General. We 
all know that young people will definitely do that. So pedestrian traffic must be addressed and the inclusion of widening 
the road to provide sidewalks & bike lanes for safe travel. 

4. Urban decay: I am confident that Dollar General will have a negative effect on the current local businesses. I am 
also confident that there are just not enough dollars to spread around for the add~ion of Dollar General. It is entirely 
possible that our local residences will not support dollar general and the it itsef becomes the "bl~hl" as t as ii 
eventually becomes empty. I feel ~ is fiscally irresponsible lo bring a business of that magnitude into our small 
community. 

5. Septic and waste water removal: I know that homeowners trying to build on lots where the lots don't perk are not 
allowed to put an above ground septic in. I believe this issue needs to be delved into further, and require a normal 
septic and was1ewater removal system to no exceptions made for big business. 

6. The heritage Oaks: There are so many inconsistencies in the reporting on size & number of said trees and this 
needs to be looked into. 

7. High serpentine/asbestos environment. I recently went to the county for a deck permit and was told if I moved more 
than 20 yards of dirt, I would have to have the soil analyzed prior to building. I am confident that they are moving much 
more than 20 yards of dirt at that site, 20 yards of dirt will be moved with just the removal of the one Heritage Oak. It 
should be a requirement that the soil at that location be analyzed. Exposing an entire town and the complete 
downtown area as well as residents who travel through should not be exposed to the potential risk of this asbestos. 

Thank you for your time and attention and encourage you to include 1he above items as requirements in this EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Mulcahy 
Cool Resident in Auburn Lake Trails. 
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Letter P13 

COMMENTER: Maureen Mulcahy 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P13-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to a list of concerns with the proposed project. 

Response P13-1 

This comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P13-2 

The commenter is concerned that more big rig accidents will happen in the canyon, which will make navigating the 

canyon more difficult for residents. 

Response P13-2 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P13-3 

The comment states that traffic study is inadequate, and a traffic study should be done after the pandemic and at 

multiple times throughout the day. The commenter is concerned that traffic issues will arise after the pandemic.  

Response P13-3 

Refer to Master Response 1.  

Comment P13-4 

This comment addresses safety concerns for pedestrian traffic, specifically for young people walking along 

Highway 49 to reach the Dollar General. The commenter is requesting for the widening of the road to provide 

sidewalks and bicycle lanes for safe travel. 

Response P13-4 

Refer to Master Response 6. 
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Comment P13-5 

This comment states that issues for urban decay/blight should be analyzed because the Dollar General may have 

a negative effect on local businesses. This commenter mentions that residents will not support the project, and 

that it is fiscally irresponsible to bring this large business into a small community. 

Response P13-5 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P13-6 

The comment states that issue of septic and wastewater removal should be delved into further. The comment 

states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses should not be 

exempt from that rule. The commenter requests that the project should be required to have a normal septic and 

wastewater removal system. 

Response P13-6 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Comment P13-7 

The comment states that there are inconsistencies in the reporting on the size and number of heritage oaks, which 

needs to be addressed.  

Response P13-7 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Comment P13-8 

This comment states that all of the soil should be analyzed prior to building because of the site being in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment. The commenter is also concerned the estimation of dirt removed is currently 

being underestimated. The commenter is concerned that the removal of soils without analysis could expose 

residents and people traveling through the town to asbestos.  

Response P13-8 

Refer to Master Response 5. 
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Comment P13-9 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requests the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR.  

Response P13-9 

This comment is noted and no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter P14 
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Comment Letter P14 Picker 

2/23/2021 Edcgov.us Mail- (CoolGeneralRebll) Dollar General Somerset 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General Somerset 
1 message 

Nicole Picker <yotababe@gmail.com> 
To: Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

To Evan Mattes El Dorado County Senior Planner, 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 1 :13 PM 

First of all, I would like to thank each of you for your due diligence in this process. I sat in on the planning 
commission meeting and was impressed with the questions and the level of detail that you each have 
obviously gone into in looking at this project. I encourage you today, as I did at that meeting to dig 
deeper into each of these potential issues. Please do not just accept the original low-level reporting that 
was completed in the Mitigated EIR. 

I have shared my concerns and the many facets of them in previous emails but I'm going to re-state them 
here for this process. 

1. One of our original items of concern was public safety, as a local business owner of 15 years, (across 
the street from the site planned for DGJ I leave that location often and it is not an easy intersection to 
cross unless you go to the four way stop. Even at that I have seen many near miss accidents, many stop 
signs run. As we all mentioned the traffic study done was in adequate. I encourage you to ensure that the 
traffic study this time is done at multiple times throughout the day as well as it reasonably cannot be 
accomplished during Covid when regular travel is limited. My concern is that you complete the study 
during this time and when life returns to normal, we then realized the huge issue that we are dealing with. 
I was involved in the project that Lori Parlin referred from August of 2017 '"Ideas for making Cool a Cooler 
Community"" At the time there was discussion of putting in roundabouts in to slow the traffic at that 
location. It seems with the addition of Dollar General that would almost be a requirement. 

2. Within this category is the pedestrian traffic. It would be incredibly unsafe for anyone to walk along 
Highway 49 travel",ng to Dollar General. We all know that young people will definitely do that. So 
pedestrian traffic must be addressed and the inclusion of widening the road to provide sidewalks & bike 
lanes for safe travel. 

3. Another issue was urban decay/Blight. Again, as a local business owner I am confident that Dollar 
General will have a negative effect on the current local businesses. I am also confident that there are just 
not enough dollars to spread around for the addition of Dollar General. It is entirely possible that our 
local residences will not support dollar general and the it itself becomes the "blight" as it as it eventually 
becomes empty. I feel it is fiscally irresponsible to bring a business of that magnitude into our small 
community. 

4. An additional issue that has surfaced is the septic situation and waste water removal. I don't understand 
The ins and outs of this issue however I know that homeowners trying to build on lots where the lots 
don't perk are not allowed to put an above ground septic in. Why would that exception be made for 
businesses? I believe this issue needs to be delved into further, and require a normal septic and 
wastewater removal system to no exceptions made for big business. 

5. The issues relating to the removal of the heritage Oaks and the inconsistencies in the reporting on size 
& number of said trees should be looked at. 
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6. Lastly, we live in a high serpentine/ asbestos environment. I recently went to the county for a deck 

permit and was told if I moved more than 20 yards of dirt, I would have to have the soil analyzed prior to 

building. I am confident that they are moving much more than 20 yards of dirt at that site, 20 yards of dirt 
will be moved with just the removal of the one Heritage Oak. It should be a requirement that the soil at 

that location be analyzed. Exposing an entire town and the complete downtown area as well as residents 
who travel through should not be exposed to the potential risk of this asbestos. 

In closing I thank you for your time and attention and encourage you to include the above items as 
requirements in this EIR. I P14-8 

l/; 
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Letter P14 

COMMENTER: Nicole Picker 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P14-1 

The comment serves as an introduction and asks for a more in-depth analysis for each of the potential issues. The 

commenter states that they have shared their concerns before via email, but will be restating them. 

Response P14-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. Specific comments 

are address below. 

Comment P14-2 

The comment states that intersection is difficult to cross without using the four way stop, and many people run the 

stop sign. The commenter is concerned that traffic study was inadequate and suggests it should be done multiple 

times a day after the pandemic ends for adequate analysis. The commenter also proposes the addition of a 

roundabout to help slow the traffic at this location.  

Response P14-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the transportation analysis and COVID-19. Existing violations of traffic laws 

is not considered an effect of the project upon the environment. The comment is noted.  

Comment P14-3 

This comment addresses safety concerns for pedestrian traffic, specifically for young people walking along 

Highway 49 to reach the Dollar General. The commenter is requesting for the widening of the road to provide 

sidewalks and bicycle lanes for safe travel. 

Response P14-3 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P14-4 

This comment states that issues for urban decay/blight should be analyzed because the Dollar General may have 

a negative effect on local businesses. This commenter mentions that residents will not support the project, and 

that it is fiscally irresponsible to bring this large business into a small community. 
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Response P14-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P14-5 

The comment states that issue of septic and wastewater removal should be delved into further. The comment 

states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses should not be 

exempt from that rule. The commenter requests that the project should be required to have a normal septic and 

wastewater removal system. 

Response P14-5 

Refer to Response P5-5. 

Comment P14-6 

The comment states that there are inconsistencies in the reporting on the size and number of heritage oaks, which 

needs to be addressed.  

Response P14-6 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Comment P14-7 

This comment states that all of the soil should be analyzed prior to building because of the site being in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment. The commenter is also concerned the estimation of dirt removed is currently 

being underestimated. The commenter is concerned that the removal of soils without analysis could expose 

residents and people traveling through the town to asbestos.  

Response P14-7 

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Comment P14-8 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requests the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR.  

Response P14-8 

This comment is noted and no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter P15 
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Comment Letter P15 Crane 

2123!2021 Edcgov.us Mail - (CoolGeneralRetail] No Dollar General in Cool, CA 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] No Dollar General in Cool, CA 
1 message 

Shaunda Crane <scrane13@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:01 PM 
To: "coolgeneralretail@edogov.us" <coolgeneralretail@edogov.us> 

To \11/hom It May Concern· 
The residents of the Georgetown Divide are adamantly against Donar General. Do not allow such franchise businesses in 
the area without allowing us to vote. 

We all moved to a rural area on purpose. We do NOT need cheap, plastic retail in this area. 

Do not let this business overshadow our community. We can do much better than lhisl 

Shaunda Crane 
530-368-1842 
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Letter P15 

COMMENTER: Shaunda Crane 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P15-1 

The comment states that the residents of the Georgetown Divide are adamantly against Dollar General, and are 

requesting for residents to be able to vote on the approval of the project.  

Response P15-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and no further response is 

required. 

Comment P15-2 

The comment states that residents moved to this area on purpose, and do not want large businesses that will 

overshadow the community. 

Response P15-2 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and no further response is 

required. 

  

21-0733 P 368 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-84 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

21-0733 P 369 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-85 

Comment Letter P16 

 

21-0733 P 370 of 479

Comment Letter P16 Valdez 

2123/2021 Edcgov.us Mail. [CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General Somerset 

e 
[CoolGeneralRetail) Dollar General Somerset 
1 message 

'theresa valdez' via OS-CoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: theresa valdez <tahoe1958@yahoo.com> 
To: "coolgeneralreta il@.edcgov.us" <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 3:49 PM 

l would like to express my concerns with pem1it #0337520, reques1ing approval to build a Dollar General Store, located at 
6715 Fairplay Rd, Somerset, Ca. As a resident of Somerset, I travel Ml. Aukum Rd. (E16) and Fairplay Rd. several times 
during the week. That particular intersection ts already dangerous to cross and with added traffic, created by having a 
Dollar General there, would only make a dangerous situation worse! 

Another concern of mine is the close proximity this store would be to the Mountain C reek Middle School and Pioneer 
Union School. There would be young children walking along Mt Aukum Rd, lo make their way to the Dollar General Store, 
to purchase inexpensive candy, soda, toys, etc. I myself have attempted to walk along Mt Aukum Rd and found that l in 
not a pedestrian friendly road, especially with the traffic from the wineriesl This would not be a safe location for a store 
like Dollar General. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Valdez 
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Letter P16 

COMMENTER: Theresa Valdez 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

This comment letter refers to a separate project in Somerset, CA. The comment will be included in the record for 

that project. No further response needed.   
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C◊rnrnent Letter R17 Mooney 

LAW OFFICE OF DoNALD B. MOONEY 
417 Mace Boulevard, Suite J-334 

VIA ELECTJJONIC MAIL 

CoolGeneralRetail@edcgo~.us 

Evan Mattes 
County of El Dorado 

Davis, CA 95618 
530-758-2377 

dbmooney@dcn.org 

February 23, 2021 

Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville; CA 95667 

Re: Comments on Draft En11ironmental Impact Rlporl 
for Cool General Retail l'rojed (Dollar General) 

Dear Mr. Mattes: 

This office represents Divide Preservation Society and Cool Pilot Hill Advisory 
Committee regarding the Cool General Retail Project ("Dollar General" or "Project''). 
Divide Pre11ervation Society and Cool Pilot Hill Advisory object to the. Project and object 1 

to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") on the grounds that the DEIR fails to: 
comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA "), ! 
Public Resources <..ode section 21000 et seq, To this end, Divide Preservation Society 
and Cool Pilot Hill Advisory Committee submit the following comments on the DEIR. 

A, Tm,; DEIR FAILS TO DISCLOSE IMPACTS ·.ro BIOLOGICAL REsOURCES -
HERITAGE OAK TREES 

The DEIR identifies ~e Interior Live Oak (Quercus wislizeni) on the Project site i 
with a total trunk diameter of 40 inches. (DEIR 3 .3-14.) The DEIR also indicates that , 
the herita,,oe oak tree will be removed as part of the Project. (/d.) This contrasts with the ; 
Appendix B to the Initial Study which identifies two heritage oak trees with total trunk. ' 
diameters of 36.5 and 58 that are to be removed. (Appendix D at 5 .)1 Nothing in the 
DEIR explains the discrepancy between the Bole & Associates Revised Biological 
Assessment and the information contained in the DEIR. Appendix E to the DEIR also 
does not disclose the second heritage oak or explain the discrepancy with the Revised 
Biological Assessment. (Appendix E, DEIR.) This is especially curious since the DEIR 
identifies the heritage oak with a total trunk diameter of40 inches and the Revised 

1 Appendix D to the DEIR is the February 18, 2020 Revised Biological 
Assessment and Wetland Determination for El Dorado County APN 071-500-037, 
Located in Section 18, Townrhip 12 North, Range 9 East, 1020 Northsick Drive., Cool, El' 
Dorado County, prepared by Bole & Associate. 
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l\llr. Evan Mattes 
February 23, 2021 
Page2 

Biological Assessment states that the largest oak is 58 inches. That constitutes a quite a 
discrepancy. The Final EIR must be revised to identify all heritage oaks on the Project 
site and/or disclose what happened to one of the heritage oaks. 

B. THE DEIR FAJLS TO ADEQUATELY MmGATE IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY FROM 
NATilRALL Y OccORRING ASll&S'fOS. 

CEQA requires that an FlR must propose mitigation measures that will minimize 
project's significant impacts by reducing or avoiding them. (Pub. Resources C'.ode, §§ 
21002, 21100.) The EIR must include facts and analysis supporting characterization of 
the expected result. (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 522.) While 
reliance on a regulatory program can be the basis for determining that the project will not 
have a significant environmental impact, (see Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 
Cal.App.4th 912), it must be reasonable to expect compliance. (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakll.ll'ld (2011) 195 Cal App.4th 884, 906.) But there must be 
standards that are set forth for compliance. (Sundstrom v. CounJy of Mendocino (1988) 
202 Cal .App.3d 296, 308 .) In the present matter, the DEIR fails to adequately mitigate 
the Project's potentially significant impactB associated with naturally occurring asbestos. 

The DEIR recognizes the risks posed by naturally occurring asbestos in El Dorado 
Coonty. 

In El Dorado County, naturally occurring asbestos is another TAC of 
concern. Asbestos is the common name for a group of naturally occurring 
fibrous silicate minerals that can separate into thin but strong and durable 
fibers, with principal forms including chrysotile, crocidolite, amosite, 
tremolite, actinolite, and a.nlhophyllite (OEHHA 2000). Natur-.tlly 
occurring asbestos is found in some areas throughout California, most 
COllllllOnly where ultramafic rock. or serpentinite rock. is present. When 
construction activities occur in areas with naturally occurring asbestos in 
the soils or rock, the asbeslOS fibers can become airborne and may be 
inhaled, which can cause chronic local inflammation and disrupt orderly 
cell division, both of which can facilitate the development of asbestosis (a 
noncmicerous I ung disease involving fibrotic scarring of the lungs) and 
cancer (OEHHA 2000). (DEJR 3.2-6to 3.2-7.) 

Addi ti on ally, the DEIR acknowledges that "the TA Cs that would potentially be 
emitted during construction activities associated with development of the proposed 
project would be diesel particulate matter (DPM) and naturally occurring asbestos." 
(DEIR 3.2-22.) 

The DEIR then concludes that disturbance af the naturally occurring asbestos is a 
potentially significant impact. 

tP17-2 
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Page3 

Naturally occurring asbestos is also a TAC that could be generated dwing 
earthmoving activities in areas of El Dorado County. Although the 
proposed project site has not been identified as an area containing 
naturnlly occurring asbestos (Bole and Associates 2019), current County 
records indicate the proposed project property parcel is located within the 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos Review Area. As such, potential impacts to 
naturally occnrring asbestos would be considered potentially significant 
before mitigation. (DEIR at 3.2-22 to 32-23.) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 provides: 

MM-AQ-1: Asbestos Assessment and Minimization. The proposed project 
applicant { or their successor) shall provide a geologic evaluation of the 
property to determine that no serpentine, ultramafic rock, or asbestos is 
likely to be found in the area to be dist11rbed. This geologic evaluation 
shall be prepared by a Professional Geologist and submitted to the Air 
Pollution Control Officer (APCO) for consideration prior to issuance of 
building permits. If an exemption is not granted by the APCO. the 
proposed project sponsor shall adhere to all appliatble regulations and 
control measures for fugitive dust emissions and asbestos hazards 
mitigation as required by the El Dorado County Air Quality Management 
Distri(,1 (EDCAQMD) Rule 223 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 223-2 {Fugitive 
Dust-Asbestos Hazard Mitigation). (DEIR at 32-24.) 

Nothing in the record demonstrates that compliance with MM AQ-1 would reduce 
the potentially significant impact to less than significant. For eJlample, EDAQMD Rule 
223-2 provides that "[t]he purpose of this Rule is to reduce the amount of asbestos 
particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result of any construction or 
construction related activities, that disturbs or potentially disturbs naturally occurring 
asbestos by requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate asbestos emissions." 
Reduction of the amount of asbestOB does not necessarily constitute avoiding or reducing 
the impact to le.ss than significant. (See Pub. Resources Code,§ 21002, 21100.) 

