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• Alternatives for reduced density & access must be consider~d~ 

• Do not approve the project as proposed or certify the EIR 

Submitted on behalf of Green Valley Alliance 

by Ali & Jeremiah Bailey, Barbara Jensen, Betty Peterson, Cathy & Ron Keil, Craig Campbell, 
Diane Barclay, Kevin O'Meara, Ten ley Martinez, Mary Williams, Mel Kowardy, Laurie Icenogle, 

Blake & Chris Bethards, Lynette Dewilde, George Kucera, Ellen & Don Van Dyke ~ 
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HDR is not an entitlement- it's a General Plan Amendment 
General Plan criteria has not been met to change 4 lots into 605 

s:.~~->. ~··-:-.. v;,.;,···!.~.<:-t,~'~ .• ~_r:l l l l l - L ___ ~ f:'l '""' - ··- ' - ·--r-1 ·~ :'-.. _," 'II I II I I/ \..} I I I 
---~·r ·'.~ -.:y;. , ~~.:-;.,.,~~,:.J. L ~:~ h- .,1 J . --:. r, ~·~rl v ~ . . 
·:~·c;:omnru'nlt~ · ... :;::~):' ·----\-. Rural ·- ,,. \1 -, ----··· ·\, i\., if- • . , 

:~:~,\~~R::.·~"·~·.~~~~J,\t}~;r:·~,=t:~--~f/3>'; J R . ·· ... __ ),-\~~.. _I. -,. i -( --~~:2-lT1,_. •75% of the project pen r;neter 
=<:N-c;':.",·~gu;J,m\Aii-f}.~ ~;.~ := ,,~-"';."" eg1on _' \ , ~-~•_,._:..._.;.d, 0~:- J ,

1
'r , , · •

1 .-,- • ..--"o/•tt I • ::.:;."'ttlt ~-:i.1,7'1t.:)tl.. ':< f I \ - - •.._ .- '::."'" ,o o • 

(~{-:~~tf.\~~~~&frfi: ='·- ~ .~~ .hj}.\l1 .1." ='- '~_f'Lb-L· .J,.=.J ~.::...c''-,,. __ J/,- ~ abuts the Rural Reg1on (RR) 
'-"' .·.-il--1~.~ r:,. -· ~ '(./-(-., • - '- \ I •''' •· • 'il'-' 1 !l l .. , I l -'· ... \ .... L \_--"'. -- . •1 

~:;.~f.~~'/f~~~~11~t-~J~~1'~) ·~.}.:~i/i.~F·j~~1.·-~?1 :r~ 1 ' ---~yz- ~~~~1.::-1-:::-=-!T--l-t1, .• ~~ 1~ ~~~ r~ ~~-- •Access is from the RR 
r'f;;C.~:'.~ 'i'-">'·._..~.AO,t!-~,_-, ,_, {--:.<>:- · ·:.,..--><xl \ · ~-~- j ~--··1 - "' . :; 'j l~. l' I 
', "!;,'·~.::-',.,,, ·.-'!~~>;10)_t:-.J::lrL·.~···-·I ··~-~-: .'·'=;--f\ \. . .:-:.,; ' I :_..-- 1,/'r.::;o. ~ .,. - ( \"'>. !" v· I I . h RR 
·;;;. ·~ ~- ~" -'u ~='~'~·:: .. =0i;J!,._,( ~-·.\....,.. ·L ). • ..:.-:.~o.-~1"-;l-.~-·~ ---' 1 '· • -r·'·,-~--, /·\ --- ~ .·. ··'\_ • 1sua mpact 1s on t e 

~ !.- · - ~-=na~·~·--:_-=-~.~~T"~1..7'/ ~~ ~r.:..,J:-=-i-__ .1 ,' ~ ~.:: :.-· 1- L-- ·r / t ' .: ·, 
.io - '~t !.J ,...~., -.·1 '/.f'.l. lf'tf •Tr ~·-..- l I 1 ,._- •• L~ 1 i'-/. L ·1-. :-- l :(. ~{ ., /• / t. • - ., 
L. , ........ . - ·r ... , , .. , . ... .,., .. . ... .. . ... ' ' . ~ ~ . . .- -v..,_~ -~ ~:;. ... ~ ~-:~~;:j :1~ ~~-~ Jv··,_ .. .... ~~1;---:j~\>'·.:-(·:--/dJJ! ~,::::;:- 1:,_ ~It' ''<'• "-.. ___ \ - rfllj/ -~1 : -_·, ... ' \ I ~' / I .l J [ --

