EL DORADO COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
STAFF REPORT
Agenda of: Tuly 13, 2006
Ttem No.: 11.a,
Staff: Jason R. Hade

SUBDIVISION MAP

FILE NUMBER: TMO05-1398/Thousand Qaks, Unit 3

APPLICANT: Helen L, Thomas

ENGINEER: Gene E. Thorne & Associates, [nc.

REQUEST: A tentative subdivision map creating three lots, ranging in size from |.83

to 3.35 acres, on a 8.4-acre site (Exhibit E).

Design waivers have been requested for the following: a) Irregular shaped
Iots and frontage for Lots 2 and 3 ta he less than 100 feet as shown on the
tentative map; and b) Permil the existing roads to remain as they currently

exist.
LOCATION: On the south side ol St. Ives Court, approximately 500 feet south of the
intersection with Meder Road, in the Shingle Springs area.  (Exhibit A)
APN: 070-300-135 (Exhibit B)
ACREAGE: .4 acres

GENERAL PLAN: Medium Density Residential (MDR]) (Exhibit C)
LONING: One-acre Residental (R1A) (Exhibit D)
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: Mitigated Negative Declaration preparcd

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION:  Conditional Approval

ATTACHMENT 4
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BACKGROUND: This project represents Unit 3 of the Thousand Qaks subdivision. Thousand
Oak Estates was originally approved on October 22, 1985, and included 13 lots on 33.7 acres.

TMO5-1398 was submitied on October 27, 2003, and deemed complete for processing on November
21,2005. A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting was held on January 23, 2006, at which
time the applicant submitted project revisions. As a result of agency camments and General Plan
issues discussed at the TAC meeting, additional map revisions were required and received by staffon
February 10, 2006. Further map revisions were submitted to Planning Services on April 19, 2006,

STAFF ANALYSIS

Project Description: Tentative subdivision map application Lo create three lots ranging in size from
1.83 acres to 3,34 acres. A design waiver request has been submitted to allow the following: (1)
Irregular shaped Jots and frontage for Lots 2 and 3 to be less than 100 feet as shown on the tentative
map; and (2) Permil the existing roads to remain as they currently exist,

Site Deseription: The project site lies at an elevation of approximately 1,480 feet above mean sea
level. Topography of the property is level to gently sloped land that is vepetated with trees, shrubs,
and patches of nonnative grassland. Two manmade ponds are located within the project study area.
Residential development borders the subject site on all sides except the southern segment of the
weslern boundary. A 3,976 square foot residence is located an the pmmed Lot2. Accessto Lot |
is to be provided by a driveway fram St. Ives Court while Lats 2 and 3 are ta be served by an
improved existing driveway connecting to Mineshaft Lane.

Adjacent Land Uses:

Zoning General Plan | Land Use/Tmprovements
Sile RlA MDR Single-Family Residence
North RiA MDR Single-Family Residences
South RIA MDR Single-Family Residences
East R1A MDR Single-Family Residences
West RE-10 MDR Undeveloped

General Plan: The General Plan designates the subject site as Medium-Density Residential (MDR),
which permits a minimum parcel size of one acre. The proposed 1.83 to 3.35-acre lots therefore
conform o the General Plan land use designation. The following General Plan policies apply to this

project:

Policy 2.2.5.21:  Development projecis shall be located and designed in a manner that avoids
incompatibility with adjoining land uses that are permitted by policies in effect at the time the
development project is proposed.  Development projects that are potentially incompatible with
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existing adjoining uses shall he designed in a manner that avoids any incompuatibility or shall be
located on a different site.

Discussion: As discussed above, the subject site is surrounded by residential uses and undeveloped
land to the west, The proposed subdivision will fit within the context of the existing Thousand Oaks
Estates subdivision.

Policy 5.2.1.2: An adequate quantity and quality of water for all uses. including fire protection,
shail he provided for with discretionary developmeni.

Discussion: Although a six-inch EID water line exists in St. Ives Court, the current system cannol
deliver the required fire flow without the construction of a 10-inch water line connecting the existing
f-inch water line in Meder Road to the existing 10-inch water line in Ponderasa Road and extend
new facilities of adequate size to the project location. However, the El Dorado County Fire District
and applicant have agreed o have a notice of restriction recorded prior to final map approval
requiring the installation of a sprinkler system for fire suppression in all homes (o be constructed on
the three lots, as stated in Mitigation Measure No. 4, Thus, the water line improvements discussed
within the TID facility improvement letter (FIL) are not necessary for fire flaw purpases.

Policy 5.2.1.3: All medium-density residential, high-density residential, multi-family residential,
commercial, industrial and research and development projects shall be required ta connect to public
water systems when located within Community Regions and to either a public water system or to an
approved private water system in Rural Center.

Discussion: As stated in the submitted EID facility improvement letter, the project will connect to
public water.

Policy 5.3.1.2: The creation of lois less than five acres in size in Medium-Density Residential areas
relying on vn-site septic systems shall only occur when a public water supply is available for
domestic use. If public water is not available, such lots shall not be less than five acres.

Discussion: The proposed tentative subdivision map will connect to public water and utilize on-site
scptic systems subject to the review and approval of the Environmental Management Department.

Policy 5.7 1.1: Prior o approval of new development, the applicant will be required to demonstrate
that adequate emergency water supply, starage, convevance facilities, and access jfor fire protection
either are or will be provided concurrent with development.

Discussion: The El Dorado County Fire Protection District has reviewed the project and stated that
the proposed minimum 10-foot wide driveway to each lnt will satisfy state fire safe regulations.

Policy 7.3.3.4: Until standards for buffers and special setbacks are established in the Zoning
Ordinance, the County shall apply a minimum setback of 100 feet from all perennial streams, rivers,
lakes, and 50 feet from intermiitent sireams and wetlands. These interim standards may he modified
in a particular instance i more detailed information relating to siope, soil stability, vegetation,
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habirat, or other site-or project-specific conditions supplied as part of the review for a specific
project demonstrates that a different setback is necessary or would be sufficient 1o protect the
particilar riparian area at issue.

For projects where the County allows an exception (o wetland and riparian buffers, develvpment in
or immediately adjacent to such features shall be plunned so that impacts on the resources are
minimized. [f avoidance and minimization are not feasible, the County shall make findings, based on
documentation provided by the project proponent, that avoidance and minimization are infeasible.

Discussion: Pursuant to the General Plan policy above, a 100-foot sethack is required [rom the two
man-made ponds on the site, and a 50-foot setback is required from the 1.783 acres of wetlands
located at the site. These water features at the subject site are mapped on Exhibit F. After applying,
the 100-foot pond setback, 50-fout wetland setback, 30-foot building seiback, septic area and related
sctbacks, tree canopy retention standards, as well as driveway installation arca, the proposed Lot |
shown on Exhibit E is rendered unbuildable. Stafl has advised the applicant of these issucs and the
prohibition on creating unbuildable, sub-standard lots as part of a new tentative subdivision map
submittal. At this time, stafl’s solution to this issue is to recommend conditional approval of the
map with Condition 23 requiring that proposed Lots | and 2 be merged. Thus, the total number of
lots in 'Thousand Ouaks Cstate, Unit 3, would be two. Merging proposed Lots 1 and 2 would resolve
this General Plan policy inconsistency and ereare a buildable lot. However, when advised of this
solution, the applicant stated that il was “unacceptable” and refused to revise the submitted map
accordingly. The applicant has submitted a letter from Sycamore Environmental Consultants dated
December 21, 2005, requesting a 25-foot sethack be applied to the ponds and wetlands as they
believe “a building sethack of 25 feet [or the construction of a hame on the northern end of the parcel
is suflicient to protect the water quality and habitat value of the man-made ponds and wetlands in
this ephemeral drainage.” A copy of the letter is attached as Exhibit I,

Policy 7.4.4.4; For all new development projects (not including agricultural cultivation and actions
pursuant to an approved Iire Safe Plan necessary lo prolect existing structures, both of which are
exempt from this policy) that would result in soil disturhance on parcels that (1) are over an acre
aned have at least | percent toral canvpy cover or (2) are less than an acre and have at least 10
percent tolal canopy cover by woadlands habitats as defined in this General Plan and determined
Jrom base line aerial photography or by site survey performed by a qualified biologist or licensed
arborist, the County shall require one of two mirigation aptions: (1) the project applicant shall
adhere to the tree canapy retention and replacement standards described below; or (2) the project
applicant shall contribute to the County's Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(INRMP) conservation fund described in Policy 74.2 8.
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Option A
The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention standards:

Percent Eamsting
Canopy Cover Canopy Cover to be Retained

20—100 60%% of existing canopy
BO_TY 0% of existing canopy
A0-59 8024 nf existing canopy
20 39 85% of existing canapy
10-19 20% of existing canopy

1-9 for parcels > ] | ¥0% of existing canopy
acre

Discussion: ‘The applicant submitted a tree canopy analysis which determined that existing tree
canopy at the site is 46 percent. The analysis states that the applicant has indicated that no Lrees will
be removed due to the project and coneludes, “the project complies with the County canopy retention
standard.” Building envelopes included on the submitted tentative map confirm that the project is
consistent with General Plan tree canopy retention policies,

Conclusion: Staff finds after review of the above policies that the project, as conditioned to require
the merging of proposed Lots 1 and 2, conforms to the General Plan. Without the merging of
proposed Lots 1 and 2 the submitted tentative map is inconsistent with General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4,
as outlined above.

Zoning: The subject site is zoned One-acre Residential (R 1A) which permits a minimum parcel size
of one acre. Therefore, the proposed 1.83 to 3,35 acre parcels conform to existing zoning,

Design Waivers Discussion: As proposed, the Thousand Oaks Estates, Unit 3, subdivision map
requires the following design waivers:

a. [rregular shaped lots and frontage for Lots 2 and 3 1o be less than 100 feet as shown on the
tentative map; and
b. Permit the existing roads lo remain as they currently exist,

The proposed design waivers have heen reviewed and approved by the Department of Transportation
(170T) and El Dorado County Fire Protection District with findings listed in Attachment 2 of the
staff report. Planning staff concurs with DOT and the Fire District that a 10-foot wide driveway is
adequate to serve the proposed lots. However. the required driveway connections and on-site access
shall be constructed consistent with conditions of approval [ive and six. as outlined in Attachment 1.
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(ther Issnes:

Access/Circulation: The Department of Transportation reviewed the proposed subdivision map and
determined that the applicant shall improve the driveway connections and on-site access consistent
with conditions of approval five and six.