CEQA requires that th.e record contain substantial evidence to support a 
determination that the potentially significant impact will be reduced to less than 
significant. If substantial evidence does not support that determination, then CBQA 
requires a statement of overriding considerations. In the present case, nothing in the 
record indicates that adhering to all applicable regulations and control measures for 
fugitive dust emissions and asbestos hazards mitigation as required by the El Dorado 
County Air Quality Management District will avoid or reduce the impact to leas than 
significant. 
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C. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADDRESS PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC SAFE'lY 

The DEIR fails to adequately address the potentially significant environmental 
impacts to traffic and pedestrian safety as set forth in further detail in the comments 
submitted by the Aloha Adams on behalf of Cool Pilot Advisory Committee. 

D. Tiffi DEIR FAIJ.S TO DISCUSS GENERAL PLAN CoNSISTENCY REGARDING 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

CEQA requires an EIR to discuss any inconsistencies between the Project and the 
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans. (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15125(d).) An applicable plan is a plan that has been adopted and legally applies to the 
Project. (Chapa"ai Greens v. City of Chula V-ma (1996) 50 Cal.AppAth 1134, 1145, fn. 
2.) By identifying a project's i11consistencies with applicable plans means that a lead 
agency may be able to modify the project to avoid the inconsistencies. (See Orinda.Ass'n 
v. Board of Supervisors (19S6) 182 Cal App.3d 1145, 1169.) While an inconsistency with 
policies of applicable plans does not necessarily mean that the project will have a 
significant environmental impact CEQA requires that the EIR co1ltain the discussion and 
analysis. (Joshua Tree Downtown Business Alliance v. County of San Bernardino (2016) 
1 Ca1App5th 677, 695.) 

In the present matter, the DETR acknowledges that l:!I Dorado County General Plan 
includes policies related to level of service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state 
highways within the unincorporated areas of the county. (DEIR at 3 .12-6; see. abio El 
Dorado County General Plan, Policy TC-Xd, TC-Xe.) The DEIR, however, contains no 
analysis or discussion regarding the Project's consistency with the General Plan's policies 
regarding LOS. 

E. THE DEIR FAILS 1U PROVIDE A REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

The EIR fails to provide a selection and discussion of altemati ves that fosters 
informed decision-making and informed public participation. The alternatives analysis in 
the EIR does not meet the reqnirement of a reasonable range of alternatives that lessen 
the Project's significant environmental impacts, and does not focus on alternatives that 
either eliminate adverse impacts or reduce them to insignificance, even if they would to 
some degree impede the Project's objectives, as required by CEQA. Other than the 
required No Project Alternative (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)) the DEIR's alternative 
analysis contained only the proposed project. The BIR neglected to describe even one, let 
alone '·a range," of reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain the Project's 
objectives. (CEQA Guideliues, § 15126.6(a).) Tlllls, the EIR is fatally flawed. 
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l. CEQA Requires an EIR to Discuss a Reasonable Range of Feasible 
Alternatives 

CEQA mandates a lead agency to adopt feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures that can substantially lessen the project's significant environmental impacts. · 
(Pub. Resources Code,§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines,§§ 15002(a)(3), 15126.6(a); SieJTa 
Club v. Gilroy City Council, supn1, 222 CalAppJd at p. 41.) For that reason, "[t]he 
core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternatives sections." (Citi?,ens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors, supra, 52 Cel.Jd at p. 564.) "The purpose of an environmental 
impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to 
idenli/y alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.l{a) (emphasis 
added); see also Pub. Resourc..-es Code,§ 21061.) In preparing an EIR, a lead agency 
must ensure "that all reasonable altemati ves to proposed projects are thoroughly 
assessed." (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, supra, 
27 ('.al App.4th at p. 717; quoting Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1976) 18 Cal.Jct 190, 197; 
Pub. Resources Code,§ 2100l(g) (lead agency must "consider alternatives to proposed 
actions affecting the environment"}; Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 400.) 

The EIR must "describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives." (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.6(11).) The alternatives discussion must focus on alternatives that avoid or 
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. (Id.,§ 15l26.6(b); Goleta 
Valley, supra, 52 Cal.3d at 556, LEIR must consider alternatives that "offer substantial 
environmental advantages"].) The range must be sufficient "to permit a reasonable 
choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned." (San Bernardino 
Valley Audubon Soc'y v. County of San Bernardino (1984) 155 Cal.App.Jct 738, 750; see 
also Sierra Club v. Contra Costa Cow1ty (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1217-18, 1222, 
[EIR that only considered two alternatives for less development was not a range of 
reasonable alternatives.).) Although no rule governs the number of alternatives that must 
be considered, the range is governed by the "rule r:i: reason." (CEQA Guidelines, § 
l5126.6(a)(f).) Marin Municipal Water District v. KG Land Corp. ("Marin") (1991) 235 
Ca1App.3d 1652, 1664, {"CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the 
scope of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR"].) The range of alternatives must be 
selected and discussed in a manner that allows for meaningful public participation and 
informed decision-making. (Id.) The fact that CEQA does not require a specific numbe1· 
of alternatives does not excuse an agency's failure to present any feasible, less 
environmentally damaging options to a proposed project. (See Sierra Club v. Contra 
Costa County.supra, 10 Cal App.4th at pp.1217-18, 1222, [EIR that only considered two 
alternatives for less development was not a range ot' reasonable alternatives].) While an 
agency may limit the number of alternatives, such determination must be supported. 
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(Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology CenJer v. Cormly of Siskiyou (2012) 2IO Cal App.4th 
184.) 

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed Project shall include those that 
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the Project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.6(e); see Citizens of Goleta Valley v.Board ofSupervisurs, supra, 52 Cal.3d at 
566.) The EIR must "include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project." (CEQA 
Guidelines,§ 15126.6(d); see also Kings County, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at 733, [The 
alternatives discussion must contain specific quantitative information for 11n adequate 
comparison.].) An EIR's discussion of alternatives must be reasonably detailed, but not 
exhaustive. (In re Bay-Delia etc., supra, 43 Cal.4th at p.1163, r'AnEIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project or alternatives that are infeasible."]; 
CRQA Guidelines, § 15126.6.) Tbe key issue is whether the alternatives discussion 
encourages informed decision-making and public participation. (i.Aurel H£ighls .l, supra, 
47 Cal.3d at p. 404.) 

The determination ct' whether an altemative is feasible is made in two stages. 
(See Mir Mar Mobile Community v. City of OceQIISide (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477- 489-
490; California Native Plant Sociely v. City o_fSanta Cruz (2009) 177 CalApp.4" 957, 
981; CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(c).) The first step involves identifying a range of 
alternatives that will satisfy basic project objectives while reducing significant impacts. 
(Ibid.) Alternatives that are not "potentially feasible" are excluded at this stage as there is 
no point in studying alternatives that cannot be implemented. (Ibid.) In the second stage, 
the final decision on the project, the agency evaluates whether the alternatives are 
actually feasible. (California Nattve Plant Society, mpra, 177 Cal.App.4th at981; see 
CEQA Guidelines, § 1509l(a)(3).) At this point, the agency may reject as infeasible 
alternatives that were identified in the EIR as potentially feasible. (California Native 
Plant Socit!ty, supra, 177 Cal App.4th at 981 .) 

The burden of identifying and evaluating alternatives rests with the agency, not 
the public. (Laurel Heights[, supra, 47 Cal3d at pp. 405-406.) Contrary to CEQA's 
directive, the DEIR fails to consider alternatives that would reduce and avoid project 
impacts. (See Pub. Resources Code,§§ 21002 and 21002(a); CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(b); Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566 (BIR must consider alternatives that 
"offer substantial environmental advantages"].) 

2. The EIR Failed to Analytt a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 

The EIR identified several alternatives that were considered but rejected on the 
grounds that they did not meet one or more of the screening criteria or they failed to 
eliminate or substantially reduce one or more ct' the significant effects-of the project. 
(DI::IR at 4-2 to 4-3.) The alternatives rejected io the EIR were: Off-site Alternative; 
Modified Site Plan; and Alternative Use (DEIR at4-3.) I 
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As the three alternatives were considered infeasible and were not fully analyzed in 
the BIR, they do not qualify as a part of the reasonable range of alternatives required by 
CEQA as they were not evaluated or analyzed as required. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.6(c); [EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead 
Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the 
reasons underlying the Lead Agency's datermination.].) Therefore, those four 
alternatives were not carried forward for further evaluation as required by CEQA. 
(CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(d), [BIR must include sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project].) 

The County's failure to consider a reasonable range of alternatives constitutes a 
failure to proceed in the ma.u.ner required by law, and a prejudicial abuse of discretion. 
(See Kings County, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at p. 731, ["An inadequate discussion of 
alternatives constitutes an abuse of discretion."].) CEQA does not allow an agency to 
reject every alternative during the scoping process as infea.~ible and then claim that the 
discussion of "infeasible" alternatives met the requirement that the BIR described a range 
of potentially feasible alternatives to the project. (See CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6.) As 
such, the Court should set aside the certification of the EIR. 

3. The Em Felled to Include e Reduced Impact Alternative 

The DEIR contains only two alternatives: the proposed project and no project 
alternative. (DFJR at 4-3.) The No Project Alternetive, would make no improvements to 
the existing roadway. (Id.; see CEQA Guidelines§ ]5126.6(e),["'The specific alternative 
of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with its impact.'1.) Under the No Build 
Alternative there would be no environmental impacts. Other than the required no project 
alternative, the BIR did not evaluate a reduced project alternative. Moreover, the BIR 
failed to can:y forward consideration of an off-site alternative under the basis that the 
impacts would be similar to an off-site alternative. The DEIR, however, contains general 
assumptions that the impacts would not be avoid without any apparent investigation into 
alternative sites. The DEIR should also consider and evaluate alternatives address in 
pedestrian safety and traffic safety as discussed in the comments submitted by the Cool 
Pi.lot Hill Advisory Committee. That may include modification of the ingress and egres.~ 
to tbe site, as well as construction of sidewalks. Additionally, the alternatives should 
address design of the project to address public safety to reduce the risk of robberies. (See 
discussion below.) 

E. Tlli;:RE ARE SIGNJFICA.'IIT PUBLIC SAFETY ISSUES ASSOCIATim WITH DOLLAR 

GENERAL SToRES 

Another issue that has arisen associated with Dollar General stores is the reports 
of violent crime associated with the Dollar General stores and that the stores serve as a 
robbery magnet. There are numerous reports of violent crime associated with the Dollar 
General stores and that the stores serve as a robbery magnet. There is evidence and I 
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reports that that the company fails to adequately protect workers from violent crime. In 
part this is based upon tbe design of the store inside and outside, as well as insignificant 
staffing at their stores. While having only one employee on site fits into Dollar General 
"low-cost model" by reducing costs and expen.<res, it also increases the risk for robbery. 
tJnfortunately for Cool and other communities, this low-cost model is not conducive to 
public safety, especially when decisions are based upon adhering to the low-cost model 
as opposed to lmplemenling recommended security procedures. The Draft Em mnst 
address public safety based upon Dollar General's business practices. 

To this end, a number of recent news articles highlight Dollar General's 
management of the stores and that the risk. tha$ such management and low-costs business 
model poses to the employees and community .2 The articles point out that insiders and 
security experts say the company fails to adequately protect workers from violent crime. 

One sheriff in a rural county referred to the stores as "stop and robs." The sheriff 
presented a list of safety concerns including recommendations to improve lighting and 
limit the number of boxes piled up inside the stores, which can make it difficult for 
officers to see inside. It appears that Dollar General simply paid lip service to the _ 
sheriff's concerns about safety. According to the local sheriff, 'They say they're going to : 
do better, but it doesn't seem to come to fruition." 

The CNN article also highlights problems in Dayton, Ohio, where the Police 
Department identified the factor,;; that it believed were enabling robberies and made a lot 
of recommendations to Dollar General to improve safety and prevent robberies. 
Unfortunately, the Dayton Poiice Department has not noticed that the recommendations 
have been implemented. 

The articles also discuss Dollar General's preference to only have one employee 
on site except at closing time. While having only one. employee on site holds fits into 
Dollar General "low-cost model" by reducing costs and expenses, it also increases the 
risk for robbery. According to the articles, former executives from Dollar General have 
stated that the company's low-cost approach often comes at the expense of employees 
and that the effort to keep costs down keep Dollar General from taking action on security 
concerns. Security guards are viewed as too costly and are almost non-existent in Dollar 
General stores. Secwity guards and extra staff are all seen as talcing away from the profit' 

2 Copies of three articles are attached as Exhibits A, B and C to this letter. They ; 
can also be located at https:1/www .cnn.com/2020/06/26/businessldollar-general
robberies/index.html and-https://rnarkets.businessinsider.com/news/stock.s/dollar-stores
general•family-tree-violeut--crime-gundeaths-reports-2020-6-10293 51599. See also 
htt1wllwww pmpuWjca or1,1/articlelhow-d0Har stores became ro111,lllets-for-crime-and
k.illin1,1. (Exhibit C) 
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or requiring an increase in prices. Both of which contradict Dollar Genera.l's low-cost 
model. Unfortunately for Cool and other communities, this low-cost model is not 
conducive to public safety, especially when decisions are based upon adhering to the low 
cost model as opposed to implementing recommended security procedures. 

The public safety of Cool, as well as the safety of law enforcement officers must· 
take precedent over Dollar General's low-cost model as the low-cost model does not 
adequately address a community's concerns about safety. Tbe DEIR needs to address 
security measures such as at least two employees on site at all times, reduce height of 
shelving in order provide visibility for store clerks and law enforcement, and a security 
guard. These have been the recommendations of law enforcement in other communitie.~ 
and should be part of the conditions of approval for this Project. Again,publicand 
employee .safety must take priority over Dollar General's low-cost model. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Donald B. Mooney 
Attorney for Divi eservati 
Cool Pilot Hill A viso,,_l.,.1_,~,u,u 

cc: Clients 
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■ • LIVE TV •. · 

Dollar General is cheap, popular and 
spreading across America. It's also a 

robbery magnet, police say 

Story by Nathaniel Meyersohn, CNN BLISlness 

Video by Moss Cohen. CNN Bysinass 
Photographs by Maddie McGarvey for CNN 

Updated 12:24 PM ET, Fri June 26, 2020 

In the ~r before Dave Dukes killed a man who was trying to rob the store where he worked, he'd 
witnessed three other robberies. 
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After oach of them, Dukes, 28, muld say later, he'd asl(sd his supervtsors at Dollar General to put In a 
securltY guan:I. 

But, according to Dukes, his bosses didn't do that-tnough, because of how many robberies he'd been 
through, they did start sending him out to train employees at other stores. 

After the third robbery, Dukes started bringing a gun to work. 

Then, in October 2019, the fourth robbery happened. 

According to the local prosecutor's office, a man entered the store with a gun and demanded money 
from the cashier. When Dukes tried to Intervene, the man - Roosevelt Rappley, Just 23 years old -
pointed his gun at Dukes. Then Dukes pulled out his own gun and shot Rappley, l<llllng him. 

A grand jury in Ohio r8\1ewed the case and found Dukes "acted lawfully under the circumstances," 
according to the prosecutor's offloe. 

But by then Dukes was out of a job, allegedly having been 1'1red bY Dollar General for vfolatlng company 
policy. Dollar General's 2019 policy said that i:x,ssessian of a firearm on the company premises may rerut 
in \enmination. 

Dave Dukes stands In his lawyer's office In Dayton, Ohio In March. Dukes was a Dollar General clerk who shot 
and killed a man during an armed robbery. It was the fourth robbery he had witnessed on the job. 

Dollar Genefal declined to say why Dukes was terminated, saying ri an emai_l that It does not comment 
publicly on specific employment situations. The company said It does not retaliate "against employees 
who make good faith reports of safety concems. • It also maintains that the safety of its emplayees Is a 
top priority. 
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Rappley's famlly Is still trying to process his death eight months after the robbery, Rappley's Sister 
Jasmine Jessery said in an interview that she didn't hold a grudge toward Dukes. "He was protecting 
himself,• she said. 

Jessery described her brother as a kind person who had finked up with the wrong crowd. "Everything 
went sour" then, she said. 

A. thriving business 
Business is booming at Dollar General, the chain adding more stcres fNefY year than any other retaller in 
America. That was the case even before the coronavtrus pandemlc, but Dollar General has been in an 
even wonger poeition during the pandemic as price-conscious consumers stock up on essential items. 

DoUar General has kept itS stores open since the coronavirus hit, and its stock price has rallied 23% since 
the beginning of the year even as the s&P 500 has loet 5%. In March, the company annm.nced a goal of 
hiring up to 50,000 new workers to meet increased customer demand. 

Former executives. store empla-,ees, law enforcement officials and retail security experts told CNN 
Business that while the company's low-cost, no-frills model might be embraced by Wall Street, tt is 
putting its workers at risk. 

Dollar General stores, which process a high r-.imber of cash transactions, are a prime target for armed 
robberies, they said. Some of the former oompany officials and current and former employees spoke on 
the condition of anonymity either to discuss internal conversations or for fear that speaking out would 
impact their jobs. 

DARK SIDE OF A BOO"INB BUSINESS 

At a time when other retalle rs are 
struggling, Dollar General is 

thriving. The company plans to 
add 1,000 stores in 2020. 

Meanwhile, insiders and security 

experts say the company Is 
failing to protect workers from 
vlolent crime. 

In Dayton, Ohio, seven Dollar 
General stores accounted for 
29% of commercial robberies in 

2019. Police say they had 
repeatedly recommended stores 
improve security measures. 

"Every night I was just waiting for there to be a phone call 
that said, 'Hey we've lost somebody," Brian Flannery, 
who oversaw security at around 2,000 Doffar General 
stores in the northeast as a divisional loss prevention 
director from 2011 to 2015,sald. 'It wasn't a matterthere 
[of] if you were going to haw a bad robbery. It was a 
matter of when." 

At least sbt Dollar General emplr:,yees have died during 
robberies .since 2016, according to a review of news and 
poftce reports. And whlle the Fl31 doesn't speclflcally 
track robberies at dollar stofes as It does tt1ose which 
occur at convenience stores and gas stations - other 
robbery targe1S - police have warned company 
managers that its stores are wlnerable. 

In a statement in response to this story, Dollar General 
said, "We employ a number of measures designed to 
create and maintain a safe work environment for our 
employees and a safe shopping environment for our 
customers. all while protecting company ass81S." 