- . ·~. _._ .. .J::..--.:;; ,-:;< --~· • - ·~r ...... ::\~-· ~::r.:_,_.,,\· .... ',j J.,;.·,-c -~· LG-!l "'-- -r _,. ~ ...... .,.. : , .... .. ' . « l . .. \-.._ ~111 ~!,lw .'7 ::-:,'('-'<··-~ n~. ~ .......-~ ~· - -~ ~-~ ·. ··~ .. 'l --.. , 1 • .; - '-, • --- - J 1--- \' ;~. e: ;"'~/ "' J .......,._ , .;,-s;.··~·Jr~'=~1 itlr-.-tl."itt.:...--<~.J· f·1"'\ .- il;l.8·- LE~, ·:~- !11,L ••. · •.. !. - 'r··-·· ..... ··-··~·-~·· ~-=-=· , ~ f- :..~ -l ~-s;::- ""'.J ___ ....... ~t.~ '"!~n, ,,jf~\~~~~·11 /:J~ ·,.\ 1 ~--=-~1 • • .~r . .-·.,·.,~.\ ~·~- _~,._ -J.~~·~-( .~ · /'• .--,.~·. · · 1 1 ·--=~-1 ·\ ~ ~ \ ,.,.,~·-~-\... .. f ··\ .. ·1.:::-~~ _ 1o:~~~~~td~~~if.~r( :1i>· ·.;:·c~: .. ::r:~~~~:l \--~~;c:iip-:··-~!~·,:fl. .-. n~t~\ 1 .:-~8. ~~Je!0tl SJte 1·· .. ~:· ,. 1· ~ '}~ 1 ·A \ ./ 1 1 
•' - -. . ,,_ L1L:-'~1·•/lj-'·~.:..· 1 -J-:.;•,'.'\.· .r··· \r-, ":.· !].· ... l. :-;--1-1~-~ ~ 1---'; . r _ .... ·! 1 ••• ·:.-:~t---\r:. ......... '-(.,., I / /~ --..~ ~" ~ ,/v( -r---1 
... - ·o'-4'.-\ ~I,.\ L'7/' '~~'("_;- -?'•z··. ' '· ,T, >'~··\·' -· ''·<!/.... ·;_-,:'\··.' ;\'.>, ·. :o; "/i" \ \• \' > ' ., }- :c:,' ,-;, ·:.,.~ '\ ', ';-~-'-'<':· ,:;:, :;,.._. " ~ - - "'.; </.:" -~- -. · -;.:::::; ... - r \ ~,..J.J 
·;~ -1, ~ ~~~ :~.r=r~?:~:.c.'~]~;~-:::~ .. ~.\-. ;,,."~ :·?;< 1'~-~~x-:·;~:~·~>> },.: <·~1~\ ! ill{ ,:~:.~]·;t, _.51~>:~:~- ~~l'{·:~ l~:c t ~ =!>· /_ ,l ,. --~~ ._fj~j:~~;~?r-

___! ,,1~"y, \, ~.....-'\: !..,.;/ / ~--· ~~·.;i]-•1 It("' .,:..r:_~,..!(· •• -• .. , j f. 1, • \.._ _'• '\ '<. • ~\_ f ·,~·•· \ ','-, , .... , o1r,,","') /1. ..._,_ -~ _!:[:1 . ,, , ~ \ /.'~ .... , .-.-- >...... ..- \. _ L..J~. 
~ ' ...;.. ""' / ~ . • - . • -. ' ... !•. 1 r • !-;..· 1

·'·': 1 : ' .. . . or , • - • '· •, ... , • - • 1- L- :.tt .... {.- r I - -~..... • 'I;,-•- jl .... • ' • :;: .-.... r ---- _ _ ..: - - Y/ --.:<,':'-,··"C·:~· .~\~l~:'¥) I . I ii~, ::•: (':..~~:·\•,. 1 j~ ,..:J'~ -:)'.',;· .·o' d'-Y1'-' ~;-"' · 1 ,ji~.:...,:=-;.i·,:,;.··:.'ll'r · ._:,.::.l(."··~.-~~· .',' .··'''~··· __ .,r·: ~-~1:;~~ '{ ;~1'CJ--; 
· .\(~. \ ~y,;.:-;-;,;::1 rr:.;'[-?;_~~ '

11
1 _II ..•. J .... ,!tJ,:,_ .t'.,: .. ·~ ·5·i~--~~1 i) -11,-;-, 1 :,f 

1
- ,1:, r=.•1 r-:1 -,.~:c! ·~:::;::~"~>{:~.;·:··:r.. 1·;••; r •IIf.¢<·.,;:~~~,;- ! l•r --~;......_ ,.,,~{',:'.:::::."-- · '~5~t~Yi 

, ,.,. I ' . '.:>-'1' ' .'if.· .• ·~ ·ti·'J-r U...> . ' b-·c "'d \, '• ' 1:)' j ..; .l · • ',. ·r-·,,:,_·1 ; - ,-:n:r~ {'l ,.,,., , • - "- - • ,., "' I ; r· \ . . :.:>::;:.-::';.i:,./,:·/ r l/.'r.!;(i.l<~,;, II ;;_~-.~:7'•[.•¥.~=RX .,~',l\·l·n· ,- ary· ~t~ . .. -e 1 .... ;-~ 1 \~ ·.:..:J.:;~::~.,n:;::.{ffi!c~~·j~~-··;·._:~: 1 <)•-·.:::::::.- )"'( 1,/f., ·' ~- J,. 1\__. 
_,. ..... -.•. .--_.. "' · •l r~{'-"' •r':\)- 1 , t=' .. -~ • .:1~1'\.T' \;; \:#1~ - t \iii · t ' • • --rr-···1 • r' J I'JiiJ·l-- · '. ... ... --__,-- 1 ___,- ......,,..,.; 