Air Quality: The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District reviewed the submitted air
quality analysis and determined that the project would have an insignificant impact on the air quality
with the implementation of Avoidance Measures 1 through 4.

Cultural Resources: 1'he applicant submitted a “Cultural Resources Study of Thousand Oaks, Unil
3, APN 070:300:15 Shingle Springs, Fl Dorado County, California™ prepared by Historic Resource
Associntes in February 2006. According to the study, “Following a licld investigation of the project
area. no significant prehistoric or historic archacological sites, features, or artifacts were found, nor
were any significant historic buildings, structures, or ohjects discovered.” (Cultural Resources Study
of Thousand Oak Unit No. 3 APN 070:300:15 Shingle Springs, £l Durado County, California,
Historic Resource Associates, February 2006)

Drainape and Grading: No grading or change of on-site drainage is proposed. The El Dorado County
Resource Conservation District reviewed the project and had no concerns.

Fire: The El Dorado County Fire Protection District reviewed the proposed tentative map and will
nol require a new fire hydrant for the site provided that a notice of restriction is recorded for cach lot
prior to final map approval as discussed under General Plan Policy 5.2.1.2 above. No other fire
concerns were raised.

Wastewater: As proposed, the Environmental Management Department — Environmental Health
Division, commented that “the proposed septic area easement for parcel 2 is unacceptable.” El
Dorado County Ordinance 15.32.010(g) states that “no private sewage disposal system or part
thereof, shall be located on any lot other than the lot which is the site of the building or structure
served by private sewage disposal system.” In order to review this project, the Environmental Health
Division requested that the existing on-site sewage disposal svstem and repair area be identified on
the map for the proposed Lot 2. Merging proposed Lots 1 and 2 would also resolve these wastewater
issues as well as the pond and wetland setback issue discussed above. At the time of staff report
preparation, the applicant had not revised the tentative map to sufficiently address the wastewater
issues identified by the Environmental Management Department. At the Technical Advisory
Committee mesting held on January 23, 2006, the applivant requested that “the existing septic area,
shawn as ‘the septic area easement for Lot 2° be allowed to continue as a functioning system with a
Notice of Restriction being placed upon Lots 1, 2, and 3. That notice would require the existing
syslem currently being used by Lot 2 be abandoned and a new system be installed on Lot 2 prior to
the issuance of a building permit for either T.ots | or 3.7 This request was reviewed by
Environmental Management Department staff and deemed unacceptable.
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Wetlands: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers submitted a letter dated February 23, 2006, requesting
a preliminary wetlands delineation be prepared for the propased project. The applicant prepared
such a study and intends to avoid project features which would require the discharge of dredged or
fill materials into waters of the United States.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Staff has prepared an Initial Study (Environmental Checklist with Discussion attached as Exhibit T)
1o determine if the project has a significant effect on the environment. Based on the Inilial Study.
staff finds that the project could have a signilicant elfect on air quality, cultural resources, and
hazards and hazardous materials, However, the project has been modified to incorporate the
miligation measures identified in the Initial Study which will reduce the impacts to a level
considered 1o be less than significant. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been
prepared

NOTE: This project is located within or adjacent to an arca which has wildlife resources (riparian
lands, wetlands, watercourse, native plant life, rare plants, threatened and endangered plants or
animals, etc.), and was referred to the California Department of Fish and Game. In accordance with
State Legislation (California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4), the project is subject to a fee of
$1,285." after approval, but prior to the County filing the Notice of Determination on the project.
This fee, less $35.% processing fee, is forwarded to the State Department of Fish and Game and is
used to help defray the cost of managing and protecting the State’s fish and wildlife resources.

RECOMMENDATION: Conditional appraval
SUPPORT INFORMATION

Attachments to Staff Report:

Behihit A - oonommnnense s Vicinity Map

Exhibit B ASSESS0r°S Parcel Map

Exhibit C.....ccoocorniiinnisisiinsemsesicsascsediecneral Plan Land Use Map

BahihE TN diasitssinivas Zoning Map

FRUE B i snmnmaiessisis msmsinsinsise Tentative Subdivision Map

Exhibit F __....._._...........Biological Resources and Preliminary Jurisdicrional
Delineartion Map

Byhiibit Guovninaanns waaumnsssss Land Capability Report

Exchibit I Sopils Map

Exhiibil 3. s aamaimmnima s Sycamore  Environmental  Consultants  Tetrer
Drecernher 21, 2005

EIDTE B i Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts

LARCNTMSTMO5-1 395 ST Report doc



EXHIBIT A

", -t N
N\ SITE —= ? !’ 'L ELF WeoolP LANE
\ J
¥ LI“\,
1— CAMIERON FARK DRIVE MINESHAR T LANE
" ot MLES
\ FhDERMPSA ROAD — T
\

O ES+ MILES | PLACERVILLE
. _ |34 =
\ SHINCALE \ IFEHLE

SHRINGS

/ - i+ MILFS SAUTH SHINGLE RoAR —
 Ba il 1% =
- CAMERON
T FARIK
Fed St
[l&L MILES

y LNZHLE7 430 ONIHEY 12
e RTH

V|CfleiTY MAFJ el R

g4 :B WY LZ L00%0

| A

T™M 05-139R%



Frumppes opes 15 0 AManon
ar Ty = fe pg depy 5 mremy

P07 B TEL

g LIdIHX3

T I st e ) BUUS sy

— e — L 1 —
3w (7o Ay pasma My CUFANCE P OW 5 WA SR

bl | o g S R LA——y - O

I LRI

K
L
e -
nuLa)
IR

L0

c/-9 g
20N L1INN S317IS3 S0 ONYSNOHL
WOW "38d "NOIL "Sf 935 IMS HOd



LOR

eSLER
b
|
|
|

=i

i \ . e / .’_. g .__‘J PF

APN: 070-200-15 L\ '

e

0 205 410 820 1,230 1,840 N

Case No. TM05-1398
General Plan Land Use Map

EXHIBIT C



- e
r 1
|
| RE-S
RE-10 R,
-n::: ::L |
i
o X o o
uj I = I —
— ==
7] " |
L e
B ‘ -, == —-'_-_—________“ ‘
L -‘-_-;‘ ,
oo . f ‘3.\'..1

APN: 070-300-16 L_

Case No. TM05-1398
Zoning Map

EXHIBIT D



-

€94 nry,

l¥v¥d434 an
A3AT T2

E e LI FL DO SEIEEE S AT T

._._I.ﬁ.ﬂ_'rﬂr A PR VLR
Lin w0 .__uﬁe Wty
g it :t...L.H TV AL K E o W

AT Wb
ELLFERU 3 TIM MR ) RN AL s P

.I‘.-.L.-n“._.ﬁ
FPTTRIRT A7 g 1%gl f Fr  LY
al.__i.u_..ax_- LEPR fe b e | 5¥]
il T e i e il BURHLEY
Wil T by

u i gy oy
R

T TS T Lot bl
w
WML b L TF FL TS G L
WL it T 3
Ui Ph ) R T AL e et e =
M VLA TR e T 1Y a8 e il 3w
WA i ¥ e
e s f e b AL TS

ErEid e et B TR e

. . I Lr X | ...u..__
H _.iJuu.r..:.t. _ S ly ..r.w M.H__E_.—h.%...._ T@Jxﬂzlnu __
YL VINYOAMYD '0avy0d 13 40 ALNNOD Al

£-ON LINN S3LVIST SHYO ANVSNOHL
k. dvYW 3IAILYLNAL d3SIATN

3 1191HX3




Cammunities in lhe PSA

[Tagle 1 Biclogical ‘

Bioluygicul

Conmurmty Acres| |

Mived Cak

Woodland A.555

Fonds 1641

Mornalhe

Graseland 1.539

Slructures’

Landscaping 1.126
| |Semub-Shrub

Weallaml 0.069

Seazonal

W larwds 0,047

Charmel 1 0,008

Taotal, B.402

Tabla 2 Summany af

Potantial Jpsdictional

Faaturas
Faaturo Acros
Pond 1 & Culvert [ 0.740)] |
FPond 2 0,101
| [Channel 1 {CH1)
140 % 2' 0008
Walers of the LLS
Subtalal: 1.647 e s s
Serub- Sheb 1 I —
[551) 0.024 ;
552 0,018 |
5 ﬂ Fum g I
f-‘.tsmnnnr Wetland — : Nonnative IJ_,J";?/ /
1 (3W1) 0.042 | Grassland .
| [Bwaz 0.009] | & e e
SWa 0.001 i /
SWa & Culuel 0.005 I
Viatlands I
| Subtalal: 0.136 ]
 [Total Watlande |1 783 ]
———— I
I
I
]
|
|

(=g 2ot
| I | |
== =
Sabe |7 20
AT .‘I i T, S
CAVATLFAVAVARAY -

GG sy A XA e
Y VAVATAVAY, P RO 1

X Hclon

CC
fu:.! 1% ARl

i .‘:.: ’f-

LEGEMO: |

™ My = Project Boundary
Sl Dataponit
swi._ 7] = Scasonal Wetland
PoMDs _ERA] = Paad
[T = Scrun-Shrub Wetlang
% _Azed = Spocial-Status Flank

GC = (ralium ondiftirnioem SE[. STErTE

0z
=

Biclogizal Kescurces Evalushon

andd Prelmmmary Jvrsdichicrzl Delineston
AFN QY0300 5

El Donacio County, A

& Seprember 2005

Figirs 3, Bologizal Resources
and Preliminary Jursdictanal
Delineshicn Map

EXHIBITF

Y% SYCAMORE

Environmental
ConsulEnts, Inc.
| BATE | SLRHITTAL | ROUMEATORS
B Bept. 05 l.'_-jq-.umﬂ T, TEH

Cimemnapn TO-Harderpy dusq @ Thoee 8 fssocates, e,

TECGE T g Dvoten e Ao




i

EXHIBIT G

LAND CAPABILITY REPORT
050CT 27 AM 8: 45

e s
DATE: 26 OCTOBER 2005 T LSS O
PROJECT: THOUSAND OAKS ESTATES UNIT NO. 3 '
PROPONENT: ~ HELEN THOMAS

PREPARED BY:  GENE E. THORNE & ASSOCIATES, INC,

DESCRIPTION

THOUSAND DAKS ESTATES UNIT No.3 is a three (3) lot, single family, residential
subdivision on approximately 8.4 acres in the Shingle Springs area of El Dorado County.
Lot 1 1s approximately 3.22 acres, Lol 2, conlaining an existing residence, is
approximately 3,35 acres, and Lot 3 is approximately 1.83 acres. The general topography
of the property has grades of less than 10% and consists of mixed oak woodlands and
grasslands, Lots 1 and 2 bave small, man-made ponds on them.