The company sald its safety and security measures take 
f8dera! and state Jaws, reta11 Industry standards and law 
enforcement recommendations into account and its 
measures are "designed to prevent, deter and if 
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At least six Dollar General 
employees have died during: 
robberies since 2ms, according 
to a review of n!lWS and police 
reports. 

necessary, respond to crimlnal activity in our stores." 

'Our employees are our greatest asset Their safety and 
security ls of paramount importance,• Dollar General 
added. 

The problem of robberies isn't exclusive to Dollar General. 
In an Interview with CNN Business. Jason Hall. a 
lieutenant with the Da!(lon Police Department, described 
local dollar stores as "robbery magnets." 

He has tracked robberies at local chains Including Dollar Tree, FamMy Dollar and Dollar General mer the 
last feVV years - and Dollar General, by far, had the most incidents. 

Lieutenant Jason Hall, photographed in March, says the Dayton Portee Department repeatedly made securtty 
recommendations to doUar stores in the area but many of those recommendations were ignored. 

1n Dayton alone, pollce were called to 86 robberies at just se11en Dollar Genera! stores between 2016 and 
2019. Robberies at Dollar General locations accounted for 29% of the 80 commerclal robberies In the 
city in 2019, according to figures provided by the department 

Dollar General declined to comment on how much it spends annually on crime prevention or any specific 
measures in its stores to protect workers and prevent robberies "as to do so potentially compromises the 
integrity of those measures, provides a roadmap to would-be wrongdoers and may plaoe customers and 
employees at risk.• 
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Growing at a price 
As other retailers have struggled in recent years, dollar stnres have enjoyed breaknecl< growth. The Great 
Recession, slow wage growth and widening Inequality In Arnerk::a had all boosted discount retailB!S. Now 
the pandemic Is as well. 

The two largest players are Dollar General and Dollar Tree, which ~ Family Dollar In 2015. 

There are a few differences between the chains. At. Dollar Tree, for example, all Items are exactly $1. The 
stores tend to be in middle-class suburb an areas. 

Dollar General's more than 16,000 stores, on the other hand, sell Items largely in the $1 to $10 range, 
meaning there is more cash in registers. That makes stores more susceptible to robberies, according to 
retail secu rfty experts. · 

Dollar General stores are predoininan~y located in rural areas. About 75% of Its stores are In towns with 
femr than 20,000 people. Todd \faso.g, the company"s CEO, has described hls core customers as 
struggNng Americans. Dollar Generars primary customers make $40,000 a year or below per househcid. 

''We do very good In good times and we do fabulous In bad times,• vasos said on a call With Wall Street 
anal~ In May. "We're very, very bulf!Sh on what post-Covid looks ffke because ... ! think we're V8l'J well 
positioned no matb!r what this economy does to both our core cus1l:lmer and to the customer overall." 

Investors like Dolar General because It's been relentless at 
making more with less: less real estate, less labor and 
smaller product sizes than Its larger blg·box competitors. 
In lts latest fiscal year, walmart's US stores had a 5.1% 
operating profit margin before taxes; Dollar General stores 
boasted an 8.3% margin - an indicator that Dollar 
General is more efficient at keeping costs low and turning 
sales into profits. 

Since 2010, Dollar General's annual prciftts 118118 Increased 
fiVe-fold and its stock has surged more than 800%, Its 
locations have nearly doubled, and now the chain boasts 
more us stores U'lan \Nalmert, Kroger, Costco and Home 
Depot combined. A record 25,000 retail stores are 
expected to close this year, but Dollar General still plans to 

'' We do very 9oad in good timas 
and we do fabulous In bad 
times." 

TOOO V.lSOS, CEO, COLLAR G£HERAL 

open 1,000 new locations in 2020, or roughly 20 new stores a week. 
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But the compan~··s low-cost approach often comes at the expense of emp!QYees, former executives sala. 
Efforts to keep costs down have also kept the company's leaaership 1Tom wanting to take blgger steps 
on security, these executives said. 

Visibility inside the stores is often poor for workers because of the design, according to law enforcement • 
officials. Stores tend to be smaU and crowded, with high shelves and p~es of boxes and carts lining the 
aisles. Some pal ice patrolling outside cornplaln that It's difficult to see insicle because windows are 
covered With aCMirtlsements and signs. 

Dollar General said in an email that •we continually review and, as needed, adapt operating procedures 
and store !a',IOut [and] fixturing. • 

Staffing is lntentlonauy kept at a minimum, often With just one or two low-wage employees on site at any 
given time, former executives said. And although store registers are often flush with cash because.it's 
what many customers use to pay, security guards are rarely on the premises. 
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The Dayton PoHce Department says in 2017 it recommended Dollar General kee,o its w1ndows clear as a 
security precaution. This store on Dayton's sarem All8nue, which was the site of four robberies between 2018 

and 2020, had Its windows covered as of March 2020. 

Security guards were viewed as costly to the company's bottom line, the former executives also said. 

One former Dollar General executive described the dffficulty In convincing other company leaders that 
security guards· could deliver a positive return on investment. "We certainly didn't get a return having 
somebody standing there and paying $10 or $12 an hour," the former executive said. "Out of the 13,000 
stores when I was there, probably less than 100 stores had same type of outside security.• 

Another of the former Dollar General executlVes. who focuS8d on security, said he was "heavily chastised" 
For frequently going over budget on monthly guard expenses. 

Adding staff to stores would have also Jeopardized the k:Mt-cost model. 

"It's a low margin business, so you have to have low labor (costs] to make a profit." said one of the former 
executives. "Putting more labor in the stores took away from the profit, or you have to raise prices. And 
there was no appetite to raise prices because It's a low-price business.• 

The company has invested in Interactive sec~ty monlto~ng seno1ces. At thousands of stores In higher
crime neighborhoods or that ha\/8 experienced frequent Incidents, cameras are monitored by offsite 
security agents. The agents can communicate With efll)lo~ In the store and make public 
announcements 0\/er the loudspeakers letting customers knOw they are on camera. 

If the agents see a robbery or suspicious activity at the store, they can alert the local police. There are 
also two-way phOl'leS and panic buttons that employees can press to talk directly with a security agent if 
they are in distress. 



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-106 

 

21-0733 P 391 of 479

Interface security Systems, one of the services that Dollar General uses, boasts on itS website that Its 
technology helps companies reduce security guard costs bJI 88%. Dollar General also has used IVerify, 
another off-site monitoring company. Earlier this year. Securitas Electronic Security acquired the 
customer contracts of IVerlfy. 

This Dollar General store on N Gettysburg Ave in Dayton is where Daw Dukes said he experienced four 
robberies in just a year on the Job. · 

The remote monitoring systems can be effective at deterring shoplifting inside the store, according to 
experts. But unlike human security guards who can act as a visible, physical deterrent, they are less 
effective at deterring robberies, according to police, former emplayees at iVerify and Interface, and retall 
security consultants. 

One former iVerify executive said, 'It's rare that you're going to be lookflg at a video when the robbery 
occurs,". He said the remote monitoring was better-suited tor investlgatlng robberies after they occurred. 

Securitas, the campal1{ that now owns iVerify's customer contracts, did not respond to request for 
comment A representative for Interface said "there-is a place tor both remote interactlve monitoring and 
security guards in most retail chains" and that Its interactiw remote mooitoring systems with live video 
and two-way audio were a strong crime deterrent. 

When robberies do occur, some of the former Dollar General e)(Bc:utives said, the compljlny offered 
reactive, short-term measures - such as add Ing a sec\J"ltY guard to a store for a few weeks. 

"It was literally whack-a-mole. You would get the okay to spend cash when there was an incident A 
reactive security program in that kind of environment is not what y0u're looking for," said Flannery, tne 
former dMslonal loss prevention director at Dollar General. 

Dollar General said it disagreed with Flannery's characterization of fts security efforts and lhat it doesn't 



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-107 

 

21-0733 P 392 of 479

betieve "those assertions are supported by facts.' 

The safety concerns take a toll on some workers. 

When Kenya Slaughter wor1<s the cash register at a Dol1ar General In AleXandria, Louisiana, she makes 
sure she has enough $1 and $10 blUs In the drawer, so she won't have to go back into the safe. When 
she has to take out money from the safe behind the register, she "strategically positions herself' so she's 
not opening It with her back turned. 

Still, potential robbars "know we don't have security and that people are In there alone,' she sald. 

Indeed, Dollar General employees told NBC News In a report last month that they've been stabbed, shot 
and held at gunpoint. 

Significant 'shrink' 
In recent years, Dollar General has focused on soMng another problem. 

current and former staffers said there was an intense urgency to combat "shrink" - or merchandise lost 
due to shoplifting. employee theft or inventory errors. In its latest annual report ffled tn March, Dalar 
General called the problem "significant,• noting that 'higher rates of Inventory shrinkage or Increased 
securlty or other costs to combat lnventcxy theft could ad\/ersely affect our results of operations and 
financial condition.' · 

The sources said they felt that the company prioritized reducing "shrink' over preventing robberies, Which 
had a human too. 

"In the two years I sat In the executive meetings, I never remember anybody bringing up armed robbertes 
as a problem. We talked about loss of product and store manager turnover,• said one former top Dollar 
General executi"ve. "fhe people that are below the store manager level are just a commodity.• 

The obsession with reducing shrink was often turned Inward, With Dollar General treating some of Its own 
workers with constant suspicion, said Tracy Vargas, an assistant professor of sociology and criminal 
justice at the University of Nor1h Carolina at Pembroke. Vargas worked as a cler!( at Dollar General in 
2014 and 2015 for her Pl'D dlssertatlon on dollar stores at syracuse Urwersity. She also Interviewed 50 
employees from across ifie country. In her dissertation, She described workers being treated like 
criminals with surveillance cameras often focused on their activities rather than on customers. 

Dolar General said l1S •understanding is that Ms. Vargas's 
employment with the company was intended solely to 
validate her preconceived notions regarding the company 
for purposes of a book that she was writing, rather than in 
furtherance of serving the customers and comm unities 
that rely on us." 

It added: •we categorically deny the assertions.• 

A 13-foot poster in the store backroorn, known as the 
Shrink Chart, cflsplayed performance statistics lnc~.idlng 
the number of times each employee voided cash register 
transactions that week, Vargas said. (A large number of 
voided transactions or price checks could be Interpreted 
by managers as a sign of employee theft.) 

II 
The people that are below the 
store manaaer level are just a 
commodity.• 

A FORMER DOLLAR G£NERAL 

EXECUTIVE 
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Meanwhile, Dollar General provides little training an haw ta 
handle robberies, sources told CNN Business. 

Fonner store workers, including Dukes and Vargas. described when tt,ey were first hired being shown a 
simulatiOn video of a robbery. There are no hatlds-on dri1!s and they did not ha\'8 to review the video 
annually, some of tl1sse sources said. In some stores, signs are posted in· back rooms giving employees 
directions on what to do ."should the unlikely event of robbery occur.• 

Vargas told CNN Business that Dollar General employees are "sitting ducks' and "considered to be proftt 
risks to the corporation's bottom line.• 

"Employees are alone, exposed, and at the mercy of whomever [decides] to walk through the door that 
day," she said. 

Law enforcement raises concerns 
In some cities, local officials have urged Dollar General management to take more steps to prQ/ent 
violent crime. They say their warnings have largely gone Ignored. 

Dayton ponce have prepared reports on crime at local Dollar General, Dollar Tree and Family Dollar 
stores. On February 1, 2017, members of the department presented a Dollar General divisional loss 
prevention director with a 32-sllde PowerPolnt deck detamng ths factors the department believes to be 
"enabling factors• lf1 robberies. The factors included blocked wtndOY11s, high shelves, lack of maintenance 
outside the stores and lack of security guards in high-incident locations. 
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To print the document, click the "Original Document" link to open the original PDF. 

At this time it is not possible to print the document with annotations. 

It's a 'fairly large issue for us,• Hall, the Dayton Police Department lieutenant, told CNN Business. "We'Ve 
made a lot of recommendations to try to imprOlle these sttuations. We have noticed that not many of 
ttiese recommendations have been implemented or fully implemented.• 

Dollar General said it 'enj0y5 frequent communication with 1l1e DaytOn Police Department" and that it 
implemented the department's exterior maintenance suggestions In 2017. The company claimed the 
department did not provide "speclftc store safety and security measures.• 
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A representative for Dollar Tree, whictl owns Famffy Dollar, said "working with and supporting local law 
enforcement Is absolutely Important to us. We continually refine our security program, which Includes 
cooperating with local pol!ce departments to share photos and videos to support their investigations." 

In St. Louis, where there ha\/8 been 'high calls for police service for larcenies, disturbances [and] hold· 
ups" at Dollar General and Family Dollar in recent years, "implementing security is often suggested and 
ignored,' said Rich Sykora, an attorney for the city of S.t Louis. 

Lt. Hall described robberies at local dollar stofes as a ''fairly large Issue" In the area. Seven Dollar General 
locations accounted for 29% of robberies at Dayton businesses In 2019, according to the department's data. 

"We wHI take a fresh look at the St. Louis market and implement the appropriate steps,' a Dollar Tree 
representative responded. 

In rural Effingham County, Georgia, Sheriff Jimmy McDuffie said three of the five Dollar General stores In 
the area have been hit in recent years. 'We don't call them dollar stores. We call them stop and robs,• he 
said. 

McDuffie presented a list of safety concerns to Dollar General stores in the county, he said, including 
recommendations to improve lighting and limit the number of boxes piled up inside the stores. which can 
make It difficult for officers to see inside. "Put In some security measures.' he urged. "Light the parking 
lo1S up," 

''They saytl1ey"re going to do better, but It doesn't seem to come to fruition.• he told GJN Business. 

And In the Pee Dee region of SOutll Carolina, tllere have been a string of robberies at Dollar General 
stores over the past year. 

"None of the stores hav0 added outside cameras that could potentially capture !tie mode of 
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transportation and the direction of travel for suspects," said Tammy Erwin, a deputy at the Marlon County 
Sheriff's Office In South Carolina. 

"There are no security officers at any time. There are shifts with only one employee wcrking in the entire 
store," she said. She added that she wonders why Dollar General won't Implement •a buddy-system of 
employees, so that no one is alone in the store.• 

Dollar General's 2019 handbook of operating procedures 
says "at a minimum, two employees must be Involved In 
lhe closing process. For safety purposes, always use the 
buddy system." But there Is no mention of slrn liar pO,lcy for 
opening stores In the morning or at other houro of the day. 
The company says It "tries to mlnlmlze the time that 
employees are alone In the store.' 

The company said it has received "no formal safety and 
security POiiey change" from the sheriff's offices In 
Effingham County, Georgia, and Marion County, South 
Carolina. 

Dollar General said it was "aware of a single request from a 

'' -------
We don't call them dollar stores. 
We call tbam stop and robs." 

Jll'IMY HCOUFFIE, SHERIH, 

EFFINGHAM COUNTY, GEORGIA 

member of law enforcement in st Louis,• who requested that Dollar General Ji:nplement facial recognition 
software from a company "ln which we understood the Individual to have a personal and financial 
interest.• 

Deaths on the Job 
Famity members of Dollar General employees killed during armed robberies and security experts say It's 
not just a lack of in-store security measures that are the problem. 

Out of the six Dollar General employees killed since 20:16, two were shot as they left stores to depoSlt 
cash from the register at the bank. 

Some Dollar General employees take cash deposits to the bank by themselves: The company's policy In 
Its 2019 store operating procedures says that stores should make one or two such deposits each day 
depending on their location, and that the deposits can only be made by "key carriers,• or high-ranking 
employees. 

Ron Holder took a job as a store manager at a Dollar General in Richmond, Virginia, and hoped to WOik 
his way up the ranks at me company and become a district manager. But he was killed in his car outside 
of Dollar General one morning after picking up a cash deposit from the store, according to the FBI. His 
case is still unsolved. -

In Houston, 20-year-old DeQuan Anaerson was kllled In 2017 as he got In his car to bring cash from the 
store to the bank. His rr.other, Janine. has flied a wrongful death lawsuit. The case has gone to 
arbitration. 

Janine Anderson described her son in an interview as "an ail-around good kid" who was active in his 
church and developed a love of photography in high school. He saved up money to buy a camera and 
equipment and took it everywhere he 'NeT1t. 

'He always was going to have some type of career in art." she said. "That was his passiOn." 
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Ron Holder (left) and DeQuan Anderson (right) 
. were Dollar General employees who were 
both killed on the Job during armed robberies. 
{Cour1BSy Angela/Courtesy Janine Anderson) 

Before his death, DeQuan had raised concerns about the 
bank·drop process on multiple occasions, the lawsult 
said. But despite previous robberies at the store. Dollar 
General did not increase its security or hire an outside 
security company to transport cash to the bank, the 
lawSUit al leg es. 

Dollar General declined to comment on pending 
litigation. 

Meanwhile, Dukes, the former Dollar General employee in 
Dayton, Ohio, is trying to bounce back after the October 
robbery that changed his life. He has had trouble finding 
work after the shooting. He ls hoping to be more present 
in his kids' lives. 

•1 don't regret anythln g that I did,' he said. He was 
defending himself, he said. 

But Dukes believes the robbery could have been avoided tf Dollar General had taken his advice and put In 
permanent armed security. He hopes company executives will start doing more to protect their 
employees. 

"They don't know What's going on Inside these stores every day. They don't Store managers are the ones 
that deal with that every day. But I would tell them that they need to take better care of their staff." 

Dukes said he repeatedly asked Dollar General to hire security guards, but managers dismissed his requests. 
He hopes the company wm do more to protect its workers. 
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EXHIBITB 

EXHIBIT B 
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John Ewing/Portland Press Herald via Getty Images 

Dollar stores Hke Dollar General, Dollar Tree, and Family Doftar 
have been the target of vlolent crimes, according to two recent 
reports from CNN and Pro Publlca. 

Pro Publics linked dollar stores to around 50 gun fatalities since 
2017. 

"We strive to create safe work and shopping environments by 
tailoring our store operations and security for each store," a 
Dollar 'D'ee spokesperson told Business Insider. 

·Visit Business Insider's homepage for more stories. 
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Dollar stores have experienced a spate of deadly and violent crime 

over the past few years, even as sales at discount retailers soared 

during the pandemic, according to recent reports from CNN and 

ProPublica. 