.:\'\ ·· "'-r'·,'·· 'i\'•'fi'!J/"'111 ·~"?,_;'f·<_.:,:.• -·.,I LJ..J..!~ ·-,~,,., •• . , , ·.II..__ .• ~ ......... ~ .. L .. _. .;_ •• _,,.,.,I r ~ \ '<:-,,1' - ·,· -: · ·~.:·r A'·;::- .<~- ·VJ.• : •. :• -~:.<~·~·: ,----. . ./ >. .,.· .:;-o·~··L, · ]:-..... ,···., · ~ L '•11J.l.J. · l ~ · \ ·': .. --I -- · -~,..---- -! 1 ' ' "A' - ,.. 
··· · ':I ::::.( ·. Jr .. '•t/J..•i ·. · · ~~::' -;-;::..;;,.,..ons·lde· ~·ed'b' ·-::-ta.; 'e' ~-~=-=-=-;~-~ ':1:-·~ -~-- _:,, ·· · .~ ... ~~---\ ~~~ - .,..~>: (::;';:J :fl.~ .. . J,'.' ,1(·Z' .. __ = :.......:::· \i; 1L · · ' II . ·-iv'"l.t .. ~,; _ _,_. \' ___ .... ~\ t · ~---=--=-~ .... ·: - - / --::--~-t: ·. /·j·~,?.~~\~2~~-~~··'~·:'-~·t·~~#~·.t}.'~ ""'-----1~~-~r~~~;{ y -~.r=t:..:.;..'--:-:.A-t-r::..fi ·-{\~·:~., ':'~-.-I~ __ I,L-1) ~ 1-~---~; 

-:~-·. · .: . ....:z.~ .. ::..!.~: ~·-:t: IA .js--:.·, ~~jJ ·~~s. ~-S·=•n 20·~t~ :··.- --- rt..::_., /:.::;<,·- '- ~y- ....... '·.\ ~ ~:~- \ , . 
, ·.'r'. lr· •·.:..-.•!; ; \\f.~·t:-1· f.fi.rtl·'··· .~ ·-t · ~~ ~--- _ _{{:-~1,_-lr-) ~.;, ./: ~--' .. , \ .... -~- r}'<;; 

1·.- ~h ~·.~~~~: ~;}1\ -:;::·~·~'-•, ~Hbf.U~-~t: ~~ I _ -:::=:-=--:~~~::-·~ -f~J.::' -~,?-, rJ..Yii ~Y1-> ~-'~ / .\?' .'·· i--· t __ 1-'i\,...,_...r=,_~, \-· 19 
!~-~\~ !~~-~:~~7~~~~~(\t.~1~-:-~\~-t~u.~:.;W ~\~~<"~.:.:.~- -~- ~·----.. ~%~~~-·~J'.'J:.~'i. ~~\T}·:) '/)·~~~;;:T'=~'\/. / >--:_: ; 1 '--~ -'lj_1 l .... ~~ \ 1 ~:! 
.•. '!;,~,- ·Y,·--~-:Z.t$ ~ ./f· .~r[J\ .. ·odl\~·~:---·_ .. r: ., ----·~~·I.~- Jl .. , '-t'-\7-~ - · - ......... ' ;,(')- / ~-.J ~ I_ I ,, J I ~~ ' r .. . 
::;~~- ~~-0'-·l~·f.t~~,.~~l \-1?-~~EE~"-\'ll:_-_~-~- .- - t-1--- /:.ftr/v~·, '\·.,A.. \·.~:~: .• \ ·~-·"'1·~,- l ( \ 1 1 1'-, _--... 11 / / -;---,~ --------~- t1 _/---.._/ _hJ ........ ~, \ ·,~ 1 

•Is an appropriate density transition provided? {Policy 2.1.1.2) No. 
•Is the rural character of the area maintained? {Goal 2.2) No. 
•Is Water Supply sufficient per the Gen Plan? {Policy 5.2.1.9) No. 
• Can oak tree retention standards be met? {7.4.4.4 Option A) No. 
•Is road safety in the RR prioritized above capacity? {Policy 5.1.3.2) No. 
• Do local elementary and high schools have capacity? {Policy 2.2.5.3) No. 
•Is there access to public transportation? {2.2.5.3) No. 

GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_p2 



Density transition is not provided. 
Project inconsistent with GP policy 2.1.1.2 
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Policy 2.1.1.2 Establish the Community Regions to define those areas which are appropriate for the highest intensity of self-sustaining 
compact urban type development or suburban type development within the County, based on the municipal spheres of 
influence, availability of infrastmcture, public services, major transportation corridors and travel patterns, the location of 
major topographic patterns and features , and the ability to provide and maintain appropriate transitions at Community Region 
boundaries.IThese boundaries shall be sho\¥11 on the General Plan land use map. 

Reduce project density to create required transition 
GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_p3 



''visually compatible'' - ''less than significant impact'' 
are erroneous EIR conclusions 
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View from Green Springs Ranch -impact NOT insignificant 
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Rural character lost inconsistent with General Plan Goal 2.2: 

GOAL 2.2: LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
A set of land use designations which provide for the 1naintenance of the rural open character of the County and 
n1aintenance of a high standard of environn1ental quality. 

Reduce Density to maintain rural character. 
GVA public comment to BOS- 3/8/16_p4 



''sensitive to the character of adjacent land uses'' ?! 
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-totally false statement from the DEIR, Project Objectives 

Current zoning allows 1 house per 20-acres. 