SURFACE WATER

Lots 1 and 2 each have a small, man-made pond on them. All surface water drains
toward these ponds. These ponds will act as natural filters for the majority ol surface
runoff associated with the project, as well as drainage associated with the adjacent
cxisting residential lots. The ponds are naturally droined to the northern end of the

property.
WATER AND SEWER

The property is located within the boundaries of the El Dorado Irrigation District. Water
for Lot 1 will be delivered from an existing EID line in St. Ives Court, while Lot 3 will be
served from an existing line in Mineshaft Lane. Lot 2 is currently receiving service from
the existing line in Mincshall Lane. A copy of the Facilities Tmprovement Letter is
submitted with this application. The existing fire flow does not meet the requirements of
the local Fire Official; therefore, upon his recommendaton, a Notice of Restriction will
be placed on Lots 1 and 3 requiring that the houses have sprinklers for [ire suppression.

There is no sewer service available to the property. The new lots will have individual,

on-site sewage disposal systems, The proposed septic leach areas are shown on the
Tentative Map.

ITM 05 1398



SOILS AND GEOLOGY, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES, AND AIR QUALITY

Ihe report on the Hiological Resources Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictional
Delineation Report, prepared by SYCAMORE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS, INC.
discusses the soils and geology, environmental setling, and biological resources, Under
separate cover, SYTCAMORE discusses the air quality with respect to the project.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

The El Dorado County Department of Transportation has indicated that no traffic or noise
study be done for this project. since there will only be two additional residences created.
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EXHIBITI ¢
SYC AMO RE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS, INC

6355 Riverside Blvd., Suite C, Sacrementn, CA 95831
916/ 427-0703 Fas/ 427-2175
e -
CE JAN23 PH u: 0g

RECEIVED
LAKNING 5% :u?rmm

21 December 2005

M. Don Thomas
3359 Saint Ives Court D
Shingle Springs, CA Y5682 RECEl

30/ 677-1449 Phone 10
530/ 672-9115 Fax pEC 22

Seelject: Building sethacks to pondy and wetlundy on APN 070-300-75. GENE E- THORNE

& ASSOCIATES

Lear Don:

The El Dorado County General Plan establishes setbacks from water features in Policy 7.3.3.4 (adopted
19 July 2004, Conservation and open space element, page 2907, The County currently uses the interim
standards of 100 ft for perennial features and 50 ft for intermittent features until permanent standards are
established in the zoning ordinance. According to the General Plan, these interim standards may be
modilied if a project demonstrates that a smaller setback would be sufficient to protect the particular
water features present.

There are two ponds and seven wetlands on the parcel (Biological Resources Evaluation and Preliminary
Jurizdictional Delineation Report; Sycamore Environmental 8 September 2005). The map from this
report is Attachment A. The ponds and wetlands are in the natural drinage of an historic ephemeral
channel. Two berms were constructed that impound water in the drainage forming ponds 1 and 2.
Culvert 1 is the overflow for pond 1. When water in pond 1 rises to the level of the culvert, water flaws
inte pond 2. Pond 2 does not have an overflow culvert, instead an open channel (Channel 1) was
constructed to carry overflow water arcund the berm. Water in pond 2 does not rise above the level of

Channel 1.

The extent of the lsl'rnf.l.s as shown on our map is the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the ponds.
Water can not rize above this line heeanse of the overflow mechanisms pravided by Culvert 1 and
Channel 1. We understand, based on our conversations with you, that the water level in the ponds falls in
the summer and autumn when there is little or no precipitation runoff into the ponds. For the following
reasons, it is our opinion that a 25 f building setback is sufficient to protect the functions and values of

the ponds and wetlands present on APN 070-300-15.

« The limit of regulation of wetlands and other waters of the U.5. under Section 404 of the Clzan
Water Act extends to the OHWM, except where the limit is extended by the presence of adjacent
wetlands. The discharge of fill below the OHWNM, or into adjacent wetlands, requires a permit
from the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). A building setback of 25 ft from the ponds and
wetlands will not require a permit from the Corps, provided construction activities are kept above
the OHWM and adjacent wetlands. The Corps does not require setbacks for actions that do not
require a Section 404 permit,

» The Corps’ nationwide permit program general condition 19 identifies mitigation guidelines for
projects that do result in discharge to wetlands and other waters. Vegetated buffers are an
u'nportant part of mitigation. The recommended v regetated buffer widths are 25-50 it wide,
d:;:pendmg on water quality or habitat concerns.
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»  The limit of regulation of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. under Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act extends to same features regulated under Section 404, and further extends to isolated
wetlands and waters that are not part of the tributary system of a navigable water. There are no
isolated wetlands or other waters on the parcel under review. The discharge of fill below the
OHWM, or into adjacent wetlands, requires a permit from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB). A building setback of 25 ft from the ponds and wetlands will not require a
permit from the RWQUCB, provided construction activities are kept above the OHWM and
ndjacent wellands. The RWQUDB does not have setback requirements for actions that do not
require a Section 401 permit.

» The California Department of Fish and (Game (DFG) regulates those wetlands and cther waters
of the U.S. regulated by the Corps, as well as any riparian areas surrounding those features.
There are no riparian areas surrounding ponds 1 and 2 outside of the wetlands indicated on the
map. DIG recommends the same sethacks as the County’s interim standards, but the
recommendations are not binding. A building setback of 25 It from the ponds and wetlands will
nol require a permit from DFG, provided construction activilies are kept above the OITWM
{equal to the top of bank on the parcel under review) nnd sdjacent wetlands.

«  Asvoncluded in our biological report, the ponds and adjacent wetlands provide potential
furaging habitat for northwestern pond turtle (NWPT), Althoush no NWPT wera observed on
the parcel, NWPT could occupy the ponds for some or all of the year. The uplands surrounding
the ponds are not suitable nesting habitat for NWPT. A building setback of 25 ft from the ponds
sl watlands will have a less than significant impact on NWPT,

= Pomds 1 and 2 provide potential foraging and breeding habitat for amphibians, but are outside the
current rnge of California red-legped frog. A building setback of 25 ft from the ponds and
wetlands will have no impact on California red-legzed frog.

« A building setback of 25 {t from the ponds represents the minimum setback when the ponds are
filled to capacity. During the summer and full when the water level is lower, the distance
between the buildings and open water will be greater.

For these reasons, we believe a building sethack of 25 fi for the construction of a home on the northemn
end of the parcel is sufficient to protect the water quality and habilat value of the man-made ponds and
wetlands in this ephemeral drainage. No federal or state permits are necessary if work does not occur in

the ponds or wetlands.
Yours truly,
% LA

Jeff Little
Vice President

Aftachment A.  Biological Resources and Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation Map,
dated 8 September 2005.
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EXHIBIT J

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

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Project Title: T'entative Subdivision Map Application TM05-1398 / Thousand Oaks, Unit 3

Lead Apency Name and Address: El Darado County, 2850 Fairlane Court. Placerville, CA 95667

Contoct Person: Jeson R Hade, A1CP, Senjor Planner Phone Number: (330) f21-5355

Project Owner's Name and Address: Helen L. Thomas, 3359 St [ves Court, Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Froject Applicant’s Name and Address: Helen L, Thomas, 3359 51, lves Court, Shingle Springs, CA Y5642

Praject Lacation: The subject praperty is located on the south side of St. Ives Cowrt, approximately 500 feet
south of the intersection with Meder Road, in the Shingle Springs area.

Assessor(ls Parcel No(s): 070-300-15 FParcel Size: 8.4 acres

Zoning: One-oere Residentinl (R1A) Section: 36 T: 10N R:9E

General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residentinl (MDR)

Description of P'roject; Tentative subdivision map application to create three lots ranging in size from 1.43
acres 10 3.34 acres, A design waiver request has been submitted to allow the following: (1) Trregular shaped lots
and fronage for lots twe and three to be less than 100 feet as shown on the tentative map; and (2) Permit the
existing roads to remoin as they currently exist.

Surronnding Land Uses and Setting:

Zoning General Plan Land Use (e.g., Single Family Residences, Grazing, Park, School)
MNurth: R1A MR Single-Family Residences
Enst: Ria MDR Single-Family Residences
South: LA MDR Single-Family Residences
West: RE-10 MDR Undeveloped

Bric(ly Describe the environmental setting: The project site lies at an elevation of spproximately 1,480 feat
abave mean sca level. Topography of the property is level to gently sloped land that is vepctated with mees,
shrubs and palches of nonnztive prassland. ['wo manmade ponds are located within the project study area,
Residential development borders the subject site on all sides except the southem segment of the westcrn
boundary. A 3,976 square foot residence is located on the proposed Lot 2. Accessto Lot | is to be provided by a
driveway from St. [ves Court while Lots 2 and 3 are 1o be served by an improved existing driveway connecting to
Minechaft Lane,

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits. financing approval, or participartian
agresment.):

El Dorade County Department of Transporiation: Encroachment Permit
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ENVIROMMENTATL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The envirenmental factors checked belew would be polentially affected by this pruject, invelving st least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The environmental
factors checked below contain mitigation measures which reduce any polential impacts 1o a less than significant
level.