Dollar stores, which offer shoppers heavily-discounted goods, have 

seen massive growth in the United states since the Great Recession. 
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Recently, chains like Dollar General have posted excellent sales as 

shoppers seek out deals amid the coronavirus pandemic. 

But news outlets including CNN and Pro Publica have reported that 

companies like Dollar General and Dollar Tree are prime targets 

when it comes to robberies and violent crime. A high-profile 

murder occurred outside a Family Dollar store in Flint, Michigan on 

May L Store security guard Calvin Munerlyn was shot and killed 

after a dispute with Ramonyea T. Bishop and Larry E. Teague over 

wearing face masks. 

A spokesperson for Dollar Tree Inc., which also owns Family Dollar, 

told Business Insider that "the safety and security of our customers 

and associates is a top priority." The Dollar Tree representative said 

that they could not "publicly share specific details" of the chains' 

security-related policies "to ensure the integrity of our security 

systems and procedures." 
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"When violence in the communities we serve occurs, it affects 

everyone - including our stores," the spokesperson said. "We strive 

to create safe work and shopping environments by tailoring our 

store operations and security for each store. We are continually 

refining our processes and enhancing on-premise security and 

surveillance systems, as well as our associate training.• 

Dollar General and the Federal Bureau of Investigation did not 

immediately respond to Business Insider's request for comment. 

But CNN's Nathaniel Meyersohn spoke with former Dollar General 

executives about security issues within the chain. These former 

company leaders compared Dollar General's security tactics to a 

game of "whack-a-mole." 

"Every night I was just waiting for there to be a phone call that said, 

'Hey we've lost somebody,"' former divisional loss prevention 

director Brian Flannery told CNN. 
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And a number of factors are likely contributing to the trend of 

violence at discount chains. Pro Publica's Alec MacGUlis reported 

that Dollar General's major expansion across the country and 

presence in "high-crime neighborhoods" both put dollar stores at 

risk. 

GBP Radio, an NPR affiliate in Georgia, spoke to Middle Georgia 

State University criminal justice professor Jeff Tarver on a slew of 

dollar store robberies in 2017 in the Macon region. 

"They know they're not going to be getting a lot of money," he told 

the radio station. "It's just the convenience of being able to get in 

and get out quicldy and have a couple dollars in your pocket." 

The result is a deadly wave of retail crime. 

According to Pro Publica, the Gun Violence Archive fouµd there 

have been so gun deaths resulting from "violent incidents" at both 



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-120 

 

21-0733 P 405 of 479

Family Dollar or Dollar General since 2017. CNN reported that six 

Dollar General employees have died in store robberies since 2016. 

Axe you a dollar store employee with a story to share? Email 

acain@businessinsider.com. 

Do you have a personal experience with ihe coronavirusyou'd like to 

share? Or a tip on how your town or community is handling the 

pandemic? Please email covtdtips@businessinsider.com and tell us 

_ your story. 

Get the latest coronavirus business & economic impact analysis from 

Business Insider Intelligence on how COVID-19 is a,ffectingindustries. 

NE.wSLITTER 

Get a personalized selection of top stories daily based on your 
preferences. Sign up now. 

SIGN UP 

By clickinsi 'Sign up', you agree tc receive marketing emails fnlm Business !nsider as well as other partner offers 
and aa:ept our Tem,s af Smvlce ond Prlmc~ Palley. 

S~E ALSO: 22 of the scariest crimes to ever hit the world of 
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EXHIBITC 
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A Dollsr General In North St Lau/o. An omployse nomad Robert Wboo'a waa killed thera in 
2018. (Andres Gon,afez for The New Yorker) 

HowDollarStoresBecameMagnets for 
Crime and KllUng 
Discount chains are thriving - while fo5tering v[olenoe and neglect ln poor 
cc mm unities. 

brit' Aleo MaciGUlle, June 29, 6a,m. mr 

Abollil!A OoitaiGEtaand fn UOl'th~L LOI.Ii&. An 6!fflPIO,W.'18med Rabar. ~ WB6tci'Had'tntffll lFI ~QUI. 
fAnrha 6miZBN",e,,, The "9M'YothrJ 

PraP'Ubllcals a nallpl"()jitnewsroam thatlnwsligi:iw abi,sesofpower. Slgll 11p to 
recell't! our bl/west stories as soon as they're pubUJhed. 
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1'lis story was co-published with The New Yt>rker and i.l not ~J•ct ta our Creative 
Comm""" !icanse. 

When Jolanda Woods was growing up in North St. Louis, in the 1970s and 

earty '80s, she and her friends would take the bus to the stores downrown, on 

14th Street, or on Cherokee Street, on the South Side, or out to the River 

Roads Mall, in the Inner suburb of Jennings. "Thls was a very merchant 

city," Woods. who Is 54, told me. There were plenty of places to shop in her 

neighborhood; too. even as North St. Louis, a mo&tly Black and working-class 

part of town. fell into economic decline. There was Perlmutter's department 

store, where women bought pantyhose In bulk, Payless shoes, True Ve.Jue 

hardV/8re and Schnucks grocery store. 

Almost all these stores have disappeared. As St. Louis' population has 

dropped from 850,000, in the 1950s, to a little wore than 300,000, owing to 

suburbanJllghtand delndustrlalization, its downtownhas withered. The 

River Roads Mall closed in 1995. North St. Louis is a devastated expanse of 

YBcant lots and c111Jnbllng late• 19th-century brick buildings. their dls?epair 

all the more dramatic for the opulence of their design. «This nelghborbood 

has gone down.• woods said. "Ob, my God, these houses.• 

A new fonn of reta.11 bas moved Into the void. The disco um chains Family 

Dollar 1111d Dollar General now have ne11Ily 40 stores In St. Louis and Its 

immedlate subums. about 15 of them in North St. Louis. This ls where the 

people who remaln In the neighborhood can buy detergent and toys and pet 

food and underwear and motor oil and flashlights and strollers and .mops 

and drain cleaner and glassware and wind chimes and rakes and shoes and 

balloons and bath towels and condoms and winter coals. 

The stores have some nonperishable and frozen foods, too, for people who 

can't travel to the few discount grocery stores left in the area. Rudimentary 

provisions like these allowed the stores to remain open a11 wessent1a1• 

businesses during the coronavirus shutdoWlli. "These stores are our Uttle 
Walmans, our UttJ.e TaQiets: Darryl Gray, a local :minister and civil rights 

actlvlst., told me. "lt's the stuff you won't get at a grocery store, that you get at 

a Walmart- but we don't have one." 

Three years 11110, Woods' husband, Roberr. who was 42, began working at a 
Dollar General on Grand Boulevard, across from an abandoned grocery 

stare. He and Jolanda had separated, but they stayed in touch over the years 

as Robert overcame a crack-cocaine addiction, got a job at the Salvation 

Anny, was ordained as a minister and became an Informal counselor to other 

men battling addiction. Dollar General paid a bit more than the Salvation 

Anny, but he expressed anxiety about security problems at the store. 

Shoplifting was common. and occasionally there were even !lillllld robberies. 
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The store lacked a security guard, and lt typically had only a couple of clerks 

on hand. 

On Nov.1, 2018, Woods went to work on his day off, to fill in for an absei:it co

worker. Footage from a securtty camera shows a man entering the store just 

after 1 p.m., wearlnga blue sweatshlrt. with the hood puUed up over a red 

cap, and holding a silver gun. 

He fired down the center aisle, hitting Woods In the back of the head. Then 
be pointed the gun at the cash register, before seeming to panic. He rllil out 
of the srore empty-banded. An ambulance aJI!ved. but Woods was no longer 

breathlng. After his body was removed. Dollar General remained open for 
several hows, before closing amid protests from local residents. 

Woods' m111der was one of three homicides in six months at the two discount 

chains In the St. Louis area. On June 13, 11 man and a woman started arguing 

In a car in the parking lot of a Family Dollar on West Florissant Avenue, just 

outside the city line; he shot her once In the hl,ad, killing her. Less than a 

month after Woods' death, a65-year-old woman was shopping at the Family 

Dollar on st. Charles Rock Road when a seemiagly mentally ill 34-yeru:-old 

woman grabbed stellk knives from a shelf In the store and stabbed her to 
death. 

The Gun Violence Archive, a website that uses local news reports and law 
enforcement sources to tally crimes Involving firearms. lists more than 200 
violent Incidents Involving guns at Family Dollar or Do!lar General stores 

si~ the start of 2017. nearly SO of which resulted in deaths. The incidentll 

include carjackings in the pa:rldng lot, drug deals gone bad and altel'.cations 

inaide stores. But a large Dumber involve armed robberle11 in which workatB 

or customers have been shot. Since the beginning of 2017, employees have 

been wounded in shooting!I or pistol-whippings in at least 31 robberies; in at 
least seven other incidents, employees have been killecl. The violence has 

not letup In recent months, when requirementll for customers to weer masks 

have made it ha.rd er for clerks to detect shoppers who are bent on robbery. In 

early May, a worker at a FllmilyDollar in Flint, Michigan, was fatally shot 

after refusing entry to a customer without a mask. 

The number of Incidents can be explained In part by the stores' ubiqulty: 

There are now more than 16,000 Dollar Generals and nearly 8,000 Family 

Dollani in the United Stales, a 50% increase ln the past decade. (By 

comparison, Walmart has about 4,700 stores in the U.S.) The stores are often 

In Wgh-crlme neighborhoods, where there simply aren't many other . 

businesses for crlmlnols to target. Routine gun violence has fallen sharply In 
prosperous cl ties around the country, but it has remained stubbornly high in 

many of the cities and towns where these stores predominate. The glowing 
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signs of the discount cllalns have become Indicators of n®ect. marlwrs of a 

gll()graphy of che places that the country h!19 wriuen off. 

Yorker) 

But these fucrors are not sufficient oo ei<plain ihe trend. The chains' owners 
have done ll!Ile to maintain order in che stares, whic.h tend to be thinly 

&eaffed and exist in a state ofphT,,lcal dlsarray. In the 1970s, crlmlnologlsts 
such as L'l"""nce Cohen and Marcus Felson atgUed that rising crime could 

be partly explained by changes In clJe social environment that lowered the 

risk of getting caught. That theory gained increasing acceptance in tile 

decades that followai. "The likelihood of a crlme occurring depends on 

chree elemeni,;: a motivated offender. a vulnerable vlaim. and the absence 

of a capable guardian,- tbe sociologi,;t Patrick Shar}<ey wrote, in "Uneasy 

Peace,' from 2018. 

Another way of putting this Is that crime is not Inevitable. Robberies and 

killings th11t have takr:n place at dollar store cb a ins would not have 

necessarily happened elaewhere. "The idea that crime ls sort of a w hack"a

mole game, chat if you j ~t J)Iess here it'll move over b ere.- ls wrong. Rlchard 

Rosenfeld, a crl.mlnologlst ai: the Uniwxsity of .Missouri-St. Louis, told me. 

Making it harder to commlt a crime doesn't Just push crime elsewhere; lt 

reduces it. •crtme Is opportunistic,- he said. "Ifi:here's no oppQnuniry, 

there's nn crime+" 
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James Luther Turner lefi: school In 1902, when he was 11. His father had died 

Ina wrestllng accident, and Turner had to run his family'sf!IIDl, In Macon 

County, Toonessee. He was successfttl and entrepreneurial, and when he was 
24 other farmers asked him to Dl8l1llgll the local co--op; he started a bridle 

shop behind the store. Eventually, he took a job working for a Nashville dty 

l!OO(ls wholesaler, hawking smi:iples across southern K811tucky and middle 

Tennessee. In 1929, at the onset of the Depression, he opened a store in 

Scottsville, a IIIllal.l town In :Kentucky. He bought up failed retailers' stock. 

whlcil he either liquidated. sold to other sto:e owners or took back to his own 
shop, Turner's Bargain Sto_re. "He also knew that where there was failure, 
there was opportunity," his grandson Cal Turner Jr. wmte In a 111BD1oir, 

called ''My Father's Business: published in 2018. 

In 1939, James Luther Turner's only child, Hurley Calister Turner, known as 
CalSr., bought a building in Scottsville to serve as the warebouse for a new 

wholesale business. J. L. Turner and son. Soon, he was buying so much 

discount merchand.1$e that he hlld trouble finding stores to take it so he and 

hls falher started a chain of stores in pannemhlp with local managers. At 

first, Cal Sr. later said, the plan was "selling the good stuff to the rich folks, 

but we were late getting into retailing." He concluded, "We had to sell the 
cheap stuff to the poor folks.• Cal Sr. had high stanclan:ls, He called all his 

store managers on 8aturday nights and made frequent rounds In person. "He 

wanted a store.to be clean and well displayed," Cal Jr. wrote. He starred 

working for tbe company when he was about 13, sweeping the warehouse for 

25 cents an hour. 

By 1955, the Turners bad three dozen stores across I(entncky and Tennessee. 

Cal Sr. noticed that crowds of shoppers came to depanment stores In larger 

cities when they held "dollar days,• selling oJf excess merchandise cheaply. 

On June 1 of that year, the company converted a store in Springfield, 

Kentucky, Into one called Dollar General. The store was a sensation, 11S was a 

second one. In Memphis, which lnlO months did more than amlllion dollars 

In sales. Soon, al!J. L. Turner and Son stores WtJre renamed Dollar Geneml, 

with a new slogan above the window: "Every Day 18DollarDay.• Signs 

outside read "Nothing aver $1." 

At liist, the Turners didn't have to radically change their business model. 

They bought inventory, lilcludirJg irregular items and closeouts, very cheap 

and sold It for s. lii:tle more. When a frlend's textile company had an excess of 

pink corduroy, Cal Sr. bad the frlend make men's pants, which he sold for a 

dollar a pair. He bought a truckload of wet socks In Naahville and had 

workers sort and hang them around the scottmlle warehouse. When bell

bottoms went out of fashion, he turned them into cutoff shorts. Once; at the 

end of the Christmas season, he bought 35,000 fruitcakes; he sold them all a 
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yea:rlater. 

Cal sr. sougllt out cheap real estate. «we don't have to have greatlocatlons; 

he said. "Wlth our merchandise end our prices, we just need some kind of 
building around us.• And he paid poorly: \1Tages were to be kept at a 
maxinmm of 5% of a store's gross sales, which. Cal Jr. acknowledged. "placed 
us at tlie bottom of a low-paying industry." A store typically had only two 
employees- and, if business was slow, it got by with just one at a time. 
When 11 bookkeeper ln'<lited two colleagues to lunch with a union orgmmier, 

Cal Sr. hild her fired. After the Teamsters trted to organize the company's 
truck drivers, the company outsourced its transportation to a contractor and 
hired a slew of armed guazds to escort the new drlveJs past piclleters. 

Sales nearly doubled between 1963 and 196B. and the Turners took the chain 

public. By 1m. they had 500 stores, and, a few years later, around the time 

that Cal Sr. passed the reins to cal Jr. they started buylugup other chains, 

also In small towns, extending the company far from its upland-South base. 
A competing chaill. Family Dollar. started by Leon Lev.lne In Charlotte in 
1959, focused mostly on low-income urban areas. By 1974. Lelline had 1.00 
storeS; he took his company publlc five years later. 

As the two ~ haw growo. expanding to offer many goods for more than 
a dollar, the urban-rural distinction between them has diminished. Today, lt 
is not uncommon to !ind both stores on the same small-town main street or a 
few blocks apart in a distressed urban neighborhood. (Dollar Tree, which 
bought Family Doll pr in 2015 and has maintained both brands, keeps prices 
closer to a dollar With a more limited selection - wrapping paper, parry 

supplles - sold to a more mlddie-class cllentele. Unlike Dollar General and 

Family Dollar, Dollar Tree's stores tend to be In suburban locations.) As 

Amazon and Its e-commerce rivals ha11e devastated brick-and-mortar 
shopping, the two cha!IIS represent fust about the only branch of physical 

retail that is still growing In America. Even walman, often 'liewed as the 
bane of small-town retailers, has been consolldating. Last }'l!ar, it closed 

about 20 stores. leaving some communities e"1:ln more dependent on the two 
chains. In 2019, discount chaw accounted for about half of all new retail 
store openings. Dollar General alone opened nearly 1.000 stores. 

The chains' executives are candid about what is driving their grCJWth: 

widening Income Inequality and the decl.l.oe of many city neighborhoods 
and entire swaths of the country. Todd Vasos, the CEO of Dollar General, told 
The Walls treet Journal In 2017, "The economy Is conl:lnuing to create more 

of our core customer.-
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A Doller CJenenll on the wast side of OByton where the reporter enoountered Jimmy 
Oona Id shopping with "1• mom. (Andres Gonzale~ for The Nevv Y0<i<er) 

Because dollar stores are heavily concentratoo in poor towns and 

neighborhoods, many middle-and upper-middle-class consumers are 
unaware of their ub:lqui cy- or of the frequency of armed robberies and 

&hoot!~. In 2017, the manage. of a Dollar General in DaltililDre, where I 

live, was shot and killed 115 he WBS closing up. BlltI cli!lcovered the 
pei:vasiveness of !he problem while repo.rt.lng elsewhere. In Dayton. Ohio, r 
got to know Jimmy Donald, who was working for a heating and a!r 

corulltianing contractor whlle trying to sllllt an organiz:atlon to help ex• 

felons and others with troubled backgrounds, a category that included 

h.lmself. Donald, who ls 38, served ln the Marines ln Iraq. He then spent four 

years in prison, after being involved In rlu! beating deatll of a man autside a 

Michigan bar, in 2004. He lived on the west side of Dayron, wh1ch Is 

predominantly Black; as the urea hw; loot sevei:al grocery stores, the dollar 

score chains have proliferated. 

Th.is corr el atlon ls not a coincidence, according to a 2018 research br!cl by 

the l.D.stitute for LocalSelf•Rdlance, which advocates for small businesses. 

Tile stores undercut uadltlonal grocery scores by having few employees, 

often only thrae per store, and paying them littl,,, "While doll,u stores 

somet:lmes fill a need in cash-strapped communities, growlng evidence 

suggests these stores are not merely a byproduct of.economic distress; the 

brief reported. "They' re a cause of l t. • 

There are now more than a dozen Frunlly Dollars and Dollar Generals on 
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Dayton's west side. "In alot of these areas, they're the only stores arouncl," B. 