As proposed, that same 20 acres would have about 
130 units. 

20-acre View from Bai 

20-acre View from Kleinhans's 

20-acre View from Icenogle's 

Reduce density to be 'sensitive' to neighbors. 
GVA public comm ent to 805- 3/ 8/ 16 _ p5 
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Significant Oak impact not addressed 

Project Objective: "Provide a comprehensively planned project 
that is sensitive to environmental issues including wetland and 
tree preservation." -from the DEIR Project Description, page 4S 

Reality: 
•44% Oak canopy removal far exceeds the allowable 
10% 

•EIR mitigates only "canopy" impacts, not "oak 
woodland habitat" as required by GP policy 7.4.4.4 

•Significant impact on woodland is not mitigated 
(19. 76 acres of 'canopy' vs. 200 acres of 'oak habitat') 

Unhealthy; excluded 

According to UC Davis Greg Giusti's Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix, the project site would be considered an 
uintact" woodland, managed for grazing and zoned for agriculture, with both dead & alive trees across the 
landscape, wildlife movement, and minimal disturbance from road and building development on site. 

I Reduce density to save oak habitat . I 
GVA public comment to 805- 3/ 8/1 6_p6 



Green Valley Rd is a traffic danger zone 

From the Green Valley Road Corridor Analysis, Oct 2014 report: 
•Of 36 driveways studied, 25 had line of sight deficiencies creating unsafe conditions. (A) 
•4% of 158 reported crashes resulted in fatalities on Green Valley Rd in 3yr study period. 

Policy 5.1.3.2 requires safety improvements be given priority above capacity improvements in the 
Rural Region. Improvements at the direct access driveways must come before capacity mitigations. 

Erroneous Final EIR Master Response 3: 11The Green Valley Road corridor report does not conclude, as 
comments suggest, that Green Valley Road is generally unsafe under existing conditions." 

Reduce project density to increase traffic safety 
GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_p7 



Examples of line of sight issues 

1 Malcolm-Dixon Rd: "Due to the wide curve cornbined with an upgrade on Malcolm Dixon Road, vehicles typically slow down to make a 
/eft-turn onto Malcolm Dixon Road. This can present safety issues for the trailing motorists" 

2 h~~l Way: "lSD [intersection site distance] to the east is restrictive due to the vertical crest in the roadway." 

3 Green Valley Road Home and Eastern Strawberry Entrance: "Line of sight to the west from both the 1840 Green Valley Road home access 
and the second entrance to the strawberry stand (coming from the west) is limited due to vegetation but could be improved with tree 
removal by the private property owner. lSD to the east is limited from the home driveway due to the vertical crest of the road." 

4 1855 Green Valley Rd: "/50 is limited in both directions due to vegetation to the west and vertical curvature to the eas t. lSD to the westjor 
the unmarked access across the street is also limited due to vertical curvature." 

5 1870 Green Valley Rd: " lSD to the east was extremely limited du e to the vertical crest in the roadway." 

GVA public comment to 805 - 3/8/16_p8 



Project violates GP Policy TC-xF 
{Measure Y) 

Traffic added by the project worsens 
conditions that will not be corrected 
within 10 years, as required by 
General Plan policy TC-xF. 

From the Co/trans letter to Long Range 
Planning dated 5/5/15: 

Typical weekday morning commute on Hwy 50 at EDH Blvd. 

• 3.9.2 Environmental Impacts. Proiect Impacts. Table 3.9-!3 l.,OS Summary Table (Page 3.9-58) 
- The LOS values reported for the existing conditions scenario differ from expected values on 
US 50. For example, according to Pdv~S the v.'estbonnd US 50 segment between El Dorado Hills 
Boulevard/Latrobe Road and the ElDorado/Sacramento County line, cun·ently operates at LOS 
F during the AJv1 peak hour due to tl1e high density of vehicles on US 50 and the 
weaving/merging traffic tl·om the El Dorado Hills Boulevm·dfLatrobe Road on-ramp. Table 3.9-

I Project density must be GREATLY reduced I 
GVA public comment to BOS - 3/8/16_p9 



Project NOT necessary to meet housing needs 

The Statement of Overriding 
Considerations falsel 
project "would provi 
housing" as sufficien 
the adverse environm 
impacts. 

Per the EDC Housing 
16,791 surplus lots 

-

Tab]eH028 
2013 Land Inventory Summary -EI Dorado CoiJlnty 

[ Income Cate.g:ory l 
. . 

VUl f1tod 

Unins approved or under construction 108 2 

En1iilemer~ts (lots;t* - -

'./arcant land - resK:len1ial 2,338 764 
- 1NestSiope 2,134 675 
- Easo Slope 2{14 8:9 

Vacant land - com merciallmi:<ed ure '}!jJ -

Ur,deru;illzecllancl- resideniral 925 148 
Pc.ten1ial second units .. 406 0 

Subtotal 4,034 914 
R!·H·~A (nei 2013-2021 } 1,74(1 821 

/1. Surplus 1:Dencit) 2.,294 93 
~ 

• htdt.:des .t!..;oprt<•'Ed Specific Pi~ns , T e.r.b.m•e ar.!l P<:~ro:l m<:~ps v;est sLope or..!y 
·~ Es-timat~d 4~.~ of VacaM>I l'ar,ol - resilt;:ntial , "Abc,,•e-' 

.A!bove Total 

124 234 

5,762 5,762 

1 Q,15r1 13,253 
6,720 9,529 
3,431 3,724 

- 257 

0 1,073 
0 406· 

16,037 20,935 
1,633 4,194 
14,4(}4 16,791 

2013 Housing Element, Table H028 is a summary of the "inventory of land suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and sites 
having potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public facilities and services to these sites". The table shows 
that the County's land inventory exceeds the net remaining RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Allocation) in ALL income categories. 