Aesthetics | Agriculture Resources X | Air Quality

Bivlogiowl Resources X | Culluml Reources eology ! Suils

X | Hazards & Hamrdous Matcnals Hydrology / Water Cuality Lund Use / Planning
Mineral Resources FoiEe Poputulion / Housing
Public Services Recreution TrunsporialionTrallic
Ulilities ¢ Service Svslcms Mundutory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION

Ot (o bests ofthis fiitial ovaluation:

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

=] I find tha uIIJ'mugh the proposed project could have a significant effeet on the environment, there will not be
asignificant effect in this case becanse revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 1o by the project
proponent. & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared,

[1 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potennally significant impact” or "patentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, bur at least one effect: 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards; and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis as described in attached sheers. An ENVTRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
reguired, bul it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed,

(] T find that although the proposed project could have & significant cffcet on the cnvironment, because all
polentially significent cifects:  a) have been analyveed sdequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, pursuant to applicable standards; and b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier ETIR. or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is reguired.

Sizngmure: 431/)13-.. Q }M _ Dawec Jupe 2, 2006
- _

Frinted Wame: Jazon B. Hade. AICP For: El Diorado County
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EYALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACTS

A bricl cxplanation iz required for all answers except "N Inpuel” wswers that arc adcquarely aupponed by the
information sources 3 lead agency cites in the parentheses fullowmng cach question. A ™Mo Impact™ answer is
adequately supported if the referenced infonmuliun seurces show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like
the one invalved (e.g., the projedt lulls outside a fanlt rupture zone), A "Na Impact” answer should be explained where
il 15 bused on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not exposc sensitive recaptars to
pollutants, hased on a project-specific screening analvsis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved. including aff-site as well as on-siie, cumulative as well os
project-level, indireel us well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts,

Onee the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the cheeklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation. or lcss than sipnificant,
"Potentially Significant Impact™ is appropriste if there is o fuir argument that an cffect may be significant, [ there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Tinpact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR {5 required.

"Negative Declarntion: Less Thun Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporution ol
mitigation measures lues reduced an effect from "Patentially Significant Impact” to o “Less Thun Significant Impaet,”
The leud npeacy must deseribe the mitigation measures, and briefty explain how they reduce tie effcct t o less than
sienificunt level,

Eurlier unulyscs may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or uther CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15083{cq3¥ D). In this ease, a brief discussion
should identity the following:

a Earlier Annlysis Used. Identify and stale where they are available for review,

b Iinpaets Adegualely Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of und
udeyuutely unulyveed moan carher document pursuant 1o applicable legal standords, and stote whetier such
elfecls were uddressed by mutipanon measures hasad on the earlier analysis,

L. Mitigution Mensures. Far affects that are "Less Than Significanl With Miligulion Incorporaled,” describe the
mitzgation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlicr document and the extent ta which
they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encournged 1o fncorpurule inle the checklist references o infarmarion seurces for potential impocts
(eg. general plans. zoning ordinmness). Reference lo a previously prepared or autside document should, where
appropriate. inclode a reference W the puge or pages where the sizment is substantialed

Supporting Infornudion Svurees: A source list shoold be anached, and other soorces vsed, or individuals contzeted
should be eiled in the diseussion.

Thiz 15 only a suggested form, and lead agencies are fFee 10 use different formats; however, lead apencies should
normally zddress the questions from this checklist that are relevenl lo & projoct’s cnvironmental effects in whatever
format i5 salected.

The explaration of each issue should identilyv:

a.  the sigmificance criteria or threshold, iF any, usad to evaluzste each question; and
. the mitizgatinn measuse identified. ifany, to reduce the himpeet Lo less then significant.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
i Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? v
h. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock v
outerappings, and histonc buildings within g state seenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character quality of the site and its v
surroundings?
d.  Creale a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affeel v
day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion:

A substuntinl adverse effeet w Visunl Resources would nsult in the nrodoction of physical feamwes thar are not
characteristic ol the surrounding development, substantially change the natural landscape, or obstruct an identified public
seenic visa,

a) Mo identitied public scenic vistas or designated scenic highwav will be affected by this project.

by ‘Ihe proposed project will have a less than significant impact on existing seenic resources ineluding, but nol lmited b,
trees, rack oulernppings, and historic resources as the projeet is not Jocuted within a corridor defined as o State scenic
highway.

¢} The proposed project will not substantinlly degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. AS
proposed. the project will not result in wee removal or disturbance of the two manmads ponds or seasonal wetlands,

d)  As only three lots are proposed, the project will not have a sipnificant effect or adversely affect day or nighllime vicws
adjacent to the project site. All putdoor lighting shall conform to Seetion 1714170 of County Code.

FINDING: Tt has been determined thal there will be no impacts o aesthetic or visual resources. Identified thresholds of
significance for the “Aesthetics” categury have nol been exceeded and no significant adverse environmental effects will
tesult from the project
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M. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Wowld the project.

a,  Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, Farmland of Statcwide
Importance, or Locally Important Farmland (Farmland), as shown on the maps =
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, 10 non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or u Williamson Ac 2
Contract?
c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due lo their location y

or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 1o non-agricultursl use?

scussion:

A substantial adverse effect to Agricultural Resources would oeeur il

«  There is a conversion of choice agricultural lund (o nonagricultural use, or impairment of the agricultural
productivity of agricultural land;

s The amount of ngricultural land in the County is substantially reduced: or
¢ Agpricultural uses are subjected to impacts from adjacent incompatible land uses.

a)  Review of the Important Farmland GIS map layer for El Dorado Counry developed under the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program indicates that no arees of Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance will be affected by
the project. In addition, E] Dorado County has established the Agricultural (-A) General Plan land use map for the
project and included this overlay on the General Plan Land Use Maps. Review of the General Plan land use map for the
project area indicates that there are no areas of “Prime Farmland” or propertics designated ss heing within the
Agricultural {(-A) General Plan land use overlay district area adjacent to the project site. The pmject will nat result in the
conversion vl furmland to non-agriculiural uses.

b) The proposed project will not conflict with existing agriculrural zoning in the project vicinity, and will nat adversely
impact any properties currently under 8 Willizmson Act Confract.

c) No existing agricultural land will be convenzd to non-sgricultural use as # result of the proposad project.

FINDING: It has been determined that the proiect will not result in any impacts to agriculural lands, or properties subject to
a Williamson Act Contract. The swrrounding aree is developed with residential development. For this “Agriculture”
category, the identified thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant adverse environmental effects

will result from the project,
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HL AIR QUALITY. Wowld the project.
a.  Contlict with or obstruct Implementation of the applicable air guality plan? v
b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing ar v
projected air quality violation?
c.  Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state v
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitotive thresholds for czone precursors)?
d.  Expose sensitive receplors W substundinl pollulant concentrations? v
¢.  Create objectionable pdors affecting a substantial number of people?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effeet on Air Quality would oceur if:

= Emissiony of ROG and No,, will result in construction or aperation emissions greater than 821bs/day (See Table 5.2,
of the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District — CEQA Guide):

= Emissiong of PM., OO0, 800 and Moy, as a result of construetion or operation emissions, will result in amhbient
pollutunt concentrstions in excess of the applicable National or State Ambient Air Quality Standerd (AAQS).
Special standards for ozone, CO, and visibility apply in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin portion of the County; or

=  Emissions of Ioxic air contaminants cause cancer risk greater than 1 in 1 million (10 in 1 million if best availahle
control lechnology for toxics is used) or 3 noa-cancer Hazard Index greater than 1. In addition, the project must
demonstrale compliance with all applicable Disrict, Srare and 1S, EPA regulations governing toxic and hazardous
emissions.

a) El Dorado County has adopted the Ruwler wnd Regwlationy of the El Daradn Courty Air Pollurion Control District
(February 15, 20007 estzblishing rules and standards for the reduction of stationary source air pollitants (ROG/VOC,
NOx and 03). The applicant provided “Air Quality Analysis for Proposed Residential Subdivision of APN 070-300-15,
El Dorado County, CA,” prepared by Sycamore Environmental Consultants. According to the analysis, “the project
conforms ta the State Implementation Plan for achieving and maintzining federal amnbient wir control siandards.” (i
Quality Analysic for Proposed Residential Subdivision of APN (70-300-13, E! Dorade County, (A, Sycamore
Environmenal Consultanis, Seprember 8, 2003).

b &)
The El Dorado County Afr Quality Management District reviewad the submitted air quality analysis and determined that
with the implementation of the four mitizaton measures imcluded in the analysis, the project would have an insignificant
impact on the air quality. However, the Dismict also noted that a fugitive dust mitigation plan application musl be
prepured and submitted to the Distict prior ro the issuance of a grading permit regardless of whether naturally ocourring
asbestos is found on the property or not.  Avoidance measures one through four are attached as part of this initial study,
and are incorporated as mitigation measures o reduce potential impacts to a less than signiticant level.
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d)  Although Ponderosa High School is a sensitive receplor Jocated approximalely 1,000 feet east of the project site, the air

e) Residential development is not classified as an odor generating facility within Table 3.1 of the El Dorado County Air
Quality Management Disiriet CEQA Guide, The proposed residential subdivision will not result in significant impacts
resulting from odors,

FINDING: Although the project has the polential to create significant impacts to air quality, mitigation measures have been

incorporated luto the project desipn W reduce the polentilly significant impacts 1o a less than significant level. U was
determined that a less than significant impact will result from the project in that no sensitive receptors will be adversely
impacted, no objectionable odors will be created, and the project will not obstruct the implementation of the El Dorado
Cuounly Califonia Clean Arr Act Plan, Based on the lnclusion of mitigulion messures proposed, no significant adverse

environmenlal effects will result from the project.

quality analysis concluded that “with implementation of Avoidance Meusures | and 2, the impacts resulting trom ROG
and NOy emissions are less than significant. With implementation of Avoidance Measures 3 and 4, impacts resulting
from the exposure of people to health risks related 10 NOA are reduced 10 # level of less than significant.” (Air Quality
Anmalysis for Proposed Residential Subdivision of APN 070-300-13, El Dorada County, CA, Sycamore Environmental
Consultanis, September 8, 2005). Therefore, the proposed project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentratons.