J. Bethel, who has reported on the chains for WDTN, the local NBC af!iliate, 
told me. For robbers, h£ added, "it's the only pie.ca to get cash." Donald did 

much o! his shoppll'lg at the stores, and each week he drove his mother to 
them to do her shopping aa well. One day in Dayton, needing a winter hat, I 

stopped by a Dollar Genera! at West Third Street and James H. McGee 
lloulevard, where Donald and his mother were ma.tfn.g their way down an 

alsle. Goods spilled olf the shelves, and carts were piled high with boxes 

waiting to be opened and stacked, glving the store an air of neglect. 

Shortly before Donald and I first met, he had been thevictbn of an artned 

robbery at another west side Donar General. It wBB homecoming weekend at 
Central State Uni~ity, the historlcally Black college near Dayton. and bis 

mother needed some barbecue sauce. Donald was standinginllne to pay 

when two young men, probably in their late teens, cmne In and pointed a 

gun at till, cashier.Donald concluded that they were amatllurs - they 

weren't wearing masks, and when the one with the gun pu]]ed the slide back, 
not realizing that a round was already chambered, the bullet popped out. 

They ordered Donald and two women In line to get on the floor, then took 

tbe money that be had just cashed .from hls payi:heck: $700. 

Donald described this event In an undramatic and routine manner. And for 

good re11110n: armed robberies are a regular occurrence at the Dayton stores. 
In 2017, the year he was held up, there were 3l armed robberies at l8 Dollar 
Generals and Family Dollars in Dayton. (This count didn't include the store 

where he was robbed. which sits just beyond the city line.) Last year, there 

were lwo dozen. The violence has included more than robberies, too. Last 

Jilly, a man and a woman were killed outside a west side Family Dollar in a 

murder-sulclde; In September, a DJllil was shot during a drug deal outside 

the Dolle.rGeneral where I had run into Donald and his mother. 

All told, the Dayton police receive an average of nearly l.000 calls for service 

to the stores each year. There have been more caJls to just nine of the city's 

Family Dollars than there ha Ye been to one of Dayton's two major hospitals, 

Grandview Medical Center, where police areoften summoned for Interviews 

with victims of violent crimes, drug overdoses and other problems. 

The Dayron Police Department prides Itself on being a modern, data-driven 

force, embracing such initiatives as "harm reduction» measures to combat 

the opioid epidemic. Several years ago, noticing the rise In calls to the dollar 

stores, the department provided training ses&ions for Family Dollar 
managers in how to practice what police call "crime pre'""ntlon through 

environmental design: Officers showed them how less trash outside and less 

clutter inside and fewer big ads in the windows. which block the view of 

responding police oJllcers, would make their stores safer. The store 
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managers were told to iDBtruct ca.shiers to make frequent tr!II16fers of cash 
from the register to the safe. (Until 2004, Dollar Genenl dld not accept 

credit cards, end the stores still deal heavily in cash.) 

But Jason Hall, the commander of the city's Violent Crime Bureau, told me 

that the effect of the tralnlng had dissipated, partly because the stores, 

which pay a starting wage ofabout $9 or $10 an hour In sllltes without higher 
mlnlmum-wage thresholds, have SllCh hlgb. rurllO\'er. "It was supposed. to be 

passed down to the rest of the employees, but it didn't trickle down,~ he se.ld. 

"The rank and file did not reap the beneftt of that training." Store managers 

have .resisted pleas to reduce trash or loitering outside their stores, saying 

that their responsibility ls limited to the stores themselves. And they are 
often slow about getting police the feed from store cameras after robberies, 
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Dom,/d in 0,,yton, outside the store where he ,.... robbed. (Andrw Gonzelaz for The New 
Yorker) 

Hall said. The cameras are typically ofsuch low quality and so poorly placed 

..t"'"-........... , .,......,.,,_, __ •• _.,.,_J ._.,,&.a,w,..V,_..,&'V"!>"--.,~,W,..VJ....., .. •• ..... V .. ,.,,i,.....,_ 
Whaley said. "They don't even care lf they're being held up at gunpOjnt. • 

Recently, Dayton has cited the crlme and violence that the stores attract aa a 

reason to challenge tllelr requests to sell alcohol. Sevem.l years lll!O, Dollar 

Genem.l obtained alcohol licenses for many of its Dayu,n-area stnres. In 2017, 
the city's law depamnent began seeking m block.requests by Family Dollar 

to obtain licenses for seven of its stores, including three 011 the west side. 
The city had an easier time enlisting community testimony again.at alcohol 
license appllcatlons for stores on the north and east sides of town. which are 
less heavily African American. City oflic:lals attributed this Imbalance in part 

to a general sense of resignation and powerlessness on the west side. 

When the state's Division of Llquor Control approved all but one Family 

Dollar request, Martin Gehres, the assistant city attomey, drove a 16-

paseenger van full of north and east side residents to appeals hearings in 
Columbus. The residents., who included the owner of a bakmyacross from a 
Family Dollar and the Illllllllger of an adjacent llbrary branch, won reversals 
of the approval for that store and for another on the north side. But the 

alcohol sales went ahead on the west aide, where crime Is worse. "The stores 
they got them at were the ones I was most concerned about.• Gehres said. 

When I met with Geh!QS and Hall, they told me they were aware that the 
stores filled a retail void for many residents of Dayton, which has lost nearly 
half its residents since 1960. But they also cited research suggesting that, in 
some plaoes, the dollar stores have exacerbated the problem. "They are 
filling a food desert," Gebres said. "And they are helping cause a food desert." 

Even the most Image-conscious public co.tpOrations tend to acknowledge, in 
their required disclosu.res to lnveston and in their quarterly calls with 
market analysts, the cballanges facing them. So it Wllll startling to find no 

mention of the prevalence of crime and violence in recent filings for either 
Dollar General or Family Dollar and Dollar Tree. Company executives make 
occasional reference to "shrink,• the industry euphemism for stock lost 
mainly to shoplifting or emplo~ theft. But the steady stream of violence at 
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the stares. much af it directed against employees, was omit.red. 

Dollar General emptwsized its dl'orts to .k,i,ep costs down. lil its disclosures 

for the third qunrti,r of 2019, Dollar General lamented the rise in nationwide 
hourly wages, and It said that it was alml:ng to shift to self-check.out In l])IIIly 

stares. The comp!lllY hopes not to have to Increase securicy at stores. s!nce lzs 
"Jinancial condition could be all'ected ad"YeI$ely• by doing so. "Our ability to 

pess along labor costs to our customers is con9trained by our eveiyday low 

price modeL" Dollar General concluded, "'and we may not be able to offset 

such increllSffl costs elsewhere in our business." Similarly, Dollar Tree 

executives told anaJyi:ts In a quarterly call In March th:n they were pushlng 

"productivity initiatives" In stores. which would help get more from fewer 

worker!;. "We are well positioned In thJ, most :n:ua.cclve sector of retBll to 

dell ver continued growth and Increase value for our Bha..reholdera." Gary 

l'hilbin, the company's CF.O, swd. 

ln the IJll!lt fiw fl'-'U$, the share price of Dollar Genere.Hw neOJly tripled, 

outpecing th.e broader ~ock: mu.km by some 50% and vasdy oui:perlorming 

traditional grocery stores and retailers such es lCrO!ler l!Ild Macy's. In 2018, 

vases, Dollar General's CEO, received more than no mllllon In ootal 

compensation, noorly llOU tim;,s the median pay for workem at the company. 

Philbin, at Dollar Tree, was pa!d about th-e same amount. 

Aslr.ed about the h UDdreds oflncldent8 of violent crime ec thar s tore8, lhe 
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companies said that they took ~urity concerns seriously, but they did not 

elaborste on preventive measures at the stares. Both companies declined to 
say how many hadanned security. Randy Guller, a Family Dollar 

spokesman. said, in written responses to questions, •To ensure the Jntegrtty 
of our security systems and procedures, we do not publicly share specific 

deta!ls." None of the 10 dollar stores that I visited in Dayton had a security 
guard present. In liquor board testimony, the Family Dollar manager for the 

region stretching across Int.erst.ate 70 from Dayton to St. Louis said that the 

company deployed security guan:lsatonly a couple of stores inh!s region, in 
St. Louts and Cincinnati. 

Guller said that the stores cooperated fully with local police departments 
end had in some places opened tip lines with rewards for information 
leading to arrests. He told me that the company recently hired the security 
ftrm ADT to 11pgrade the stores' camera systems. Asked about the stores' low 
stafllnglevels, Guilersaid, "Weareasmall-boxretailer.Staffi.nglevelscan, 

and do, vary by day, by hour and based on store sales volumes.• 

A spokesperson for Dollar General said, "In keeping with our mission of 

serving others, we are proud to provide a convenient, aiforde.ble retail option 
to customers and communities that other retailers choose not to serve.· 

When Jolanda Woods l1eanl abput Robert's murder, she returned to SL Louis 
from Philadelphia. where she had been working lit a noaproflt, to organize 
his funeral [Jl an interview with KMOV. the local CBS affiliate, she faulted 

Dollar<"',eneral for leaving stores undersudfed and for allowillgst.ock to pile 
up near the door, making it harder for workers and customers to escape 

robberies, ~hat's not enough staff to secure your store with no security," she 

said. "You can't expect them to watch the aisles, work the cash registers, 
watch Ille thieves and stop the thieves.» 

In February, I went to St. Louis and 1islted the Dollar General where :Robert 
was killed. Inside Ille entrance was just the sort of barrier that Jolanda had 
described: a double-wide column ofseverlll dozen '"totes: or large plast!c 

· crates, .b.oldillg a jumble of goods on clearance. There were cable protectors 

and scented oils and c.b.icken jerky curls and baby pacifiers and "Frozen" -
themed Ziploc bags and party napkins andelastlc wrist supports and 
charcoal foot scrub and romance novels. In the shampoo aisle, a manager 
was telling an employee to mark down certain goods with a price gun. "I 

want to sell tbls because tbls ls what creates totes in the back room, and I 
hate totes in the back room.· he said "So get yoor gun." 

The next morning, I went to see Jolanda at her new house, in an inner 
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suburb just north of the c:!ty. She called up her friend Wl.nter and put her on 

speakerphone. Winter knew alot about crime that had oceurred at that 

Dollar Gaaeral in the years when Jolanda had been living In Phlladelpbla. 

There was the time some men loaded up a large trash can with stolen goods 

at the store's back door and then just hauled it out. There Wll8 the time a 

manager she knew became so frustrated by the crime thllt he asked a friend 

from East St. Louis to serve 1111 de facto security. After the friend got in an 
altercation with a suspected thief, the company reprimanded them, which 
led both to quit. "When they qwt, it was all on again," Winter said. 

The police say that Robert Woods' killln,g remains unsol.1Ted. Jolanda had 

received a workers-compensation payment on Robert's behalf, but she was 
contemplating organizing a class-action lawsuit on behalf of famlly 

memberB of other victims of violence at Dollar Generals. "You have a service 

and a product that's needed in a community,• she said. •well, you have to be 

part of the community to make that work. 

"And being part ofit means •rm going to secure you while you're here. rm 
going mhave somebody on my lot to make sure YoU get to your cars. rm 
going to secure it' These stores are thrOUghout our community, but they 

have no Interest in the community. They're not glv!Dg nothing back. They 

give nothing back: 

Last October, Jimmy Donald Wll8 in line with a fr1end at a Dollar General on 

the west side of Dayton, at 2228 North Gettysburg, a short drive from the one 
where he took hls mother to shop and the one where he had been robbed. He 

was startled to see that the cashier was carrying a pistol on his hip. The 

cas.hler, Dave Dukes, said that he had been held up recently and wanf:e<! to 

be ready In case It happeried again. 

Frustration was rising at City Hall, too. When Whaley, the mayor, entered 

city government, In 2005, she viewed the dollar chains as serving a useful 
purpose, but aver time she saw how the chains' SfDres in urban 

neighborhoods contrasted with the ones In rural areas. Residents often sent 

her photos of dangerously cluttered aisles, and she asked ftre marshals to 

issue warnings. "The more and more ubiquitous they've gotten, tbey'Ve 

gotten less and less caring,» she said. "I came to see them as glorified check-. 

cashing and payday lenders for the way they prey olf the poor but don't 

really care about the poor." 
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began carrying a plata/ on his hip. (Andr..,. Gonzalez for The New Yorker) 

In January 2019, John Cronlay, the mayor of Cincinnacl, wrote a letter about 

his city's struggles wilh rho s1nres to the COO of Dollar Tree, which led to a 

meeting at Cincinnati's City Hall with Cranley, Whaley, the cities' police 

chiefs and some company executives. The executives starced giving a 

PcrwerPointpreoontaclon about Dollar Tree, but-tlle mayors cut them off and 

threatened to file lawsuits agallllit the company. 'flw executives promised to 

work on "good neighbor" agreement5 wirh. the cltles instead, laying IJl.lt 

terms for better cooperation. (Asked for an update this spring, Gehres, 

Dayton's assistant city attorney, wro IE ln an email: "Famlly Dollar and the 

City are ironing out the terms. Some language co nee ms a litter abatement 

program and environmental tmprovement!l to mitlgw:e some of our 

concern&.") 

Same cities have stamd to take more drE1I11atic measures. In 2018 and 2019, 

Tuisa, Oklahoma; New Orleans; and Birmingham, Alabama, beUevi.ag that 

th.c stores' concenmtion dissuaded tradt tional grocers from moving In, were 

among the cities mat passed legtii.lation r equlri.ng new chain dollar stores to 

be at least a mile a.pan. unless they held a minimum square footage of fresb 

food. Whaley and Geh:res told me chat Dayton lla.d COIL'lidered takiDg this 

ilWfl but decided mat it would he o,f little more wan symbolic value, since 

the city's immediate challenge we.s contending With problems at che swres it 

already had. 
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Eventually, I made it to the Dollar General on North Gettysburg, where 
Jimmy Donald had seen Dave Dukes, the cashier with the gun on his hip. But 
he was no longer there. 

On Oct. 9, 2019, Roosevelt Rappley. a 23-year-old man who police said had 

been involved in several dollar store robheries. came into the store canying a 

gun. Dukes, who is 28. had been employed at the store for a year and a half, 

after years of working in construction. He had been promoted to assistant 

manager and, he said, had repeatedly asked his supervisors for a security 

guard at the store, to no avail. He had a concealed-carry permit fortlle gun, 

and, In any case, Ohio allowed open carry without a permit. The store 
manager knew about the gun and hed not prevented hlm from carrying it. 

When Rappley drew his gun and threatened him, Dukes shot him dead. 

Dukes then called 911. "I Just had somehody try to attempt and rob me over 

here atDoUar General on Gettysburg,• he said. "Came in with a firearm, 

chreaumed to take money out the drawer, pointed a gun at me and my staff 
members. __ He pointed a gun at me. I bad a firearm onme, I pulled m.y 

firearm. and I shot him !n self-defense.• (Dukes was not charged.) 

The llllXt day, Dollar General told Dukes not t.o remm to work, according to 

Dukes' lawyer, Erik Blaine. "This Is a compaiw that decided to place their 

stores in certain are11& and absolutely fought requests for security, and then, 
when someone does defend themselves and their co-workers, they're thrown 
out the ne.ii:t day," Illalne told me. "For a company that puts profits so far over 
people to put their store employees at Iisk of life and death, it's fust 
unconscionable: Dollar General declined t.o answer quesdons about the 
case. "When employee actions are part of police investigations, we 
thoroughly review matters and take appropriate action. as necessary." the 

company said. 

In November, just a few weeks after Rappley'& death, someone robbed the 

Dollar General on nearby Salem Avenue, where JiIIIIl'.ly Dona.Id had been 
robbed In 2017. The robber wore a surgical mask and fired a gun before 
leaving. 

Soon afterward, Edwm Goldsmith, who is 32, took a job there. 'l'he only 
security trafniDg he received was a 12-mlnute video. Cashiers were 

instructed to give up the cash in the drawer if chreatened, to include a dye 

pack r.o make it easier to trace the money and to use ared phone behind the 
register to call asecuritycompanythatDollar General uses. Goldsmith's 

supervisors Ignored his request lbrsecurlty guards. on SL Patrick's Day, as 
Ohio sterted to shut down rurud thecoronavlrus pandemic, a man wallred 

into the store while pulling on a mask and took out a gun. 11iere WIil! only 

$80 In the register; the cashiers bad Just trall$ferred cash to the drop box. 
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There was no dye pack In the register to lldd to the money - it still hadn't 

beenreplaced after the November robbery. Goldsmith had only recently 
removed a part of the counter that the gunman had damaged with a bullet. 

Goldsmith. the most senior of the three employees on shift, worried that the 

robber would come back for more money. So Goldsmith got his own gun 

from his car and slipped it under his waurtband. The police arrived, as dJd 
the Dollar Generill dislrlct manager. Wlien they played back the camera 
footage to see the robbery, they also saw Goldsmith getting his gun. The 

following day, the store manager told Goldsmith that the company had told 

her to fire him fur having violated the oompany hand boo.k's rule against 

bringing a gun to work. Dollar General declined to comment on the firing. 

Goldsmith had never seen the handbook. "It's not right for me to lose my job 

all because I didn't want to die in the store,· he told me the next day. 

About six months after Robert Woods' murder, Javon Pearson took a job at 

the Fumlly Dollar on Dr. Martin Luther King Drive in St. Lou.is, a mile and a 
half from the Dollar General where Woods was killed. Pearson, who was 31., 

had worked at Wendy"s for seven years, but his prospects for promotlon 

conflicted with his child-care schedule; he had three children, ages 10, 6 md 

3, whose cust.ody he shared. So he switched to Family Dollar, while working a 

second job at Save A Lot one of the few grocexy stores left in North St. Louis. 

He worked mklnigbt to 6 a.m. stocking shelves at Save A Lot. then 9 a.m. to 3 

p.m. at Family Dolla(, getting home in time to see his kids, often with some 

treats from Family Dollarin hand, and to rest for afew hours before 

re nun lag to save A Lot. "We don't sleep: his mother, Carolyn Noble,, said. 