I Reduced density still meets e[)( ho~sinine~ds I 
GVA public comment to 805 - 3/8/16_p10 



Senior Housing is good, but .. 
•No "critical need" for Age Restricted housing in EDH 

../ Four Seasons- 460 homes 

../Carson Creek- 800 homes 

../ Versante- 100 homes 

../ Heritage- 1000 homes 

•Green Valley Rd is dangerous for all drivers 

../ Windy road with heavy traffic exceeding 55 mph speed limit 

../ Known line of site problems exist that will be exacerbated by 
the projects' added traffic, and drivers with slower reflexes . 

../no services available within walking distance 

../ no transit lines extended to the site 

Still wish to include the Age Restricted element of the project? ok ... 

Reducing the Density will not prohibit the 
inclusion of Age Restricted Housing 

GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_pll 



Reduced Build Alternative- 192 units 

This Alternative was rejected, falsely claiming objectives would not be 
met and that it may not be 'financially feasible': 

llnplementation of tl1e Reduced Build altemative may not meet the foUo,ving obj.ectives: 

·• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ltu.l)lement the County· s General P]an bv providing urban/suburban rvpe development } 
\~.,·ithin lands desi~lat,ed as Communirv R~g.ton m ~rder t:o ensure the preserval.lon or large 192 units is still'suburban' 
expanses of open space and agdcuJnuallands wttbin the Couuty. 

Create an economically viable proj,ect that provides a fajr -silar·e contribution of infrastruc­
ture to· tbe communitY through the payment ot !ees and/or constructl<Oll of requu-ed capttal 
improvements, including transportation improvements in accordance with ·the County' s 
General Plan. 

Provide a broad range of residential product rypes . 

Ofter a range of designs. and an.1:~ties to meei the needs of the changing demogmpllics of 
the County, .including families . enlpt)• nesters and acttve adu.lts. 

} 
fair share contributions would 
still be required 

} varied product types still possible 

} Age Restricted still possible 

Provid~ a res ident~~] co1~1uuit~ containing open space. and a range ofpassive and active} Open space still required, and 
recreattonal amemtlie~ for n.s restdents and the couununny. more easily provided 

Developer profit is not the Board's priority or guide for approval. 

I Require the Reduced Build Alternative.! 
GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_p12 



Noise 
• Per the EIR, homes constructed within 294 feet of the center line of Green Valley Rd will require 

sound walls. 
~impact not analyzed for aesthetics, tree removal, wildlife migration, more. 

• NEW transportation noise was not analyzed per Gen Plan policy 6.5.1.12 for at least one home­
how many others were "missed"? 

~Drive 'A' is located within the Rural Region, will carry thousands of cars daily, and will pass 
within 60ft of the property line of an existing home. 

Drive {A' will carry l,OOO's of Cars, daily 

GVA public comment to BOS- 3/8/16_p13 



District 1 representation: 

Dist 1 Planning Commissioner Stewart: RECUSED 

Dist 1 Supervisor Mikulaco: RECUSED 

EDH Area Planning Advisory Committee (APAC) position: 

NON-SUPPORT 

Adjacent residents overwhelmingly say 
"the density is too high" & "Green Valley Rd will not be safe" 

Support Dist llegitimate concerns: Reduce density 
GVA public comment to 805- 3/ 8/ 16_p14 



Summary 
The project is too large. Reduced density will improve: 

• traffic safety 
• tree retention 
• transition densities and 
• preservation of rural character 

The Development Agreement must include: 

• Funds dedicated to benefit impacted area 
• Safety improvements to direct-access driveways on Green Valley Rd 
• upgrade of the bike lane 

Respect the fact that District 1 is under-represented on this project, and 
listen to APAC and the adjacent residents who are greatly impacted. 

Do not approve the project as proposed. 
Do not certify the EIR. 

GVA public comment to 805- 3/8/16_p15 
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BOS intentions to review Comm 
~ 

nity RegtotJ Bou_ndary changes 
Legistar item 13-0510 

RESOLUTION NO. 

Of THE BOARD Of SUPERVISORS Of THE COUNTY OF ELDORADO 

WHEREAS, the County of'El Dorado is mandated by the State of California to maintain an adequate and 
proper General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, on December 9, 2014, the Board of Supervisors directed statfto prepare a Resolution of Intention 
to amend the General Plan Land Use Maps to contract the Community Regions Lines tor Shingle Springs and 
the Green Valley Corridor using maps submitted by a member of the Shingle Springs community and a member 
of the northeast ElDorado Hills community, as depicted on the attached maps (Exhibits A-C); and 

WI-I EREAS, the maps submitted identity amendments to the Community Regions of El Dorado/Diamond 
Spring.~ , Cameron Park, Shingle Springs and El Dorado Hills; and 

" ' IIEREAS, Government Code 65300.5 requires internal consistency between General Plan elements a~ well 
as internal consistency within each element; and 

WHEREAS, proposed revisions depicted on the attached maps (Exhibits A-C) may require other General Plan 
map, text or policy amendments to comply with Government Code requirements. 