V. BHIDLOGICAL HESOURCES,  Wowdd e project.

H

Huve o substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, an any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
Califomia Department of Fish and Gume or 115, Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian hahitat or other sensitve
natural community identified in local or regional plans. policies, regulations or
by the California Deparrment of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service"

Have a substanrial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to. marsh. vernal
puanl coastsl, ete.) through direct removal, filling, hvdrotogical imtermuption. or
other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with cstablished native residemt or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursary sites?

Conflict with any Incal policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
suih s o lree proservation policy or ordinancs’!

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, rezienal, or state
habilal conservation plan?

Dizcussion:
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A substantial adverse effect on Biological Resources would oceur if the implementation of the project would:

Substantally reduce or diminish habitat for native fish, wildlife or plants;

Cause o fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels;

Threaten to eliminate a native plant or animal communily;

Reduce the nunber or restrict the mange of a rare or endangered plant or animal;

Suhstantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the hubital of the species; or
Intertere substamtially with the mevement ol any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species,

ad by

c)

d)

cl

The applicant submitted a “Biological Resources Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation Report for APN
070-300-15 El Dorado County, CA," prepared by Sycamore Environmental Consultants. The report concluded the
(o llowing:

The project study area (PSA) provides potential habitat for several special-status species. Birds-of-prey could
poteatially nest in or adjacent 1o the PSA A protocol survey for special-status planty wes conducted during the
Blooming peried One federal-endangered plant species (&l Dorado bedstraw) occurs in the PS4, Take of
federai-cndangered planty requires consultation with the U8 Fish and Wildiife Service i o federal nexus exisis
(project i on foderal land, s federally funded or 5 federally permittedl. B! Deorada bedstraw iy also
dasignated as Vrare” wnder the California Native Plant Protection det. Construction of the new driveway in
the PS4 will nat affect the El Dorado bedstraw.  (Biolugical Resources Evaluation and Praliminary
Jurisdietional Delineation Repory for APN 070-300-15 El Dorado Coumy, CA, Sycamaorse Ervirommentol
Corsaltunty, September § 2005)

As stated above, the project will not result in substantial adverse effects to special status species or riparian habiiat

According to the preliminary jurisdictional delineation report submilled, the total acreare of potential jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. at the subject site is 1.783 seres. General Plan Policy 7.3.3 .4 requires a minimum
sethack of 100 feet from the rwo ponds at the site and a minimum sethack of 30 fiet from the wetlands delineated on
Figurc 3 within the report. According to the submitted delineation study, “the applicant has siated the intent to avoid
impacts to wetlands and other waters of the US" (Biclogical Resources Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictional
Delineation Report fir APN 070-200-15 El Dorado County, CA. Sycamore Environmental Convultants, September &,
2003). Discharge of fill into jurisdictional wetlands or below the OHWM of a channel reguires a section 404 permit
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, a section 401 Water Qualiny Cenification from the Regional Waler Quality
Conwol Board and a 1602 Streambed Alleration Agreement from the California Deparmment of Fish and Game. Wo
federal or state permiirs are necessary if work does nol occur in the ponds or weilands. fluilding setbacks to punds und
wetlands an APN 070-300-15, Sycamore Environmentel Consulianis, December 21, 2005)

Review of the Planning Services GIS Deer Ranges Map (Jznuary 2002) indicates that thers are no mapped deer
migration corriders on the project site. The project will not substantially imterfere with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with any esteblished native resident or migrarory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites,

According to the submitted “Tree Canopy Analysis for APN 070-300-15." the exisling tree canopy coverage at the
subject site is 46 percent.  (Tree Canopy Analvsis for APN 070-300-15. Syeamore Erviranmental Consultants, Augist
40, 2004) The applicant has indicated that no wees will be removed duc to the projeet as the driveway connecting
Mineshafl Lane and the new lots will be designed 1o aveid removal of any tees.
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) As diseussed in the submitted biological report, ponds one and two provide potential foraging and breeding hubitat fur
amphibians, bul arc outside the current range of the California red-legged frog. The adjecent ponds and wetlands also
provide potential foraging habitat for the northwestern pond turtle (NWPT). Although no NWPT were observed at the
subject site, NWPT could necupy the pomds for some or all of the year. The uplands surrounding the ponds wre not
suitable nesting hubitat for NWPT.  (Building setbacks to ponds and wetlands on APN 070-300-15, Sycamore
Environmental Consullanis, Decembar 21, 2005)

FINDING: Avoidance of disturbances to the ponds und wetlands arns will result in less than significant project impacts to
biological resources. Therefore, the established thresholds for significance in the “Binlogical Resources” category will not be

exceeded.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a,  Cavse a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resaurce as i
detined in Section 15064,57

b, Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archacological -
resource pursuant 1o Section 15306457

c.  Bhrectly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or o
unigjue peologic feature?

d. Disturb any humuan remains, including those interred outside of formal .
cemeteries?

Discussion:

In general, significant impacts are those that diminish the integrity, research potential, or other characteristics that moke o
historical or cultural resource significant or important. A substantis] adverse effeet on Cultural Resources would ocour if the

implementation of the project would:

#  Disrupt, alter, or adversely alfeet a prehistoric or historie archasological site or a property or historic or cultural
significant to a community or sthnic or social group; or a paleontolngicel site except as a part of a scientific study:

s Affecta landmark of culturalhistorical imporrance;
Conflict wirh esrablished recreational, educational, religious or scientific wses of the arcs; or

s  Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is locatad,

adb)
The applicant submitted a *Cultural Resources Stody of Thousand Osk Unit No. 3 APN 070:300:15 Shingle Springs, El

Dorado County, California™ prepared by Historic Resouree Associates in February 2006. According to the study, “Following
a field investigation of the project area, no significant prehistoric or historic archazolozical sites, features, or artifacts were
tound, ner were any significant historic buildings, structures, or ohjects discoversd.” (Culnwral Rescurces Studv of Thowsand
Dk Uit No. 3 APN 07030013 Shingle Springs, &l Dorado County, Califormia, Historic Resource Associates, February
2008/ However, the following mitigation measure is required in the ¢vent sub-surfzce historical, cultural or archeological
sites or materials are diswurbed during earth disturbances and grading activities on the site:



TM0S-1338 / Thousand Craks Unit No. 3

IPapz 1]

Environmental ChecklisiDiscussion of lmpacts E E = E
& EEE | § B
i L]
Sy (855 | &% |
=B |=ZB8| @ E
w—= " oo o 23 o
= Taz = =
3 |357 |1
o o

{a/b.1} In the event s heritage resource or other item of historical or archaenlogical interest is discovered

during grading and construction activities, the project proponent shall ensure that all such activities
cease within 50 feet of the discovery until an archacologist can examine the find in place and
determine its significapce. If the find s determined to he significant and authenticated, the
archaeologist shall determine the proper method(s) for handling the resource or item. Grading and
construction activities may resume after the appropriate menasures are inken or the site is determined
nol to be of signilicance.

c) A unique paleontological site would include a know area of fossil bearing rock strata, The project site does not contain
any known paleontological sites ar know fossil Incales

d}y Due to the size and scope of the project, there is & polential to discover human remains outgide ol a dedicated cemetery,
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remaing in any location other than a dedicated
cemelery, the mitigation messure below shall be implemented immediately,

(il.1)

In the event of the discovery af human remains, all work is o stop and the County coroner shall be
immediately notified pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health nnd Safety Code and Sectlon 5097.94
of the Public Resources Code. . I the remains are determined to be Native Ameriean, the Coroner
must contact the Native Americnn Herltage Commisslon within 24 hours, The treatment and
dispositlon of human remalns shall be completed consistent with guidelines of the Nalive Americun
leritage Commission,

FINDING: Although the project hos the potential to create significant impacts to sub-surtace cultural or histonc resources, or
disturly human remains located outside of & designated cemetery, the incorporanon of the required mitigation measures will
reduce the impacts to & less than significant level. Established thresholds of significance will not be exceeded within the

“Culwral Resources” category.

¥1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project

a. Expose people or stuctures 1o potential substantial adverse etfects, including P
the risk of lass, injury, or death mvalving:

i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineared on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the Stale Geologist -
for the area or based on other substeniial evidenee of 2 known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geolugy Special Publicalion 42,

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoll?

™ e IS

¢. Belocated on & geologic unit ar soil thar is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially resuli In on- or off-site v
landslide, lareral spreading, subsidence, liquefacnon or collapse?




[ {

T05-1398 7 Thowsand Oaks Unit o, 3 - i -
Environmental ChecklistDiscussion of Impacts § E - 5
Puge 11 = =Sz | =
= = E: — Z il E
zE 222 | 5B | &
= Z a3 o 2
§ |E:=°< E
Sl |
V1, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, Wowld the project
d. e locared on expansive soil, os defined in Table 18-1-1 of the Unitorm -
Building Code (1994) creating substantial rsks to life or property?
e. Have seils incapable of adequately supparting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the v
disposal of waste water?
Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Geologic Resources would oecur if the implementation of the project would:

aj

b}

<}

d)

*  Allow substantial development of structures or features in areas susceptible to seismicully induced hazards such as
groundshaking, liquefaction, seiche, and/or slope failure where the risk to people and praperty resulting from
earthquakes could not be reduced through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations,
codes, and professional standards;

*  Allow substantial development in arcas suhject to landslides, slope failure, erosion, subsidence, seltlement, and/or
expansive soils where the risk to people and property resulting from such geologic hezards could not be reduced
through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards; or

=  Allow substantial grading and construction activities in areas of known soil Instability, sleep slopes, or shallow
depth to bedrock where such activities could result in sccelemared erosion and sedimentation or exposure al people,
property, and/or wildlife to hazardous conditions (e.g., blasting) that could not be mitigated through engineering and
canstruction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional srandards.