Sbe cared for Pearson's children. when she wasn't working as a medical 

assistant at a mental health facility. "We work,• 

On Oct 3, Pearson was working at the Family Dollar when, according to an 

account that co--workels laler gave t.o hls family, hs had a dispute with a man 

who&e girlfrlend he had caught shoplifting. He left the store at3 p.m. with 

another employee, who was going to giv~ him a ride home. As they were 

crossing the parking lot, two yomig men approached and shot him. Pearson's 

aunt, Shari Ealy, had lost a 11-year-old daughter to gun violence in 2006. 

When she heard about the shooting at Family Dollar, she rushed to the store. 

Even from a distance, Ealy recognized b1m by his sneakers. Carolyn Noble 

got t.o the ston, moments later. "That's not my baby, Is It?" she asked. before 

collapsing to the pavemenL 

I went to see Noble and Ealy at F.aly's house, a small bungalow In University 

City, II.ti Inner suburb just mist oJ' st.•Louis, The blinds were drawn, a large 
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TV was oa, and childJ:en and teenagers were coming and going from~ 

.house. It had been fbw: mon tbs since Pean!on's murder - Ille police had DOC 

made any arrests- and Nobw sllid that 9he had bee11 too grief-striclr.en to go 

bad: to work. "I'm just starting to come out,• Bhe sald. 

She began by calklng a bout the air conrl!tionen; end Jcepc coming beck to 

th.em in the hour that followed. Why did the stores go w sucb length:i to Jock 

down the air con di tloning units that cool their buildings but do so little to 

secure the workers and ahoppers Inside? 

The disreg.ird bad con.tinued after her son's death, she said. Save A Lot had 

sent food and sodas tg the fwnily, with condolences. Even Wendy's, where 

.ht, no longer worked, had offered. ID help, and several area rnanageni had 

oome to the funeral. But Famliy Dol.la.r management had noc contacted her 

and had discouraged empl!Jyees from attending che funeral, she said. 
(l'amlly Dolla! decllned to COIIIIIlCnL) 

After the funeraL ahe aa!d, ooveral ClCher family memilem had allli:Ed why ru,r 

son had worked at me Fmnly Dollar, given the level of crime Ille.re. This 

bocheredNoble. The store was close to chelr home, which made It 

convenienc, conelderlng Dll me nmhlng between jobs and child. care. "Why 

can't I work In my neighborhood?"' 5he seid. "Why can't you work in yuur 

neigtiborhood?" 

She w,ed to shop at Family Dollar socnetllnes, to buy r.oll.eC!le!i or hou.sehold 

looms or llcde gifts for her menw health cllen ts - jogging suits or the 

oocwiional $5 perfume. She had iltoi;ii;ied going sinc;e the muroec, but one day 

she had been driving past a Famlly Dollar a little farther west anrl had gone 

io and aaketl the ca.shiet how she feJtwgrking then,. "For real? It's ecaryt the 

cashier said, and llll)Otioned che facai shooting at the store down che road. 

Caroiyr, Noble seid nothing. 

Sean Campbell C1Jnlrilmted reporting. 

Alac MacGilli, 
Alec MacGllllooovers p0lltlca and government 11:,r ProPublica. 

• Alec.MaoGlllla@propuhlic, .org , @AlecMocClllllo 
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Letter P17 

COMMENTER: Donald B. Mooney, Law Office 

DATE: February 23, 2021 

Comment P17-1 

The comment states that this law office represents Divide Preservation Society and Cool Pilot Hill Advisory 

Committee regarding the Cool General Retail Project. The Draft EIR fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA, 

Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq, and the Divide Preservation Society and Cool Pilot Hill Advisory 

Committee submit the following comments on the Draft EIR.  

Response P17-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

specific comments below.  

Comment P17-2 

The comment states that there is a discrepancy in the information concerning heritage oak trees between the 

Draft EIR and Appendix B, and the Draft EIR does not explain that discrepancy. The Final EIR must be revised to 

identify all heritage oaks on the Project site and/or disclose what happened to one of the heritage oaks. 

Response P17-2 

Refer to Master Response 4. 

Comment P17-3 

The comment states that CEQA requires that an EIR must propose mitigation measures that will minimize project’s 

significant impacts, using facts and analysis to support results, and reasonable standards are required to determine 

that the project will not have a significant environmental impact. The commenter says that this Draft EIR fails to 

adequately mitigate the Project’s potentially significant impacts associated with naturally occurring asbestos.  

Response P17-3 

Please refer to responses to comments regarding specific impacts and mitigation measures, Response to 

Comment P17-4 through P17-11,below.  

Comment P17-4 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR recognizes the risks posed by naturally occurring asbestos in the County 

and concludes that the disturbance of the asbestos is a potentially significant impact, but nothing in the record 
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demonstrates that compliance with MM-AQ-1 would reduce the potentially significant impact to less than 

significant. Reduction of the amount of asbestos does not necessarily constitute avoiding or reducing the impact 

to less than significant. This is not substantial evidence, and there is no statement of overriding considerations. 

Nothing in the record indicated that adhering to all applicable regulations and control measures for fugitive dust 

emissions and asbestos hazards mitigation will reduce the impact to less than significant.  

Response P17-4 

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Comment P17-5 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts to traffic and pedestrian safety 

submitted by Aloha Adams on behalf of the Cool Pilot Advisory Committee (refer to Letter P1).  

Response P17-5 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P17-6 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately discuss inconsistencies between the Project and the 

applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the El Dorado County 

General Plan includes policies related to level of service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state highways 

within the unincorporated areas of the county, but the Draft EIR contains no analysis or discussion regarding the 

Project’s consistency with the General Plan’s policies regarding LOS. 

Response P17-6 

The commenter refers to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) which is provided below in full:  

The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, 

specific plans, and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not limited to, the applicable air 

quality attainment or maintenance plan or State Implementation Plan, area-wide waste treatment and 

water quality control plans, regional transportation plans, regional housing allocation plans, regional 

blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, habitat conservation plans, 

natural community conservation plans and regional land use plans for the protection of the Coastal 

Zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains. 

Commenter further states that the EIR must include a discussion of the County General Plan’s policies regarding 

LOS, even if there is not a significant impact related to LOS.  

It is important to note the purpose of plan consistency in CEQA. This is described by CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 

Item XI(b), which asks “Would the project: Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land 

use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?” Further, 
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the three court cases cited by the commenter all revolve around the determination of potentially significant 

environmental effects. With regards to LOS, as a function of law, the County cannot find that inconsistency of the 

project with LOS policies would constitute a potentially significant impact under CEQA. This is clearly stated in 

Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento (Dec. 18, 2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 609. “The 

purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed 

information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which 

the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project (Public 

Resources Code Section 21061).” Therefore, a discussion of LOS policies, which are not applicable to the project 

under CEQA, would not serve the objectives of CEQA and is not required.  

Comment P17-7 

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide a selection and discussion of alternatives that foster 

informed decision making and informed public participation. Other than the required No Project Alternative, the 

alternative analysis contained only the proposed project. The EIR neglected to describe one, or a range, of 

reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain the Project’s objectives, making the EIR fatally flawed.  

Response P17-7 

The commenter elaborates on this point in subsequent comments. Please see Response P17-8 through P17-10.  

Comment P17-8 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately identify alternatives that avoid or substantially lessen 

any significant effects of the project. The range of alternatives must be selected and discussed in a manner that 

allows for meaningful public participation and informed decision making. An EIR that only considers two 

alternatives is not a range of reasonable alternatives if that determination is not supported. The EIR fails to 

consider alternatives that would reduce and avoid project impacts.  

Response P17-8 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), to “describe a range 

of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Furthermore, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(b), the EIR shall focus on “alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or 

substantially lessening any significant effects of the project.” A reasonable range of alternatives, therefore, would 

not include alternatives that have the same environmental effects as the proposed project. Alternatives are 

selected on the basis of avoiding or substantially reducing one or more significant environmental impacts, while 

feasibly achieving most of the basic project objectives.  

For the proposed project, there are three potentially significant impacts identified in the EIR. These are related to 

air quality (potential exposure to NOA), biological resources (potential for nesting special status birds or roosting 

special status bat species to become established within or adjacent to the project site prior to construction), and 

the potential for accidental discovery of previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. It is important to note that 

21-0733 P 426 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-142 

of these impacts, none are unique to the site or the project, and none of these conditions have been positively 

identified at the site. All four impacts are conservative findings based on regional conditions, and would apply to 

any use at the project site, and indeed at any location within the community of Cool. For example, construction of 

a single-family home, as an example of what might be considered a low-impact land use, would have the same 

potential to disturb NOA, if present, to disturb special status bird or bat species, and to potentially encounter 

previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. These impacts are the result of any construction activity that may 

disturb the project site. An alternative design, as discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the EIR, would not avoid or reduce 

these construction impacts.  

As several comments on the EIR attest to, NOA is a potential issue throughout the community of Cool. Therefore, 

an alternative location would not avoid this potential impact, as described in Section 4.3.1 of the EIR. Similarly, 

since disturbance of special status birds, such as raptor species, may occur within a 0.5-mile radius of a nest, and 

special status bats may roost in “snags” (downed trees) or within man-made structures, the biological impacts 

would not be avoided by an alternative location. An alternative site (with the proper zoning and characteristics) 

within the community would have a similar potential for disturbing special status birds and bats during 

construction. Similarly, the impact finding for tribal cultural resources, and its corresponding mitigation, is based 

on regional potential for occurrence, rather than the individual project site, and would not be reduced by an 

alternative location. An alternative location outside of Cool would not feasibly meet the project’s first basic 

objective, and would essentially amount to denial of the project within the community (thus, the No Project 

Alternative, which is analyzed in the EIR).  

As stated above, and discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, these impacts are related to construction of the project 

site rather than operation, so an alternative use would not avoid or reduce these impacts. Furthermore, the project 

use is allowed by right. The property is designated, by the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, for commercial 

retail use. Changing the use would require revisiting the General Plan, which an EIR alternatives analysis is 

explicitly not required to do.  

Thus, it is due to the nature of the project impacts, and the nature of the County’s authority over the project – 

which is simply approval of the physical design of the commercial structure – that results in the two alternatives 

(Project and No Project).  

Comment P17-9 

The comment states that three alternatives that were considered but rejected by the EIR were not fully analyzed 

in the EIR, and do not qualify as a reasonable range of alternatives because they were not evaluated or analyzed 

as required by CEQA. The County is not allowed to reject every alternative during the scoping process as infeasible 

and then claim that the discussion of “infeasible” alternatives met the requirements that the EIR contains 

potentially feasible alternatives to the project. 

Response P17-9 

As described in Response P17-8, the alternatives considered but rejected, per Section 4.3, are not intended to 

substitute for a reasonable range of alternatives. Rather, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), this section is 

intended to provide the reader with the rationale for the alternatives ultimately considered (Project and No Project).  
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Comment P17-10 

The comment states that the Draft EIR only contains two alternatives (the proposed Project and No Project) and 

did not evaluate a reduced project alternative. The Draft EIR contains general assumptions that an off-site 

alternative would have unavoidable impacts without any investigation into alternative sites. The Draft EIR should 

also consider and evaluate alternatives regarding pedestrian and traffic safety outlined in Letter P1, and project 

designs to reduce the risk of robberies. 

Response P17-10 

There is no substantial evidence that the project would result in an impact to pedestrian and traffic safety or public 

safety services. Therefore, these impacts were not considered in the selection of alternatives. As stated by the 

commenter, there is no firm rule on the number of alternatives to be considered in an EIR. Although less common, 

the use of only the Project and No Project Alternative, is allowable in circumstances such as the proposed project, 

and has been upheld by the courts (Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County. of Siskiyou [2012] 210 

Cal.App.4th 184).  

Comment P17-11 

The comment states that violent crime is associated with Dollar General stores because they attract robberies. 

The low-cost model of Dollar General stores does not deter crimes, and the Draft EIR must address public safety 

based upon Dollar General’s business model. The Draft EIR needs to address security measures, such as at least 

two employees on site at all times, reduce height of shelving to provide visibility for store clerks and law 

enforcement, and a security guard.  

Response P17-11 

Refer to Master Response 8. 
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Comment Letter P18 
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Comment Letter P18 Higginbottom 

2/22'2021 Ede.gov us Mall• [CootGeneralRetad) Dollar Genera! 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

(CoolGeneralRetail) Dollar General 

altweb Higginbottom <altweb@comcast.net> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:23 AM 
To: "Coolgeneralrelail@edcgov.us" <Coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

To edcgov.us 
I have lived in Cool for 23 years. I do not get why a store like Dollar General will make our town a 
better place to live. 
We have a sufficient number of businesses to sustain a nice life in a rural area. 
These businesses are well used by most residents and keep our life simple. 

To have a business that is known to carry cheap and unnecessary products would not be helpful to 
many residents. 
We live close enough to more major towns that sustain any other needs. 
I have watched a total problem with traffic especially corning from Auburn increase to a point that 
if there is a medical emergency it could cause a major delay in getting to the appropriate medical 
facility and even to work for those that need to get to their jobs. 
The confluence area is almost unpassable especially on weekends. The number of accidents that 
close down passage has become unbearable at times. Trucks get stuck many times and create 
long closures on both sides of the road. 
There are times in Cool where accidents have closed down our passage to evacuation routes if 
needed and it takes to long for the Sheriff to get here. 
The existing businesses in Cool cover all our daily needs. 
Thank you for listening. 
SH 

https /Jmail google com/ma 1Uu/0?1k=900d 19eebe&view=pt&sea rch=all&permmsg1d=msg-f'lil,3A 16924132141803807 1 0&slmpl=msg-f'-lj,JA 16924132141 ,,, 
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Letter P18 

COMMENTER: S. Higginbottom 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P18-1 

The comment states that the town of Cool is already served by existing businesses to sustain the needs of 

residents, thus making the proposed Dollar General an unnecessary addition to the area. 

Response P18-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P18-2 

The comment states that there is an existing problem with vehicle and truck traffic which has caused closure of 

evacuation routes and possible delays for medical emergencies. 

Response P18-2 

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding traffic impacts and Master Response 8 regarding emergency response impacts. 

Comment P18-3 

The commenter summarizes that existing businesses in Cool are adequate to serve the needs of residents. This 

comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. 

Response P18-3 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and no further response is required. 

  

21-0733 P 432 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-148 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  

21-0733 P 433 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-149 

Comment Letter P19 

 

  

21-0733 P 434 of 479

Comment Letter P 19 Angleton 

2/2212021 Eelcgov us Mall - ICoolGeneralRetadl Donar General EIR 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General EIR 

Carolynne Angleton <coolfeed@live.com> 
To: "coolgenerelretail@edcgov.us" <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Cc: Carolynne Angleton <cwangleton@comcast.net> 

To Evan Mailes El Dorado Counly Senior Planner, 

Sun, Feb 21, 2021 at 1222 PM 

Firs! of all, 1 would like to thank each of you for your due diHgence in this process. I sat in on the planning commission 
meeting and was impressed with !he questions and the level of detail that you each have obviously gone into in looking at 
this project. I encourage you today, as I did al that meeting to dig deeper into each of these potential issues. Please do 
not jusl accept lhe original low-level reporting that was completed in the Mitigated EIR. 

I have shared my concerns and the many facets of 1hem in previous emails bul rm going 1o re-state 1hem here for this 
process. 

1. One of our original items of concern was public safety, as a local business owner of 15 years, {across lhe street from 
the site planned for DG) I leave that location often and it is not an easy intersection to cross unless you go to the four way 
slop. Even at thal I have seen many near miss accidents, many stop signs run. As we all mentioned the traffic sludy done 
was in adequale. I encourage you lo ensure !hat the traffic study this time is done at multiple times throughout the day as 
well as it reasonably cannot be accomplished during Covid when regular travel is limited. My concern is that you complete 
the study during this lime and when life returns to normal, v.re then realized the huge issue that we are dealing with. I was 
involved in the proJect that Lori Parlin referred from August of 2017 "Ideas fo r making Cool a Cooler Community" At the 
time there was discussion of putting in roundabouts in to slow the traffic at that location. It seems with the add~ion of 
Dollar General that would almost be a requirement. 

2. Within this category is the pedestrian traffic. It would be incredibly unsafe for anyone to walk along Highway 49 
traveling to Dollar General. We all know that young people will definitely do that. So pedestrian traffic must be addressed 
and the inclusion of widening the road to provide sidewalks & bike lanes for safe travel. 

3. Another issue was urban decay/Blight. Again, as a local business owner I am confident that Dollar General will have a 
negative effect on the current local businesses. I am also confident thal there are just not enough dollars to spread 
around for the add"ion of Dollar General. It is entirely possible that our local residences wi l not support dollar general and 
the ~ itself becomes the "blight" as it as it eventually becomes empty. I feel it is fiscally irresponsible to bring a business of 
that magnitude into our small community. 

4. An additional issue that has surfaced is the septic situation and waste water removal. I don't understand The ins and 
outs of this issue however I know Iha! homeowners trying to build on lots where lhe lots don't perk are not allowed to put 
an above ground septic in. Why would that exceplion be made for businesses? I believe this issue needs to be delved 
into further, and require a normal septic and wastewater removal system to no exceptions made for big business. 

5. The issues relating to the removal of the heritage Oaks and the inconsistencies in the reporting on size & number of 
said trees should be looked at. 

6. lastly, we live in a high serpentine/asbestos environment. I recently went to the county for a deck permit and was told if 
I moved more than 20 yards of dirt, I would have to have the soil analyzed prior lo building. I am confident that lhey are 
moving much more than 20 yards of dirt at that s~e. 20 yards of dirt will be moved with just the removal of the one 
Heritage Oak. II should be a requirement that the soil at that location be analyzed. Exposing an entire town and the 
complele downtown area as well as residenls who travel through should not be exposed to the potential risk of this 
asbestos. 

In closing I thank you far your lime and atlention and encourage you to include the above items as requirements in this 
EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Carolynne Knisley 
Divide Preservation Society 

https //mail googte comfma11/u/0'>11-.-900d19eebe&v,ew·pt&searcll· aII&permmsg1d msg-f"X,::i.A 169:?3376619367'i3821&s1mpl rnsg f'¼,JA 169~33/661~ 11'.!. 
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Letter P19 

COMMENTER: Carolynne Angleton 

DATE: February 21, 2021 

This comment letter is identical to Comment Letter P8. The comment summaries and responses for Comment Letter 

P8 are repeated below. 