TIIERFORE, BE IT IIEREBY RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors will consider amending the 
General Plan Land Use Maps tor the Shingle Spring.~ , El Dorado/Diamond Springs, Cameron Park and El 
Dorado Hills Community Regions. 

NO,V, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, upon the Board of Supervisors ' determination of the 
scope and extent of proposed General Plan amendments required tor consistency with State law, the Board of 
Supervisors will hereby authorize the Community Development Agency, Long Range Planning Division, to 
proceed with the completion of all required environmental review necessary to meet the Cal itornia 
Environmental Quality Act requirements and the preparation of a public hearing. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors, at a regular meeting of said Board 
held february 24, 2015, by the following vote: 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County ofEI Dorado at a regular meeting of 
said Board, held the 24 11

' day of February 2015, by the following vote of said Board: 

Attest: 
James S. Mitrisin 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

By: ---------,.--,.----­
Deputy Clerk 

Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 

Chair, 13oard of Supervisors 

Community Region Boundaries- Green Va lley Corriaor 

17 



BOS intentions to revie 
Legistar item 13-0510 

Community Region Boundary changes 
Board of Supervisors Minutes • Final February 24, 2015 

3:30P.M.- TIME ALLOCATION 

47. 13-0510 Community Development Agency, Long Range Planning Division, 
recommending the Board consider the following pertaining to General 
Plan amendments to the El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park, Shingle 
Springs and El Dorado-Diamond Springs Community Region Boundary 
Lines: 

Detai l ~ ) 

File ;o- : 

Type: 

Title: 

r.1over: 

Result : 

Agenda note: 

f.1inutes note: 

Action: 

Action tex t: 

·-v~;;.-,;~,c;~ - 1 

13-05!0 Version: 5 

Agenda Item 

12/09/ 14 CDA/LRP Communlty Region Boundary Lines 

Norma Santiago Seconder: 

Pass 

j-5 ;~;o~d;-TG~oup r Export I 
P~r~on Name 

~ 

Norma Santiago 

Ron Mikulilco 

Br jan K. yeerkamp 

Sh1va FrE'ntzen 

Approved 

Shlva Frentzen 

A motion •Nas made by Superv isor Santiago, seconded by Supervisor Frentzen to direct staff to return to 
the Board •.-..ith options as to funding the Resolution of Intention for the Community Region Boundary Lines 
as indicted in the prev ious motion. Staff is given the following as priorities from the Board (not in priority 
order and may be modified) : Land Use Policy Programmatic Update (LUPPU) Sign Ordinance General Plan 
Biological Policy Review Communitt Region Boundary Lines l 

Yes: 

1) Endorse a final matrix or list that prioritizes all County-initiated land 
use and transportation projects managed by Long Range Planning and 
direct staff to return to the Board every six (6) months to provide an 
update and reprioritize as necessary; 
2) Adopt Resolution of Intention 034-2015 (Attachment 6B; Exhibits 
A-C) prepared for proposed General Plan amendments to contract the 
Community Region lines for El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park, Shingle 
Springs and El Dorado-Diamond Springs, pending review and minor 
modification from County Counsel: 
3) Discuss funding for processing this project as part of the Fiscal Year 
2015116 budget; and 
4) Determine the Community Region Boundary Lines Project's priority 
and preferred method for processing based on staff and funding 
availability. 

Funding: General Fund . 

Public Comment on Action Item 1: L. Price. L. Parlin, S. Taylor. L Weitzman, A. 
Marinaccio, F. Duchamp, R. Hargrove, R. Pimentel, B. Smart, T. McCann 
Public Comment on Action Item 2: Public Comment: C. Lewis, E. Vandyke, L. Bowen. 
F. Duchamp, S. Ferry, L Weitzman. R. Hargrove, L. Brent-Bumb, K Calhoun. D. 
Schaff, B. Carlson. J. W111iams, B. Smart, D. Manning,, T. Gherardi, E. Mattson. A 
Marinaccio, L Parlin, J. Maynard, T. McCann. P. Che/seth, 
L Mattson, B. Bakke. T. Costello, J. Pridemore. S. Taylor. R. Pimentel, N. Briel 

A motion was made by Supervisor Frantzen, seconded by Supervisor Ranalli to 
Adopt the prioritization matrix as presented with tho folllowing chango: 
Movo '"Community Planning" to be addressed boforo the "lnfill Ordinance" 
(Attachment SE). 