According to the Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas (Jennings, 1994) and the Peak Acceleration from
Maximum Credible Earthquakes in California (COMG. 1992), no active faults or Earthquake Fault Zones (Special
Studies Zones) are located on the project site. T'he impacts from fault ruptures, seismically induced ground shaking, or
seismic ground failure or liquefaction are considersd to be less than significant. Any potential impact caused by Incating
structures in the project area will be offset by the compliance with the Uniform Building Code earthquake standards.
The project is not located in an area with significanl lopographic variation in slope. Therefore, the potential for
mudslides or landslides is less than significant.

Mo pruject gruding is propazed. Any funire grading activities shall cumply with the El Dorado County Grading, Erosion,
and Sediment Control Ordinance which will reduce 2ny potential impacts to a less than significant level.

The suil vn the project site is classified as Rescus sandy loam |, 2 -9 percent slupes, Arzonaut clay loam, 3 - @ percent
slopes and Placer diggings (Sodf Survey of £ Dorado Area, California, 1974). Soil permeability on site is moderately
slow, runoff is slow tn medium and the erosion hazard is slight to moderste. All zrading must be in compliance with the
El Dorado County Grading, Frosion, and Sediment Conwol Ordinance which will reduce any potentially significant
impact to a less than significant lavel

According tw the Soi! Survey of El Darado Area, California, 1974, the erosion hazard of soils at the subject site is slight
to moderate. Based upon this information, the impact from expansive soils is less than significant.
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£) Prior o final map recordation, the applicant shall submit septic percolation testing data ta the El Dorado County

Folantially Significant
Impact

FPolantally Significant
Unlzss Mitigation
Incarporatian

Less Than Significant
Impaci

Ma Impact

Environmental Management Department — Environmental Health Division for review and approval.

FINDING: No significant impacts will result from geological or seismological anomalies on the project site. The sile
does not contain expansive snils or other characteristics that will result in significant impacts. For the “Geology and
Soils” category, established thresholds will not be exceeded by development of the project and no significant adverse

envirenmental effeets will result from the pruject.

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine i
transporl, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

B Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foresceable upset and sccident conditions involving the release of hazardous v
materigls into the environment?

¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, o
substances, or waste within enc-quarter mile of 2n existing or proposed schoal?

d. Be located on a site which is included on & list of harardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962 .5 und, as s result, would v
it creare a significant bazard to the public or the enviromment?

e, Fora 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 o
would the project result in a satery hazard for pecple residing or working in the
project wrea?

f.  Foraproject within the vicinity of a private airsorip, would the project result in v
a sufely hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

g Impair implamentation of or physically interfere wilh an adopted emergency ‘___.
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose peuaple or structurss 1o a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires. including where wildlands are adjacent to urbenized <
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Iliscussion:

A substantial adverse effect due to Hazards or Hazardous Materials would oceur if implementation of the project would:

L ]

Expose people and properly lo hasands associzted with the use, storage, wansport, and disposal of hazardous
materials where the risk of such exposure could not be reduced through implementation of Federal, State, and local

laws and regulations;
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b)

c)

d}

¢)

2l

h)

Unless Mitigation

Patentially Significant
Impad
Patantially Significant
Incorporation
Lass Than Significant
Impact
Mo Impact

= Expose people and property to risks associated with wildlund fires where such risks could not be reduced through
implementation of proper fuel management techniques, buffers and landscape setbacks, structural design features,
and emergency access; or

*  Expose people to salely harands as a result of former on-site mining operations.
Mo significant amount of hezardous materials will be transported, used or disposed of for the project.

Mo signiticant amount of hazardous materials will be utilized for the project, The project will not result in any
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions invalving the release of hazardous materials into the environment,

Ad proposed, the project will not emit hazardous emissions or hundle hweanlous or scutely hazardous materinls,
substzinces, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or propused schoal,

The project site is not identified on any list compiled pursuant to California Government Code 659625 identifying any
hazardous moterinl siles in the project vicinity, As such, there will be a less than significant impact from huzardous
material sites.

the San Francisco Sectional Aeronautival Charl, lusl updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed and the project site is not
located within two miles of a public airport. As such, the project is not subject 1o any land use limirarions contained
within any adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan. There are less than significant impacts to the project site resulting
from public airport pperations and the over-flight of aircraft in the vicinity of the project.

The San Franciseo Sectional deronautical Chary, last updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed and the project site is nol
located within two miles of 2 privetely owned mrsmp As such, there is no significant safety hazard resulting from
private airport operations and aircraft overflights in the vicinity nf the project site.

The proposed project will not physically interfere with the implementation of the County adopted emergency response
and/ar evacuation plan for the County. This is based upon the location of the nearest fire station, availability of multiple
feeess points to the project site, availahility of water for fire suppression and provisions within the County emergency
response plan. The County emergency response plan is locared within the County Office of Emergency Services in the
El Dorade County Government Center complex in Placerville.

The El Dorado County Fire Protection District revicwed the project proposal and concluded that the project will not
expose people 10 & significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires or wildland fires adjacent to or located
in an urbanized area. The existing fire flow does not meel the requirements of the local Fire Official; therefore, upon his
recommendation, a Notice of Restiction will be required for the proposed lots one and three mandating that the homes
have sprinklers installed for fire suppression. Therefore the following mitigation measure is required to reduce fire
safety issues 1o a less than siznificant level:

(j-1) Prior to final map spproval, a Notice of Restriction shall be recorded for lots one
and three requiring the installation of sprinklers for fire suppression in all homes constructed at
the subject sites to the satisfaction of the El Durado County Fire Protection District.

FINDING: The proposed project will not exposs people and property to hazards associated with the use, storaga, transport
and dispossl of hoardous materials, and exposs people and property to risks associated with wildland fires with the
implementation of the mitigation measure discussed above. For this “Hazards and Hazardous Malerials” category, the
threshelds of signifivance will nat he excesded by the proposed project.
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VIIL HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the projeci:
2. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? v

h.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aguifer volume
or o lowering of the leal proundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of v
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not suppont
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

¢.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which v
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or -oft-site?

d. Substontinlly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase v
the rate or amount of surfiece runelT in & manner which would result in Hooding
on- ar off-site?

¢ Create or contribute runofT water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional i
sources of polluted runoft?

[, Oitherwise substantially degrade water quality? ¥

g. Tlace housing within a 100-year flood hazard arca as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard v
delineation map?

h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or v
redireet Nood flows?

i.  Expose people or souctures 1o a significant risk of loss, injury or death

invelving fvoding, including flooding as a result of the failurs of a leves or v
dam?

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? v
iliscnssion:

A substantial adverse effect on Hydrology and Water Quality would nceur if the implementation of the project would:

¢+ Expose residents to {lood hawmrds by being located within the 100-vear floodplain as defined by the Federal
Emergency Manogement Agency;

= Cuause substantial change in the rate and amount of surface runofT leaving the pruject site ultimately causing a
substantial change in the amount of water in a stream, river or other walerway;

»  Substantially interfere with groundwater recharge:
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a)

b)

¢}

» Cause degradation of water quality (temperature, dissalved oxygen, turhidity and'or other typical stormwaler
pollutants) in the project area; or
= Couse degrudation of groundwater quality in the vicinity of the project sile.

No grading is proposed for the project. The only planned site improvement is to upgrade the existing driveway for lot
two into a common drivewsy to serve both lots two and thres,

There Is no evidence thal the project will substantially reduce or alter the quantity of groundwater in the vicinity, or
materially intertere with groundwaler recharge in the area of the proposed project. The propased project will be required
to connect w public water,

As there is no proposed grading there is no evidence thel the grading and ground disturbances associated with the project
will substantially alter the existing drainage patterns on or ofl the site. The Grading Erosion and Sediment Controf
Cradinaace contsing specific requirements that limit the impacts 1o o druinuge system (Section 15, 14440 & Section
15.14.390). The standurds apply to this project.

d & e)

0

No grading is invelved with the proposs]. Therefore, substantial drainage pattern alteration or munefT will not vccur,

The project will not result in substantial degradation of water quality in either surface or sub-surface water bodies in the
vicinity of the project area. All stormwater and sediment control methods contained in the Grading, Erosion and
Sediment Centrol Ordinance must be met during all construction activities, us well as the required development of any
permanent storm drainage facilities and erosion control measures on the project site.

g h)

i)

1he I'lood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 060040 0725C, December 4, 1986) for the project area establishes that the project
site is not located within a mapped 100-vear Moodplain.

The subject property within the Shingle Springs aree is not lecuted adjucent w or downsiream from a dam or leves that
has the potential to fail and inundare the project site with floodwaters. Accunling to the spplicant, two berms were
constructed that impound water in the drainage forming ponds one and two. Culverl une is the overflow for pond one,
When water in pond une rises to the level of the culverr, warer flows into pond two. Pond two does nol have an overflow
culvert, instead an open channel was consmrucred to carry overflow water around the berm. Water in pond two does not
rise above the level of channel one. The potential for flooding impacts relating to these two berms in less than
significant because of the overflow system described abave,

The potential for a seiche or tsunami is considercd 1o be less than significant. Porential for a mudflow is also considercd
i b less than significant,

FINDING: No significant hvdrological impacts will result from development of the project. For the “Hydrology and Water
Cuahity” section, it has been determined the project will not exceed the idennfied thresholds of significance and no
significant adverse environmental effects will result from the project.
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IX. LAND USE PLANNING. Would the project:
w.  Physically divide an established community? i
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not linited to, the general plan. v
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpase of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community o
conservation plan?
Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Land Use would occur if the implementation of the project would:

ay 'l

Result in the conversion of Prime Farmland ss defined by the State Department of Conservarion;

Result in conversion of land that either contains choice soils or which the County Agricultural Commission has
idemified os suituble for susiwined prazing, provided that such lands were not assigned wban or other
nonagricultural use in the Land Use Mup;

Result in conversion of undeveloped open space to more intensive land uses;

Result in a use substantially incompatible with the existing swrounding land uses; or

Conflict with adopted environmental pluns, policies, and goals of the community,

he project will not result in the physical division of an established community.

b} As proposed, the project is consistent with the development standards contained within the El Dorado County Zoning
Ordinance with the approval of the two design waiver requests. However, the project conflicts with General Plan Policy
7.3.3.4 which requires that the County apply a minimum setback of 100 feet from 2|l perennial streams, rivers, lakes and
50 feet from intermillent streams and wetlands. The applicanr has proposed a 25-foot setback from the ponds and
wetlands at the subject site. A letter submited by the applicant from Sycamore Lnvironmenral Consultants dated
December Z1, 2005 concludes that “we believe & building scthack of 25 feet for the consmruction of a home on the
northern end of the parcel s sufficient w protect the water gualily and habilal value of the man-made ponds and weilands
in this ephemeral drainage.” (Building setbacks tv ponds and wetlunds on APN 070-300-15, Sycamare Ervironmental

Comsultants, December 21, 2005)

¢] As discussed in Section 1V Biological Resources, parts a. b and £ the submitted biological resources cvaluation
concluded that the proposal will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservalion plan

FINDING: For the “Land Usz Planning” section, the project will not exceed the identified thresholds of significance.