Comment P19-1 

The comment serves as an introduction and asks for a more in-depth analysis for each of the potential issues. The 

commenter states that they have shared their concerns before via email, but will be restating them. 

Response P19-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the following comments in response to the Draft EIR. Please see below 

regarding specific comments. . 

Comment P19-2 

The comment states that intersection is difficult to cross without using the four way stop, and many people run the 

stop sign. The commenter is concerned that traffic study was inadequate and suggests it should be done multiple 

times a day after the pandemic ends for adequate analysis. The commenter also proposes the addition of a 

roundabout to help slow the traffic at this location, as suggested in “Ideas for making Cool a Cooler Community.”  

Response P19-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the transportation analysis and COVID-19. Existing violations of traffic laws 

is not considered an effect of the project upon the environment. “Cool, California: Ideas for making Cool a ‘cooler’ 

rural community” is a report prepared in 2017 by Portland State University (PSU), with support from the El Dorado 

County Transportation Commission and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. The report suggests several 

locations where a roundabout may be desirable, although Northside Drive is not one of those locations. It must be 

noted that this is not an adopted plan. The Active Transportation Plan and General Plan Circulation Element are 

the applicable County documents for determining consistency of the project design with County standards. A 

roundabout at Northside Drive is not identified in either of these documents. 

Comment P19-3 

This comment addresses safety concerns for pedestrian traffic, specifically for young people walking along 

Highway 49 to reach the Dollar General. The commenter is requesting for the widening of the road to provide 

sidewalks and bicycle lanes for safe travel. 
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Response P19-3 

Refer Master Response 6. 

Comment P19-4 

This comment states that issues for urban decay/blight should be analyzed because the Dollar General may have 

a negative effect on local businesses. This commenter mentions that residents will not support the project, and 

that it is fiscally irresponsible to bring this large business into a small community. 

Response P19-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P19-5 

This comment states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses 

should not be exempt from that rule.  

Response P19-5 

Refer Master Response 7. 

Comment P19-6 

This comment brings up issues relating to the removal of the heritage oaks, and the inconsistencies in the reporting 

on the size and number of trees should be addressed. 

Response P19-6 

Refer to Master Response 4. The removal of oak trees at the project site would require compliance with the El 

Dorado County Oak Resources Conservation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 5061).  

Comment P19-7 

This comment states that all of the soil should be analyzed prior to building because of the site being in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment. The commenter is also concerned the estimation of dirt removed is currently 

being underestimated. The commenter is concerned that the removal of soils without analysis could expose 

residents and people traveling through the town to asbestos.  

Response P19-7 

Refer to Master Response 5. 
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Comment Letter P20 O'Connor 

2/22/2021 Edcgo\l' us Mail- [CoolG&neralReta1I] DoHar Genernl 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar General 

Jennifer o·connor <jenoasis@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 7:18 AM 
To: "coolgeneralretai!@edcgov.us'' <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 

1. Ensure an adequate traffic study is done. This should include holding off unHI lrfe returns to normal after Covid, and at 
multiple times throughout the day. 

2. Pedestrian traffic must be addressed, and the inclusion of widening the road lo provide side-walks & bike lanes for safe 
travel. 

3. We must assess urban decay/blight. Dollar General will have a negative impact on current local businesses. It is 
fiscally irresponsible lo bring a business of that magnitude into our small community. 

4. An additional issue is the septic situation and waste water removal. Homeowners are not allowed to put an above 
ground septic in. Why would that exception be made for businesses? I believe this issue needs to be delved into further. 

5. An adequate environmental study must be executed to protect endangered species. 

6. We nve In a high serpentine/asbestos environment. It should be a requffement that the soil at that location be 
analyzed. Exposing an entire town (as well as residents who travel through) needs to be addressed. 

In closing I thank you for yout tin-ie and attention and encourage you to include the above items as requirements in this 
EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer O'Connor 
Cool Resident 

hN.ps"//ma11 .google com/miiil/u/0"ik.==900d 19eebe3vtew== pt3search=al1S. permmsg1d::zmsg-l"-'k3A 1692409161361984865&simpl=msg.-f~,3A 1 6924091613 111 
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Letter P20 

COMMENTER: Jennifer O’Connor 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

This comment letter is identical to Comment Letter P9 with exception of the introductory statement. The comment 

summaries and responses except the introductory statement for Comment Letter P9 are repeated below. 

Comment P20-1 

The comment states that a traffic study should be done after the pandemic and at multiple times throughout the day.  

Response P20-1 

Refer to Master Response 1. 

Comment P20-2 

The comment states that pedestrian traffic should be analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the project should also include 

the widening of the road to include bicycle lanes and sidewalks.  

Response P20-2 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P20-3 

The comment states that urban decay/blight should be addressed in the Draft EIR because the project will have a 

negative impact on local businesses in this small community.  

Response P20-3 

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Comment P20-4 

The comment states that homeowners are not allowed to install above-ground septic systems, and businesses 

should not be exempt from that rule.  

Response P20-4 

Refer to Master Response 7. 
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Comment P20-5 

The comment states that an adequate environmental study must be done to protect endangered species.  

Response P20-5 

Refer to Response P5-6. 

Comment P20-6 

The comment states that soil on the project site should be analyzed because the project is in a high 

serpentine/asbestos environment, which could expose residents and people traveling through to these hazards.  

Response P20-6 

Refer to Master Response 5. 

Comment P20-7 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requested the listed concerns to be addressed in 

the EIR.  

Response P20-7 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and 

no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P21 

 

21-0733 P 442 of 479

Comment Letter P21 Hale 

2!2212021 Edcgov us Mail - fCoo!GeneralRetail] Dollar Store 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Dollar Store 

'Chris' via DS-CoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: Chris <chrishale7@yahoo.com> 
To: CoolGeneralRetail@edcgov.us 

To whom it may concern, 

I.Ned, Feb 17, 2021 at 8:48 PM 

I am strongly opposed to Dollar General building a store in Cool. My husband and I just moved here in April to get away 
from the congestion and traffi<:: closer to the city. There is a certain aesthetic and small town feel here. Dollar General 
would not only create more traffic, but it \NOUld cheapen the whole area which in turn detracts from the lifestyle of people 
on this area. This is not a town for big chain stores. we need to protect the peace and sense of community here that local 
small businesses bring. I want to shop where the owners are involved and know you by name. Not where you're just 
another number. 
Additionally, if you compare the reviews from customers of Dollar Gener.1I stores to those stores that we already have in 
Cool, the results are OVERWHELMINGLY NEGATIVE! Dollar General stores are notoriously dirty, disorganized, 
unprofessional, and the quality of the food they provide is poor if not outright unsanitary, They habitually do not require 
patrons to wear masks during the current pandemic, and there is an exorbitant amcunt of refuse associated with these 
stores. 
Basic research shows that they do not pay their employees reasonably or competitively, 

Chris 
Sent from my iPhone 

https:oma!I goog le corn/ma 1Vu/O?ik;z900d19eebe&view= pt&sea rch=all&perrn rnsg1d= msg-f%3A 1692007081499663601 &sirnpl= msg-f0,63A 16920070814.. 1/1 
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Letter P21 

COMMENTER: Chris Hale 

DATE: February 17, 2021 

Comment P21-1 

The comment states opposition to the proposed Dollar General store because it would conflict with the “small town” 

nature of cool and would create more traffic.  

Response P21-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic. The rest of the comment does not relate to the adequacy of 

the EIR and no further response is required. 

Comment P21-2 

The comment states that Dollar General stores are poor in quality and service.  

Response P21-2 

The comment does not include specific concerns related to the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment is noted and 

no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P22 
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Comment Letter P22 Phil lips 

2/2212021 Edcgov.us MaIl-(CoolGer1emlAetail] Strongly oppose Dollar General in Cool Ca 

fj Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

[CoolGeneralRetail] Strongly oppose Dollar General in Cool Ca. 

'Matt Phillips' via OS-CoolGeneralRetail-m <coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us> 
Reply-To: Matt Phillips <skatermatt76@yahoo.com> 
To: coolgeneralretail@edcgov.us 

Hello, 

Sun, Feb 21, 2021 al 7:42 PM 

I am a lifelong resident of El Dorado County and I strongly oppose the Dollar General proposal for Cool Ca. There are many 
concerns associated wijh this project The first is Traffic. We do not need any more traffic heading through the 3 vartous roads 
that lead to cool. Highway 49 coming from 
auburn cannot handle anymore commercial traffic, and the road is far too dangerous already. Salmon Falls Road coming from 
Highway 50 is already very dangerous as well . and is not suitable for commercial traffic. The best route would be on Lotus 
Rd. Cominq from Hiqhway 50. I have to drive this road evervdav and ii is already a niqhlmare. Addinq more vehicles to this 
road especially he's y commerciel vehicles is a bed idea and is also dangerous. These roads are not Mai rained to a very high 
level in my opinion as it is, and I do not care to drive them as they get more tore up! I also don't want to lose my 
Life or see members of my 
Community lose theirs on these 3 routes which all have pretty high danger as it is now. Also what about sewage?~ There are 
no sewers' Commercial stores like this using septic systems is not ideal, and qu~e frankly should not even be considered in 
proposals! Shame on El Dorado County considering this and contaminating/ conges1ing are road ways and commun~ies. 
Lastly we do not need stores of this sort around here. Members of our community do not want these terrible Jobs they provide, 
we dot want their terrible products, we don't want the crowds they attract, and more importantly we don't want to 
economically Impact and kill our smell business in this county which gives it the charm that it has, and provides the 
community with quality jobs, quality products, and proms stay in our community rather than serve a corporation not based 
here stripping our community financially. This is all around a Terrible idea, and I am 
Disgusted to just hear about this now days before the deadline. Very typical sneaky tactics for a proposal that is greatly 
unwanted and not needed in our community. As a resident and homeowner in Coloma Ca. I say absolutely NO way!!! 

Matthew E. Phillips 

Sent from my iPhone 

https:/ltna i!.google .cotn/mail/u/O?ik=900d 19eebe&vieW=J){&sea,i:.h=all&perm msgid=rnsg-t%3A 1692365344 159871200&!irnpi=rnsg-t%3A 16923653441 1 /1 
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Letter P22 

COMMENTER: Matthew Phillips 

DATE: February 21, 2021 

Comment P22-1 

The comment states concerns related to traffic on roads connected to Cool.  

Response P22-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic. 

Comment P22-2 

The comment states that commercial businesses using septic systems are not ideal and should not be considered 

for development.  

Response P22-2 

Refer to Master Response 7. 

Comment P22-3 

The comment states that residents do not want stores such as Dollar General within the area as they do not 

contain useful products, may attract certain crowds, and will cause an economic impact to other small businesses.  

Response P22-3 

Refer to Master Response 3 regarding economic impacts to other businesses and Master Response 8 regarding 

the safety of Dollar General stores. The remaining comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR and no 

further response is required. 

Comment P22-4 

The commenter restates opposition to the proposed project and states they were notified days before the 

[comment] deadline.  

Response P22-4 

Notices for the Draft EIR were released in compliance with CEQA noticing requirements, including publication . A 

Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was released on September 22, 2020 and the month-long public scoping 

period lasted from September 22, 2020 to October 21, 2020. During this period of time, scoping comments were 
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received and considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was 

released on January 6, 2021 and the 45-day public review period was between January 7, 2021 and February 22, 

2021. Commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment Letter P23 
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Comment Letter P23 Kendall 

m2no21 Edcgov.u:s Mail - Dollar General in Cool, CA 

Dollar General in Cool, CA 

Sara SK <skpriorrty@earthlink.net> 
To: Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 
Cc: James Williams <james.williams@edcgov.us> 

Attn: Evan Mattes, El Dorado County Senior Planner 
County of El Dorado Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fair Lane Court, Building C 
Placerville , CA 95667 

To the Planning Department and Commission: 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Thu, Feb 18, 2021 at 7:30 AM 

We oppose the placement of a Dollar General Store in Cool, California on the basis of 
traffic and safety. We often shop and dine in that area and the intersection is already 
overburdened. On a recent weekday last week, in the middle of the day when traffic is 
lightest, we had a heck of a time turning into and out of the gas station to fill up and 
then go to the grocery store. Turning left off Hwy 49 when heading north is difficult 
already, and it would become almost impossible at busier times of the day with all the 
traffic piled up to turn left off Hwy 49 heading south as would be required for most of the 
predicted drivers going to the proposed Dollar General. 

Also, we frequent the Post Office and other businesses on Northside "Drive" which is really more like an alley. It is too 
small and short ta allow for the large trucks and increase of traffic that the proposed store would require. VVe have heard 
that it may not meet the CalTrans regulations of a straight-angle driveway onto Hwy 49. We know for sure that a large 
number of vehicles waiting to turn left across Hwy 49 is a recipe for traffic disaster. 

Also, there are no plans to improve the walkability of the intersection that is desperately 
needed. How can anyone walk to the cafe and restaurant and small shops without 
risking life and limb as it is, much less if that large store were put in with all the 
predicted traffic in and out? Sara has tried to walk across Hwy 49 to get a pizza after 
getting a haircut and it was harrowing. On another recent shopping visit we made to the 
intersection of Hwys 193 and 49, a young driver jumped the 4-way stop in broad 
daylight. Having sidewalks and curbs will help moderate traffic violations like that, but 
the plans for this large store do not call for any of that. 

Last, you have probably heard that Dollar General, which has promised not to run its trucks through the canyon between 
Auburn and Cool, did just that at the end of January, tying up the road and making people late for \NOrk. We don't need 
their store going into that intersection and having their trucks tying up the roads that cannot accommodate them. 

Thank you for refusing the proposed siare placement, 
Sara and nm Schwartz Kendall 

skpriorrty@earthlink.net 

http:r//mc11I .g00gle com/ma 1Vu/0?1k=900d 19eebe&v1ew= pl&sea rch=a H&permmsg1d=msg-f0f.3A 169204 7 4822S932.Se.60&simpl=msg-f0J.3A 1 69204 74822. 111 
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Letter P23 

COMMENTER: Sara and Tim Schwartz Kendall 

DATE: February 18, 2021 

Comment P23-1 

The comment states opposition to the proposed Dollar General store due to traffic and safety concerns.  

Response P23-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic and Master Response 8 regarding safety. 

Comment P23-2 

The comment states that the proposed project would not include adequate access for trucks, would create traffic 

impacts affecting Highway 49, and may not meet the Caltrans requirement for a straight driveway entrance to 

Highway 49.  

Response P23-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2. 

Comment P23-3 

This comment addresses safety concerns for pedestrian traffic, specifically for pedestrians crossing near Highway 

49 and Highway 193.  

Response P23-3 

Refer to Master Response 6. 

Comment P23-4 

The comment refers to an incident wherein a Dollar General delivery truck broke down in the canyon of Highway 

49. Residents are concerned that trucks will not stick to their commitments of only using Highway 50.  

Response P23-4 

Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Comment Letter P24 
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Comment Letter P24 Borba 

212212021 Edc:gov.us Mail. Fwd: Cool Dollar Gerieral 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: Cool Dollar General 

Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:58 AM 
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us:>, Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Julie Saylor 
Clerk of the Planning Commission 

County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Departmen1 
2850 Fairlane Court 
PlaceNille, CA 95667 
(530) 621-5351 
julie.saylor@edcgov.us 

--------- Forvvarded message --------
From: County of El Dorado Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 
Date: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:52 AM 
Sub;ect: Fwd: Cool Dollar General 
To: Tiffany Schmid <l~fany.schmid@edcgov.us>, Robert Peters <robert.peters@edcgov.us>, Jeanette Salmon 
<jeanette.salmon@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>, Brendan Ferry <brendan.ferry@edcgov.us>, 
Breann Moebius <breann.moebius@edcgov.us>, Donald Ashton <don.ashton@edcgov.us>, The BOS FIVE 
<bosfive@edcgov.us>, The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, The BOSTHREE 
<bosthree@edcgov.us>, The BOSnl\/0 <bostwo@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Office of the Clerk of the Board 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair lane, PlaceNille, CA 95667 
530-621-5390 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This elec1ronic communication with ~s contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s), except as otherwise permitted. Unauthorized interception, 
review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Elec1ronic Communications Privacy 
Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you for your consideration. 

--------- Forwarded message -----··· 
From: Rosie Borba <rosieborba@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Feb 21, 2021 at 4:13 PM 
Subject: Cool Dollar General 
To: <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Hello this is Rosie Borba and I live in Cool, CA. We do not need this store in our area. The traffic will be terrible and we I 
have enough businesses that are struggling now. 
The plan for the turn in is terrible. I also believe that the research on traffic has been done in 1he covid problems. We p

24
_ 1 

have slov..,er traffic now with so many people working from home than any other time in history If you truly watch the 
traffic on a normal day not during covid ii is bumper during the day from 6 am to 9 am in the morning and in the afternoon 
from 2 pm un1il 6 30 pm. I can attest to 1his because I owned a business in downtown Cool on the Boardwalk for 20 
years. I have watched 1he traffic pattern all those years wondering how we could capture the people to shop local. 
locating a Dollar General wilh merchandise that is cheaply made and the type of people that ii brings in is nol good for J p

24
_
2 our community. In fact the employment will probabty hurt our area because they average about 1 and half employees 1f 
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2122/2021 Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: Cool Dollar General 

per store. They closed in Lincoln because of business practices. This store might hurt businesses in the area to have to 
fire several of their employees to stay in business if they can suNive. The type of items they sell is already covered in the 
stores in our area. Just not the cheaply made items that are not wanted. I invite you to check out the one in Foreslhill, 
CA. no space in the store, junky, They laughed when I asked them why are they trying to open in Cool. Manager told me 
ha ha because we go into depressed areas and sell lower quality, less ounces per product. You think you are getting a 
bargain but ounce by ounce you are not. Interesting. The flowers they sold when I went into the store were practically 
dead. So sad looking. If you check every town they are in are small rural areas that they prey on. They are willing to 
hurt an area for their own greed. 
NO$ GENERAL in COOL 

Rosie Borba 

re Virus-free. WWW.avast.com 
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Letter P24 

COMMENTER: Rosie Borba 

DATE: February 21, 2021 

Comment P24-1 

The comment is in opposition to the proposed Dollar General store due to traffic concerns.  

Response P24-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2. 