5 • Mikulaco. Veerkamp , Frentzen. Ranalli and Novasel 

A motion was made by Supervisor Ranalli, seconded by Supervisor Novasol to 
direct staff to analyze, as a component of tho noxt General Plan 5 year review, 
those maps and any other map considerations of Community Region Line 
alterations to reach the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 

Yos: 4 • Veerkamp • Frentzen, Ranalli and Novasel 

Recused: 1 • Mikulaco 18 



General Plan Policies referenced on slide 2: 

2.1.1.2, Goal 2.2, 5.2.1.9, 7.4.4.4 Option A, 2.2.5.3, 5.1.3.2 

Policy 2_1 _.1 _2 Establish Connnunity Regions to clefme those areas \vhich are appropriate 
for the highest in.ten._ccity of ser±: su.staining con1pact u1lban-type 
development or suburban type d.eveloptnent \Vitlilll the County based on 
tl1e 1m.uucipal ~1)heres of in.flu.ence, <n;adability· of infrastn1c.ture~ pub]ic. 
sen;ices,, nmjor transportation oorrido:rs and travel patterns=· the location of 
1na jar topographic patterns and features, and d1e abi]it~,r to provide and 
mamtain appropriate tran<>itions at Communit~y Region boundaries_ These 
boundaries sll.aU be shoVv'ltl on the General Plan ]and use tnap_ 

GOAL 2.2: LAND l JSE DESIGNATIONS 

A set of land use designations ' ;vhich provide for the Inaintenance of tbe 1·ural and open 
character of the County and Inaintenance of a high standard of environntental quality. 

19 



Gen Plan policy 5.2.1.9 -requires that before the first grading permit, there be a guaranteed water supply to meet 
the projected demand associated with the entire approval, under a 20-year projection of the highest demand & 
including future uses within the area served. The Dixon EIR makes clear that is not possible. 

Policy 5.2.1.9 

July 2004 

In an area served by a public water purveyor or an approved private water 
system, the applicant for a tentative map or for a building pennit on a 
parcel that has not previously complied \vith this requirement must 
provide a \Vater Supply _.1\.ssessment that contains the infonna.tion that 
would be required if a water supply assessment were prepared ptl!Slk"Ult to 
\Vater Code section 10910. In order to approve the tentative map or 
building permit for which the a55essment \Vas prepared the County must 
(a) find that by the time the first grading or building permit is issued in 
COllllection '"'rith the approval, the \Vater supply from existing water supply 
facilities will be adequate to meet the highest projected demand associated 
with the approval on the lands in question; and (b) require that be±ore the 
first grading permit or building permit is issued in connection with the 
approval, the applicant \vill have received tt sufficient water meters or a 
comparable :c.mpply guarantee to provide adequate \Vater supply to meet the 
projected demand associated with the entire approval. A \Vater supply is 
adequate if the total entitled water Sllpplies available during nonnal, 
single, dry, and multiple dry years within a 20-year projection will meet 

Page89 

Public Se.rvices and Utilih"es Eleme:mt ElDorado Com!i}' General Plan 

the higllest projected dem.md associated with the approval, in addition to 
existing and 20-year projected future uses \Vith.in the area served by the 
water- supplier, including but not limited to, flre protection, agricultural, 
and industrial uses, 95% of the time, with cutbacks calculated not to 
exceed 20% in the remaining 5% of the time. 20 



Consen,ation and Open Space Element El Domdo County Ganem/ Plan 

Policy 7 .4.4.4 For all new development projects (not including: agricultural cultivation 
and actions pursuant to an approved Fire Safe Plan necessary to protect 
existing: stmctures. both of which are exempt from this policy) that would 
result in soil disturbance on parcels that (1) are over an acre and have at 
least 1 percent total canopy cover or (2) are less than an acre and have at 
least 10 percent total canopy cover by woodlands habitats as defined in 
this General Plan and cletennined from base line aerial photography or by 
site survey perfonued by a qualified biologist or licensed arborist the 
County shall require one of two mitigation options: (1) the project 
applicant shall adhere to the tree canopy retention and replacement 
standards described below: or (2) the project applicant shall contribute to 
the County's Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) 
conservation ft.mcl described in Policy 7.4.2.8. 

Option A 

The County shall apply the following: tree canopy retention standards: 

Percent Existing Canopy Conr Canopy Cover to be Retained 

80-100 60% of existing canopy 

60-79 70% of existing canopy 

40-59 SO% of existing canopy 

20-39 85% of existing canopy 

10-19 90% of existing canopy 

1-9 for parcels > 1 acre 90% of existing canopy 

Under Option A. the project applicant shall ab-o replace woodland habitat 
removed at 1:1 ratio. Impacts on woodland habitat and mitigation 
requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study and 
Important Habitat Mitigation Plan as described in Policy 7.4.2.8. 
Vl oodland replacement shall be based on a formula. developed by the 
County, that accounts for the number of trees and acreage affected. 

21 



Policy 2.2 5.3 TI1e Cotu1ty shall evaluate :fi.ltLlfe rezoning: (1) To be based on the 
General Plan's general direction as to minimum parcel size or ma.xinmm 
allowable density-; and (2} To assess whetller changes in conditions that 
,,vould support a higher density or intensity zoning district. TI1e specific 
criteria to be considered inch1de, but are not linlited to. ithe follm:~.ring: 

1. Availability of an adeq11.ate public water source or an approved Capital 
Improvement Project to increase ser:,ice for existing land use! 
demands; 

2. Availability and capacity of public treated \\rater systen~ 
3. Availability and capacity of public ,,vaste. vvater treatment system~ 

4. Distance to and capaciiy of the serving elementary and high school; 
5. Response time :from nearest fire station handling structure :fires; 
6. Distance to nearest Community Region or Rural Center~ 

7. Erosion hazard; 
8. Septic and leach field capability; 
9. Groundwater capability to support \Vells; 
10. Critical flora and fau11.1 habitat areas ~ 

11. Important tin1ber production areas; 
12. Important agricultural areas; 
13. Important mineral resource areas; 
14. Capacity of the transportation system serving the .area; 
15. E1cisti.ng land use patt~ 
16. Proximity to perennial water course; 
17. Important historicaL.'archeological sites; and 
18. Seismic b .. tzards and present of active faults. 
19. Consistency ·~•,;ith existing Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions. 