'.I- 1-.

TMO5-1388 / Thousand Crubks Unit No, 3 i -
Enviranmental ChecklistDiscussion of lmpacts E E = E
Page 17 = = % E -&
2% |82 | & g
) h'E = =
= E’ =a B o B
== |2g8 | &£ z
g 5E= |
= =3
& c 5
X. MINERAL RESQURCES, Would the project:
a.  Hesult in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of v

value to the region end the residents of the state?

b.  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local peneral plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Minera] Resources would necur if the implementation of the project would:

e Resull in obstruction of aceess to, and extraction of mineral resources classified MEZ-2x, ur resull in lund e
compatibility conflicts with mineral extraction operations.

a)  The preject site is not mopped as being within a Mineral Resource Zone (MILZ) by the State of Calitornia Division of
Mines and Geology or in the El Dorado County General Plan.

b} The Westen portion of £l Dorado County is divided imto four, 15 minute quadrungles (Folsam, Macerville, Georgetawn,
and Aubum) mapped by the State of California Division of Mines and Geology showing the location of Mineral and
Resource Zones (MRZ), Those areas which are designated MRZ-2a contmin discovered mineral deposits thal have been
measwred or indicale reserves caleulated. Land in this category is considered to contain mineral resources of known
economic importance to the County and/or State. Review of the mapped areas of the County indicates that the subject
property does not contaln any miners! resourees of known local or statewide economic value.

FINDING: No impacts to any known mineral resources will oceur as a result of the praject. Therefore, no mitigation is
required. In the “Mineral Resources™ section, the project will not exceed the identificd thresholds of sipnificance.

XI. NOISE. Wowld the praject result in.

a, lixposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess ol standards
estahlished in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards v
nf other agencies?

h. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or -
groundbome noise levels'!

¢, A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicity -
above levels existing without the project?

d. /M substantial temporary or periodic incresse in smbient noise levals in the {
project vicinity above levels existing without the prmject?
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X1. NOISE. Would the project reswlt in:

e.  Foraproject located within an airport land use plen or, where such a plan has
nat been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, v
waould the project expose people residing or working in the project aea w
excessive noise leveal!

. Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the projeet expose e
people residing or working in the project area 10 excessive noise levels?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse ettect due to Noise would occur if the implementation of the project would:

»  Result in short-term construction noise thal creates noise exposures 1o surrounding noise sensitive land uses in
excess of 60dBA CNEL;

=  Result in long-term operational noise that creates noise exposures in excess of 60 dBA CNEL ut the adjnining
property line of a noise sensitive land use and the background noise level is increased by 3dBA, or more: or

*  Results in noise levels inconsistent with the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 in the Tl
Dorado County General Plan.

adc)
The project will not result in a subsiantial increase in existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. The project
will not generate noise levels exceeding the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Uable 6-2 within the
General Plan as it involves the creation of two additional lots and related residential noise,

b & d}
Persons adjacent to the project vicinity will not be subjected 1o long-term excessive ground barne noise or ground horne
vibration as a result vl project operation. No grading is proposed. Therefors, persons adjacent to the project vicinity will
not be subjected 1o significant shon-term ground horne noise and vibration as a result of grading and excavation during
construction of the project.

&) Llhe preposed project is not located adjacent to or in the vicinily of a public airpart and iz not suhject 1o any noise
standards contained within a2 Comprehensive Land Use Plan. As such. the project will not be subjected to excessive
noize from a public airport

f)  The proposed project is not located adjacent to or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. As such, the project will not be
subjected Lo excessiva noise from a privare airport.

FINDING: For the “Moise™ cawgory. the thresholds of siznificance have not been exceeded and no significant adverse
environmental efTects will nccur from the proposed development.
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a.  Induce substantial population growth in an area, cither dircetly (e, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (i.e., through extension of v
raads or other infrastructure)?

h.  Displace substantia] numbers of existing housing, necessitsting the construction
of replacement housing clsewhere?

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of s
replacement housing elsewhere?

1]

Dscnssion:

A substantial sdverse efTeel on Populution and Hl}u.li[l!'ll!_ would oceur il the implementation af the project would:

o Create substannial growth or concentration in population;
« Create a more substantial imbalance in the County's current jobs to housing ratio; or
e Conflict with adopted goals and policies set forth in applicable planning documents,

a) The proposed project has been determined to have a minimal growth-inducing impact as the project includes the creation
of two additional residential lots and does not include any school or large scale employvment opportunities that lead to
mdirect growth.

b, No existing housing stock will be displaced b the proposed projecr.
¢} Mo persons will be displaced necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
FINDING: The project will not displace any existing or proposed housing. The project will not directly or indirectly induce

significant growth by extending or expanding infrastructure to support such growth. For the “Population and Housing”
gection, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant environmential impacrs will result from the

project,

X111 PUBLIC SERVICES, Would rhe profect result in substantial adverse physical impacls assaciated with the
pravision af rew or pliysically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically alterad governmental
Sacilities, the construction of which could cause significant esvironmental impacrs, in arder 10 maintain

acceptable service ratios, rasponse timeas or aither performance abjectives for amy af the public services:

a.  Fire protection? v
b. Police protection? +
¢.  Schools? b
d.  Parks? v
e. (ther government services? v
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Discossion:

A substantial adverse effect on Public Services would vecur i the implementation af the project would;

aj

b

c)

d)

¢}

=  Substantially increase or expand the demand for fire protection and emergency medical services withoul increasing
staffing and equipment to meet the Deparmment's/Dismrict’s goal of 1.5 firefizghters per 1,000 residents and 2
fireAghters per 1000 residents, respectively:

*  Substantially increase or expand the demand for public law enforcement protection without increasing staffng amd
equipment to maintain the Sherift’s Department goal of one swomm ofTicer per 1,000 residents;

+  Substantially increase the public school student populution exceeding current school capacity without also including
provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand in services;

» [lace a demand for library services in excess of available resources;

+  Substantially increase the local population withowt dedicating a mininnwn of 5 scres of developed parklands Tor
every 1,000 residents; or

= Be inconsistent with County adopted goals, objectives or policies.

Fire Protection: The El Dorado County Fire Protection District currently provides fire protection services w the project
area. Development of the project would result in a minor increase in the demand for fire protection services, but would
nol prevent the Iire DMstrict from meenng 115 response times for the project or its designated service area. The El Doredo
Counly Fire Protection Dismrict will review the praject improvement plans and final map submittal tor condition
confirmance prior o approval,

Police Protection: The project site will be served by twe El Dorndo County Sheriffs Department with & response time
depending on the location of the nearest patrol vehicle. The minimum SheriTs Department service standard is an 8-
minute response 1w 0% of the population within Community Regions. No specific minimum level of service or
response time was established for Rural Centers and Rural Regions. The Sheriff' s Deparunent stated goal is o achieve a
ratio of one swom officer per 100U residents. The addition of three residential lots will not significantly impact current
response limes to the project area,

Schools: The project site is located within the Buckeve Union School District. The affected schoal district was contacted
as part of the initial consultation process and no speeific comments or mitigation measures were received.

Parks: The proposed project will not substantially increase the local population necessitating the development ol new
park facilities. Section 16.12.090 of County Code establishes the method 1o calculate the required amount of land for
dedication for parkland, or the in-lieu fee amount for residential projects. In this case, the tentative map shall be
conditionad to require the payment of an in-liew park fee consistent with the procedures outlined within Section
1612050,

N other public facilites or services will be substantizlly impacted by the project.

FINDING: Adequate public sermvices are available 1o serve the project ‘Therefore, there iz no potentdal for a significant
impact due to the creation of two additional residential lots at the subject site, either directly or indirectly. No significant
public service impacls are expected. For this “Public Services” category, the thresholds of significance have not been
exceeded.
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X1¥, RECREATION,
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such thar substantial physical deterioration of the v
facility would occur or be aceelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recrearional facilities which mighr have an adverse physical effect ¥
on the environment’
Discussinn:
A substantial adverse effect on Recrearional Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:
= Substantiolly increase the local population without dedicating o minimum of 5 acres of developed parklonds Tor
every 1,000 residents, or
= Substntially incresse the use of neighborhood or regional parks in the wrea such thal substantial physical

a}

b)

FINDING: Mo significant impacls lo reercalion or open space will result from the project. For this *Recreation™ section,

deteriormtion of the feility would vecwr,

Because the project onlv includes the creation of three residential lots, it will not substantially increase the use of
neighborhood or regional parks in the arez such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occour,

The praject proposal does not include the provision of on-zire recreation facilities, nor does it require the consiruction of

new [acilitics or expansion of existing recreation facilities.

the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded.

XV, TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. PFunld ihe project:

a.

Cause an incrense in imffic which is substantial in relation to the existing trallic
load and capacity of the street system (L2., result in a substantial Increase in
either the number of vehicle wips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersectons)?

Exceed, efther individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads
or highwavs?

Result in a change in air traffic pattemns, including zither an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that resulls in substantial safery risks?

Substantially increase haesrds due 1o a design fealure (v.g., sharp curves oo
dangerous inlersectivns) ur incompalible wses (eg. ferm eyuipment)?

Resull in inadequate emergency access?