Comment P24-2 

The comment states that the proposed project would cause economic impacts to the community and would not 

supply any unique items that other nearby businesses do not already have.  

Response P24-2 

Refer to Master Response 3. 
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Comment Letter P25 
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Comment Letter P25 Barrett 

2122/2021 EdcgO\I' us Mall- Fwd dollar general 1n cool 

Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: dollar general in cool 

Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 9:35 AM 
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>, Evan Mattes <evan.matles@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Julie Saylor 
Clerk of the Planning Commission 

County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
(530) 621-5351 
julie.saylor@edcgov.us 

-------- Forwarded message --------
From: County of El Doraclo Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 
Dale: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 9:30 AM 
Subject: Fwd: dollar general in cool 
To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>, The BOSFIVE <bosfl\le@edcgov.us>, 
The BOSTHREE <boslhree@edcgov.us>, The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Donald Ashton 
<don.ashton@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>, Breann Moebius <breann .moebius@edcgov.us>, 
Jeanelle Salmon <jeanette.salmon@edcgov.us>, Tiffany Schmid <tiflany.schmid@edcgov.us>, Robert Peters 
<robert.peters@edcgov.us>, Brendan Ferry <brendan.feny@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Office of the Cieri< of the Board 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 
530-621-5390 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. II is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s), except as otherwise permitted. Unauthorized interception, 
review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy 
Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you for your consideration. 

--------- Fol'\'l/arded message -------
From: Christine Barrett <cbarrett@sebastiancorp.net> 
Dale: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 al 9:23 AM 
Subject: dollar general in cool 
To: <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Hello, 

I would like to give my opinion that I am against putting a Dollar General store in the proposed Cool location. 
Among other things. I'm sure any traffic impact stud~s done this past year are invalid due to the very atypical traffic 
patterns during Covid--especially since there has been very little in person school attendance. 
Please do not let the whole nature and charm of this little town be forever changed by allowing this store to come in. 

Thank You, 

Christine Barrett 
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Letter P25 

COMMENTER: Christine Barrett 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P25-1 

The comment is in opposition to the proposed Dollar General store due to traffic concerns and impact to the “small-

town” nature of Cool.  

Response P25-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic. The rest of the comment does not relate to the adequacy of 

the EIR and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P26 
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Comment Letter P26 Dougherty 

2122,2021 Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: Dollar G eneral S!Dre in Cool 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: Dollar General Store in Cool 

Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 9:01 AM 
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>, Evan Mat1es <evan.maltes@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Julie Saylor 
Clerk of the Pia nning Commission 

County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
(530) 621-5351 
julie.saylor@edcgov.us 

--------- Forwarded message --------
From: County of El Dorado CIHk of the Board <edc.oob@edcgov.us> 
Date: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:55 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Dollar General Store in Cool 
To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>, The BOSFIVE <bosfrve@edcgov.us>, 
The BOSTHREE <bosthree@edcgov.us>, The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Donald Ashton 
<don.ashton@edcgov.us>, Jeanette Salmon <jeanette.salmon@edcgov.us>, Breann Moebius 
<breann.moebius@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>, Tiffany Schmid <tiffany.schmid@edcgov.us>, 
Robert Peters <robert.peters@edcgov.us>, I3rendan Ferry <brendan.ferry@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Office of the Clerk of the Board 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 
530-621-5390 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication with «s contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s), except as otherwise permitted. Unauthorized interception , 
review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws includ ing the Electronic Communications Privacy 
Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you for your consideration . 

... _. ____ Fol"ll\l'arded message ··-a--•-
From: Beth Dougherty <tbdough@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 7:42 AM 
Subject: Dollar General Store in Cool 
To: <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 
Cc• <nobigboxretailersonthedivide@yahoo.com> 

Dear El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 

I am writing to express my opposition to the building of a Dollar General Store in Cool. My concerns regarding this project T 
are increased traffic congestion and accidents along with a loss of our community character. 'Mlile offering affordab~ 'f P26-1 
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products, dollar stores rarely offer any food beyond highly processed options and the store does not fit into our rural 
character. 

Please vote no on the Dollar General store. 

Beth Dougherty 

Pilot Hill 

https ://mail .go ogle .com/m ail/u/0?ik=900d 19eebe&view=pt&search=all&permm sgid=m sg-f%3A 1692415640680108469&sim pl=m sg-f%3A 16924156406... 2/2 
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Letter P26 

COMMENTER: Beth Dougherty 

DATE: February 22, 2021 

Comment P26-1 

The comment is in opposition to the proposed Dollar General store due to traffic concerns and impact to the community 

character of Cool.  

Response P26-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic. The rest of the comment does not relate to the adequacy of 

the EIR and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter P27 
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Comment Letter P27 Mulliken 

2/2212021 Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: No Dollar General on the Divide 

e Evan Mattes <evan.mattes@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: No Dollar General on the Divide 

Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us> Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 9:01 AM 
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>, Evan Mat1es <evan.malles@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Julie Saylor 
Clerk of the Planning Commission 

County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
(530) 621-5351 
julie.saylor@edcgov.us 

--------- Forwarded message --------
From: County of El Dorado Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 
Date: Mon, Feb 22, 2021 at 8:54 AM 
Subject: Fwd: No Dollar General on the Divide 
To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>, The BOSFIVE <bosfrve@edcgov.us> , 
The BOSTHREE <bosthree@edcgov.us>, The BOS FOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Donald Ashton 
<don.ashton@edcgov.us>, Tiffany Schmid <tiffany.schmid@edcgov.us>, Breann Moebius 
<breann.moebius@edcgov.us>, Jeanette Salmon <jeanette.salmon@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>, 
Robert Peters <robert.peters@edcgov.us>, Brendan Ferry <brendan.ferry@edcgov.us> 

FYI 

Office of the Clerk of the Board 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 
530-621-5390 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication with ~s contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s), excepl as otheiwise permitted. Unauthorized interception, 
review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy 
Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you for your consideration. 

--------- Fo1VJarded message --------
From: Taira Byrne Mulliken <taira_byrne@yahoo.com> 
Date: Sun, Feb 21, 2021 at 5:46 PM 
Subject: No Dollar General on the Divide 
To: edc.cob@edcgov.us <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dear Supervisors of El Dorado County, 

There shouldn't be any way in good conscience for any of you to approve or vote "yes" for the proposed Dollar General in I 
Cool. Especial"J post March 2020 and for the foreseeable future. People are struggling to make ends meet and to take 
care of themselves and their loved ones. The vast majority of the people living in/around Cool do not want a Dollar 
General in their town. This is a fact. It is also a fact that most of those same people aren't in any position to write you P27 1 
emails or "attend" a Zoom meeting. Their prior~ies are taking care of themselves and their families. II is down right cruel • 
and I would even go so far as to use the word .. predatory", for those pushing for the project to be approved during these 
most trying of times. 
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This issue absolutely needs to be postponed until America has reached '11erd immunity". Al that lime, those who live 
in/near Cool will be able to voice their concerns about a Dollar General. I ask each of you to please give some serious 
thought to all of the concerns you have received thus far, by those ofus who somehow made the time to write to you or 
who will be able to Zoom. 

Also please consider if YOU would like a Dollar General with open septic fields, the potential for there to be naturally 
occurring, cancer-causing, asbestos particles sent into the air and environment during construction, and delivery trucks 
making loud noise and causing additional congestion along Hwy. 49 and Hwy. 193, if you were to be a resident or 
frequent visitor of Cool. 

And last but not least: what if YOUR children went to school in Cool and walked in that area? \Mlich leads me to the fact 
that a traffic sb.Jdy, conducted anywhere near any school in American, can NOT be considered valid or "fair'' during times 
of Covid. 

Thank you for your service, lime and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~ Taira Mulliken 

https ://mail .go ogle .com/m ail/u/0?ik=900d 19eebe&view=pt&search=all&permm sgid=m sg-f%3A 1692415619632277348&sim pl=m sg-f%3A 16924156196... 2/2 
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Letter P27 

COMMENTER: Taira Byrne Mulliken 

DATE: February 21, 2021 

Comment P27-1 

The comment states that the proposed project should not be considered until the U.S. has reached herd immunity for 

COVID-19, which would allow the greater community to voice concerns about the project.  

Response P27-1 

While this comment does not address the adequacy of the scope and content of the DEIR, it is noted that the County 

of El Dorado has met all CEQA noticing requirements for the proposed project and has worked to enable remote 

participation in public hearings while abiding by local and state public health guidelines.  

Comment P27-2 

The comment lists concerns about the septic system, naturally occurring asbestos, and noise and traffic from trucks 

associated with the Dollar General store.  

Response P27-2 

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding truck traffic, Master Response 5 regarding naturally occurring asbestos, 

and Master Response 7 regarding the septic system. Noise impacts were analyzed in the prior Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project, which concluded that the project would not 

substantially increase the ambient noise levels at sensitive land uses in the project vicinity. 

Comment P27-3 

The comment suggests that the traffic study prepared for the project is inadequate due to being conducted 

during the pandemic.  

Response P27-3 

Refer to Master Response 1. 
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Comment Letter P28 
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Comment Letter P28 Posey 

February 19, 2021 

CoolGeneralRetail@edcgov.us 

Attn : Evan Mattes, El Dorado County Senior Planner 

County of El Dorado Planning and Building Department 

2850 Fair Lane Court, Building C 

Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Dollar General Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Mattes 

As a resident of Cool I have the following comments concerning the EIR for Dollar General. 

Although the EIR indicates that the addition of Dollar General to Cool, CA would result in no significant 

impact to traffic, as a resident who drives Highway 49 and goes through the Hwy 49 and 193 stop most 

days I strongly disagree with that finding. 

The use of Northside Drive for ingress and egress for the proposed Dollar General is very problematic. 

Northside Drive is a narrow road. It currently can be unsafe, depending on the time of day, to make a 

left hand turn onto Hwy 49. There is no clear view of cars coming from the Hwy 49/193 stop. Often 

cars, trucks and many times logging trucks are pulled over right before the entrance to Northside Drive. 

When this happens the view to the left is completely obscured. On many occasions cars coming out of 

the post office parking lot, which if Dollar General is built will be sharing Northside Drive for ingress and 

egress, back up waiting to make a left hand turn out of Northside Drive. This back up would certainly 

impact those trying to exit Dollar General onto Northside Drive and could create a hazard blocking 

through access on Northside Drive for the businesses located at the end of the street. 

When cars are backed up waiting to make the left hand turn from Northside Drive onto Hwy 49 

invariably drivers will select to make a right hand turn onto Hwy 49 and go down to St. Florian Court by 

the Fire Station and make a U-turn. This already creates a safety issue at that intersection, which could 

impact the ability of El Dorado County Fire Station 72 to make a rapid exit onto Hwy 49. 

An example of an additional traffic and safety problem occurred on January 29 of this year. A Dollar 

General truck attempted to travel Hwy 49 through the Confluence. The truck could not negotiate the 

narrow curving road and broke down blocking both the northbound and southbound lanes. This was on 

a weekday morning. Many people from the Divide trying to get to work were blocked from making it to 

Auburn. I know of one individual who had to take Salmon Falls Road to Folsom and then take Auburn

Folsom Road to get back to Auburn. This resulted in that individual being over one hour late to work. 

Luckily for all, this time it was only about being late to work or an appointment. If the traffic blockage 

had resulted in an ambulance being delayed it could have been much more serious. 

I P28-1 

P28-2 

P28-3 
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February 19, 2021 

It was my understanding that Dollar General had indicated that their trucks would only access the Divide 

using Hwy 49 from the south, not by trying to go through the canyon. Yet their delivery truck did make 

an attempt to access the Divide by going through the canyon. It brings to question the sincerity of Dollar 

General in meeting their commitments. As a resident of Cool I am very concerned that if the General 

Dollar is built in Cool, their trucks will come through the canyon on a weekly basis resulting in traffic 

back-ups on Hwy 49 and numerous safety issues. 

I am, also, concerned about the economic impact the Dollar General will have on current businesses in 

Cool. Those who want to push forward the Dollar General into the Cool Community claim that the 

impact will not be negative. Cool currently has Holiday Market and Cool General Store as well as Sierra 

Energy which sells drinks and single serving snack items. Adding a Dollar General to the mix does not 

provide any goods or products that cannot already be purchased from the local businesses and does not 

meet a need for this community. 

Currently there are multiple store vacancies in both the American River Pizza and Grill complex as well 

as the Holiday Market complex. With the vacant store and office space we currently have there is a real 

possibility that a Dollar General store, which does not provide any additional benefit to the community, 
will fail leaving another empty retail space. What Cool needs is a viable plan by the County to fill our 

empty store/office spaces with businesses that meet our needs and are beneficial to the residents of the 
Divide, not just another cookie cutter box store that will not provide anything that is not already 

provided by the businesses we already have here in Cool. 

I request that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors take these concerns to heart and deny 

the permit for Dollar General. 

Sincerely, 

Laurel L. Posey 

2614 Brown Bear Trail 

Cool, CA 95614 

Cc: Bosfour@edcgov.us 

P28-3 
Cont. 
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Letter P28 

COMMENTER: Laurel Posey 

DATE: February 19, 2021 

Comment P28-1 

The comment serves as an introduction to the concerns described in the rest of the comment letter.  

Response P28-1 

The comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Comment P28-2 

The comment disagrees that there would be no significant impact to traffic as concluded in the EIR. The comment states 

that the proposed project would cause traffic impacts by Northside Drive, Highway 49, and Highway 193 and would 

impact fire response to the area.  

Response P28-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 and 2 regarding traffic and Master Response 8 regarding impact to public services 

and safety. 

Comment P28-3 

The comment refers to an incident wherein a Dollar General delivery truck broke down in the canyon of Highway 

49. The comment states concerns about Dollar General not honoring their commitment of avoiding travel through 

this area.  

Response P28-3 

Refer to Master Response 2. 

Comment P28-4 

The comment states concerns about economic impacts to existing businesses and the current store vacancies in 

the area.  

Response P28-4 

Refer to Master Response 3. 
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Comment P28-4 

The comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and requests the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors to reject the proposed project.  

Response P28-4 

The comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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Public Hearing  

The El Dorado County Planning Commission, at their regular meeting of January 28, 2021, received comment on 

the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period. Only one member of the public spoke at the hearing. Comments 

from the commissioners and the public are summarized below, and responses made where appropriate.  

Planning Commission Comments 

Commissioner Williams requested clarification on the following issues: 

• What affect would COVID-19 have on the traffic counts collected for the Saturday traffic analysis? 

o Response: Please see Master Response 1.  

• Why was only two years of collision data reviewed at SR 49? [Answered by staff, the most recent three years 

of collision data was reviewed, per Caltrans guidance.] 

• Are improvements needed at SR 49 and Northside Drive? 

o Response: Turn radius analysis indicates that truck turn movements at SR 49 and Northside Drive are 

not a safety concern. The project will be conditioned to widen Northside Drive along the project site 

frontage to a uniform width of 24 feet.  

• Why was 2014 air quality data used instead of 2017?  

o Response: For off-road construction equipment, the 2014 EMFAC model was used. There is a 2017 

version available, with revised emission factors. However, the 2014 model is integrated into the current 

version of CalEEMod, which is used to estimate project construction and operational air emissions. For 

a project of this size, the difference between the 2014 and 2017 EMFAC models would not result in 

significant differences in emission estimates (as compared to construction of a much larger project 

were off-road emissions may be a more significant source).  

• Please clarify the differences in oak tree size between the EIR and the biological resources report. 

o Response: Refer to Master Response 4.  

• Does the “Making Cool Cooler” report recommend curb, gutter, and sidewalk on Northside Drive?  

o Response: “Cool, California: Ideas for making Cool a ‘cooler’ rural community” is a report prepared in 

2017 by Portland State University (PSU), with support from the El Dorado County Transportation 

Commission and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. It is not an adopted plan. The Active 

Transportation Plan and General Plan Circulation Element are the applicable County documents for 

determining consistency of the project design with County standards. Neither of these documents, nor 

the PSU report, identify the need for curb, gutter, and sidewalk on Northside Drive.  

• Recommend prohibiting inventory storage outdoors and construction of accessory buildings.  

o Response: As the project site is within a design review area, any proposed construction of a future 

accessory building would require design review approval. Long term storage of materials is typically not 

allowed in a commercial zone unless adequately screened from public view.  

Commissioner Vegna requested clarification on two issues: 

• Should the proposed bicycle lane on SR 49 be Class I to match the pathway on SR 193? 

o Response: Per the County Active Transportation Plan, the Class I shared pathway on SR 49 ends at SR 

193, where it turns east. The planned bicycle route on SR 49 north of SR 193 is a Class II facility.  
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• Can the project provide access to the southern parcel?  

o Response: Due to the difference in grade of the project site and the parcel to the south, substantial 

changes to the grading plan would be required. There are no applicable policies regarding mutual 

access between adjoining parcels.  

Commissioner Ross requested that the County’s response time policy be added to the regulatory setting of the EIR 

Public Services section. This revision has been made.  

Commissioner Clerici requested clarification on two issues: 

• Has Caltrans commented on the SR 49/Northside Drive intersection?  

o Response: Caltrans has not issued a formal comment letter on the project. County DOT staff has been 

in contact with Caltrans staff. Caltrans asked that the intersection be analyzed for adequate turn radius, 

which DOT staff has done.  

• How has urban decay been incorporated into the EIR? 

o Please refer to Master Response 3.  

Public Comment H-1 

COMMENTER: Carolynne Knisley  

The commenter raised concerns with traffic and pedestrian safety, particularly the speed of vehicles and the 

potential for pedestrians to cross SR 49 directly in front of the project site. Commenter disagrees with the 

conclusions of the urban decay analysis. Commenter questioned the timing of the traffic studies, and if they were 

conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Response 

The TIA examined safety on the roadways in the project vicinity and did not find evidence that the roadways had a 

high accident rate or the project would contribute to unsafe conditions. See Master Response 6 regarding 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

Please see Master Response 3 regarding urban decay. 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding transportation impact analysis and COVID-19.  

Additional Information  

The truck turning analysis prepared for the project, and reviewed by the County of Department of Transportation, 

are included below.  

 

21-0733 P 475 of 479



7 – Comments and Responses to Comments 

DR19-0006 Cool General Retail Project 12450.03 

April 2021 7-191 

Truck Turning Template  
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