Result in inadequate parking capacity”
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X¥.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC, Wonld the project:

£, Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative -

transportation (e.g.. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

D fon:
A substantial adverse etfect on Traftic would occur if the implementation of the project would:

*  Result in an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system,

»  Generate trafTic volumes which cause violations of adopted level of service standards (project and cumulative); or

*  Result in, or worsen, Level of Service “F" maffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway,
road, interchanpe or intersection in the unincorporated areas of the county as a result of a residential development
project of 5 or more units,

i & b
The El Darado County Department of Transportation has determined that the project will generute approximately 30
average daily trips and three peak hour trips. Therefore, a raffic study 1s not required and potential traffic impacts from
the praject are anticipated to be less than significant.

e} The project will not result in a major change in established aw watfic patterns for publicly or privately operated ailrports
or landing hield in the project vicinity,

dy  5c Ives Count and Mineshall Lane ure bath County maintained and provide access (o the sphject site throuzh driveways.
The proposed project does not include any desisn features, such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections, or
incompatible uses that will substantially inerease hemrds, No trafTie hasrds will resull from the project design,

@) As shown on the tenrative map, 10-toor wide driveways will provide zdequate emergency aecess to the lots as
determined by the Ll Dorado County Fire Protection Dismrict.

[} The submitted tentative map was reviewsd to verify compliance with or-site parking requirements within the Zoning
Ordinance. Section 17.18.060 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the parking requirements by use, Parking requirements for
conventional single-family detached homes zre two spaces not in fandem.  UHilizing the parking standards discussed
above, the project requires a minimum of six parking spaces. As proposed. the project meets the minimum parking
requirements for the conventional single-family delached residential wse subject 1o verification prior to building parmit
issuance for each proposed home.

g} 'The proposad project does not conflict with the adopted General Plan policies, and adopted plans, or programs
supporting allernative transporiation. No bus turnouls are required for this tenadve map.

FIMDIMG: Mo significant traffic impacts are expected for the project and mitigation is not required. For the
*lranspomation/Traffic” category, the identified thresholds of significance have not been excesded.
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XVl  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project.
g, Exceed wastewater treatment reguirements of the upplicuble Repional Water .
Quality Control Board?
b. Reguire or result in the construction of now wiler or wastewster treatment
tacilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction ol which could ¥
cause significant environmental effects?
c.  Require or result in the construction ol new stormwater dramage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause v
significant environmental ¢ffiects?
d.  Have sufficient water supplics available o serve the project from existing o
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e.  Resultin a determination by the wastewater trestment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's v
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitmenis?
. Deserved by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the &
projeet's solid waste disposal needs?
. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related w solid -
wagsie?
Driscussion:

A substantial adverse effect on LTHilivies and Service Systems would ocour if the implementation of the project would:

Nreach published national, stare, or local standards relating to solid waste o litter control;
Substantially increase the demand for potable waler in execss of available supplies or distribution capacity without
also including provisions to adequately eccommodate the inereased demand, or is unable to provide an adequate on-
sife water supply, Including treatment. storoge and distribution;

= Substantially incresse the demand for the public collection, treamment, and disposal of wastewater without also
including provisions lo adequately srcommaodale the increased demand. or is unahlz 1o provide for adequate on-site
wastewater systen; o

=  Result in demand for expansion of power or telecommunications service facilities without also including provisiuns
tn adeyualely sccommodate the increased or expanded demand.

ad& bl

The El Doredo Irrigation Thstrict will provide water to the subject site and individual on-sie sewage disposal systems
will serve each of the proposed Ints subject to El Dorado County Environmental Management Department review and
approval. No new waler or wastewster treatment plants are proposed or are raquired as a result of the project,

¢) Mo change in project drainage is proposed as a result of the tentative map.
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d) The El Dorado Trrigation District (ETD)will provide porable water to the project. In the Facility Improvement Letter
{FTL) provided by the applicant, EID states that “a six-inch water line exists in St Ives Courl.” (El Dorado Irrigation
Dintrict FILO703-163, Brian L Cooper, PE, July 28, 2005) Because of the sprinkler installation requirement and
refated mitigalion measure discussed above under 1lazards and Hazardous Materials, the water line extension discussed
in the EID FIL is no longer required.

e)  As stated obove, the lots will be served by individual on-sile sewage disposal systems subject (o Environmental
Management Deparument review and approval.

£y In December of 1996, direct public disposal into the Union Mine Disposal Site was discontinued and the Material
Recovery FFaciliy / Transter Station was opened. Only cermaln inert waste materialg (e.g,, concrete, asphalt, ete.) may be
dumped at the Union Mine Waste Disposal Site.  All other materials that cannot be recycled are exported w the
Lockwood Regional Landfill near Sparks, Nevada. In 1997, El Dorado County signed a 30-year contract with the
Lockwood Landfill Facility for continued waste dispozal services. The Lockwood Landfill has a remaining capacity of
43 million tans over the 655-acre site, Approximately six million tons of waste was deposited between 1979 and 1993,
This equates o approximately 46,000 tons of waste per year for this perod,  This facility has more than sofficient
capocity o serve the County Tor the next 30 yeurs,

gl County Ordinance Mo. 4319 requires that new developmenl provide arcas for adeguale, aecessible, and convenient
storing, collecting, and loading of solid waste and recyclables. On-site solid waste collection for the propascd lots will
be handled through the local waste management contractor. Adequate space is available at the site for solid waste
cirlleetion,

FINDING: Mo significant impacts will result to utility and service systems from development of the project. or the
“Wilities and Service Systems” section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no sipnificant
environmental effects will resull from the project.

XVIL. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Onoer the praject.

a. Have the potential to degrade the qualily of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitar of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustining levels, threaten 1o eliminate a plant or v
animal community, reduce the nomber or reswict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate imporant exampies of the major
perinds of California historv or prehisrory?

b. Have impacis that are individually limited. but cumulatively corsiderable?
("Cumularively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are 7
censiderable when viewed in connection with the eftects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the offects of probable firture projects)?

¢. Have environmental effecs which will cause substantizl adverse sffecis on e
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

a) There is no subatantial evidence contained in the whele record thal the project will have the polential 1o dagrade the
quality of the environment. The project does noel have the putential o substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
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species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop helow self-sustaining levels, threaten to climinate u plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or climinate important
examples of California history or pre-history. Any impacts from the project will be less than significant due to exisling
standards, mitigation measures and requirements imposed m the conditioning of the project.

b}  Cumulative impacts are defined in Section 15335 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as
“two or mare individual effects, which when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmentol impocts,” Based on the analysis in this initial study, it has been determined that the project will not result
in cumulative impacts,

¢) Based upon the discussion conmined in this document, it has been determined that the project will not have any
environmental effects which cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Project
mitigation has been incorporated into the project to reduce all potential impacts to a less than significant level,
Mitigation measures have been designed to address air quality, cultural resource and hazards and hazardous materials,
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCE LIST

The following documents are available at El Dorado County Development Services Department, Planning Services
in Placerville:

2004 El Dorado County General Plan A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Roads; A Plan for Quality
Meighborhoods and Traffic Relief. Adopted July 19, 2004,

El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Volume | - Comments on Draft Environmental Tmpact Report

Wolume 1l - Response to Comment on DEIR

Volume 111 - Comments on Supplement 1o DEIR

Volume TV - Responses to Commuents on Supplement 1o DEIR

Volume V - Appendices

El Dorado County General Plan - Volume I - Goals, Objectives, and Policies

El Dorado County General Plan - Volume 11 - Background Information

Findings of Fact of the El Dorado County Doard of Supervisors for the General Plen
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 - County Code)

County of El Dorudo Drinage Manual (Reselution Neo. 67-97, Adopted March 14, 1995)

County of El Dorade Grading, Ercsion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Ordinance Mo, 3883, amended Chrdinance
Nos. 4061, 4167, 4170)

El Dorade County Design and lmprovement Standards

L Dorade Cowmty Subdivision Ordinances (Title 16 - County Code)

Sl Survey of El Domdo Area, Caolifomia

California Environmemal Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes (Public Resources Code Section 2 100, ef seq.)

Title 14, California Code of Hegulations, Chapter 3, Guidzlines for Tmplementation of the California Environmental
(Jualicy Act (Section 15000, et seq.)
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PROJECT SPECIFIC REPORTS AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Air Quality Analysis for Proposed Residential Subdivision of APN 070-300-15, EI Dorado Couniy, CA, Sycumore
Environmental Consultants, September 5, 2003,

Binlugical Resources Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictivnal Delineation Report for APN 070-300-13 El Dorado
County, CA, Sveamore Environmental Consultants, September §, 2005,

Building sctbacks to ponds and wetlands on APN 070-300-13, Sycamore Environmental Consultants, December 21,
2005,

Cuitural Resowrces Study of Thousand Oak Unit No. 3 APN 070:300:13 Shingle Springs, Li Daradn Courty,
Cufifornia, Hlistoric Resource Associates, February 2006,

El Dorado Irrigation District FILO705-163, Brian L. Cooper, PE, July 28, 2005

Tree Canopy Analysws for APN (70-3000-1 5, Speamure Environmental Corvultants, Augnst 300, 2004,

LAPCYTMSYIMES-13098 Taitital Stedy. doc
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Mitigation Measure Agreement for TM05-1398
Thousand Oaks Unit No. 3

As the applicant, owner, or their legal apent, 1 hercby agree to amend the above named project by
incorporating all required mitigation measures, as identified in the related Environmental Checklist,
which are necessary in order 10 avoid or reduce any potentially significant environmental effects to a
point where clearly no significant adverse impacts would occur as a result of project implementation.

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

| understand the required mitigation measures incorporated into the project will be subject to the El
Dorado County Mitigation Menitering program adopted in conjunction with the Negative Declaration,
and that [ will be subject to fees for the planning staff time to monitor compliance with the mitigation
IMCASUres.

This agreement shall be binding on the applicant/property owner and on any successors ar assigng in
interest.

IN WITNESS WIIEREQF, the Planning Director or his assign, representing the County of El Doradao,
and the applicant/owner or his legal apent have executed this agreement on this day of .

El Dorado County Planning Services Signature of Applicant / Owner / Agenl:
Jason R, Hade AICP, Senior Planner

Dy

Print Mame and address below

Print Mame and title above