Policy 5.1.3.2 The Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) of the County and other service purveyors shall emphasize capacity in 
providing infrastructure in Community Regions and Rural Centers. The CIP shall emphasize heal1h and safety 
improvements over capacity in Rural Regions. 

22 



Referenced on slide 6: 

Greg Giusti's Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix 

From the DEIR comments: 

Impact to an "Intact" Woodland 
Accordine to the Oak Woodland Impact Decfsion Motrix,6 the Dixon !Ranch prop,ertv oak woodland would 
be considered "intact"' : 

Intact me;;~ns, that the site is curr~ntiV in a "w,Jid state" being mc::maged for grazing, open 
space, recreation, etc., where al.l of the ecological functions are st ill bei.ng provided, I.e., 

shade, ground wa ter fi ltration, wildlife/fish habitat, nutrient cycli ng, \•Vind/noise/dust 

c. Giusti, G., et al. 2008. Oak woodland impact decision matrix: o guide for planner's to determine significant 
impacts to oaks as req11ired by SB 1334 (Public Resources Code 21083.4). UC ltYtegrated Hardwood Range 
Mana.gement Program, 2008. 

9 

28 

'14-16'17 3H 334 of 444 

From the Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix: 

Intact? 
The site is currently in a "wild state" being managed for grazing, open space, recreation, 
etc. , '1-Vhere all of the ecological functions are still being provided, i.e., shade, ground 
water filtration, wildlifellish habitat, nutrient cycling, wind/noise/dust abatement, carbon 
sequestration, etc. In this condition roads and buildings are rare across the site. Trees, 
both dead and alive, dominate the landscape and the site is capable of natural 
regeneration of oaks and other plant species. The site allov<s for movement of wildlife 
and the existing development is localized and limited to a small number of residences 
with service buildings or barns. The site is relatively undisturbed and is recognized as 
Intact. Examples of an lntflC:t woodland may include large to moderately (even relatively 
small parcels may qualify ) sized private ranches; expansive oak woodlands zoned for 
agriculture, open space, scenic corridors, etc. 

23 



Referenced on slides 7 & 8 : 
Green Valley Rd traffic counts 

from the corridor traffic report 

4,931 ADT added from the project 

u,,....,. Vofl'cy F.Nd O.:tobc-r 201~ 

Pan 0: T"f':n iccl D~o. A.,c,'}·.:J!' ~r::J .~c::J-.~ 

Table 9. ADT along Green Valley Road Corridor (2010- 2014) 

1. County Line to 
sophia Park-.. .ra·t 

2. sophia Par~:way to 
Fraocisco Drive 

3. Francisco Drive to El 
Dorado Hills 
Boulevard 

4. El Dorado Hills 
Bou levard to Sil'.'a 
vall~y Parkw• ·l 

7. Deer valley Road 
IWe>tl to Bass Lake 
Road 

B. Bau Lake Road to 
Cameron Park Ori·.·e 

9. CarM ron Park Driv~ 

to POnderosa Road 

10. I>Ond• rosa l!d to ~l 
Shingle Road 

11. t~ Shingle Rd to 
Lotus Road 

Mi<i·Weekday Avg 

w eeldyAvg 

WeekendAvg 

Mid·'.Veekday Avg 

WeeldyAvg 

w eekendAvg 

Mid· Weekday A ... g 

weekly Avg 

I,Veekend 

'.Veekend 

Mid·Weekday A·og 

weekly Avg 

Weekend Avg 

26,600 

25,161 

21,946 

14, 522 

121925 

Mid-Weekday Mg I 7,2 32 

Weekly Avg 6,SB6 

5,511 

Mid-Week Average Daily Traffic 

27,080 125,640 

25,610 24,675 

21,630 21,7&2 

11! ,632 1 •14,195 

14,341 1 3,665 

7,605 

5,900 

7,0;1 

7,019 

6,431 

25,967 

25,93! 

21,699 

14,857 

1~,467 

13,324 

12,334 

12,033 

4,071 

4,267 

3,299 

2.2;.:, 5.2% 6.3% 

6.5;> I 7.3% I 10..3% 

25,539 

25,001 

22,661 

15,889 

13,B71 

15,410 

14,527 

14,565 

4,651 

4,41n 

-4.o% 

.0.6% 

~.2% 

o.o% 

12.7% 

19.6% 

9.1% 

1.3~$ 

-6.o% 

13.4% 

17.4% 

-5.7% 

-2.4% 

4.7*-

-U% 

1..6;> 

tL2;6 

-0.9% 

3.2?; 

2-3% 

17.5% 

11.5% 

-0.4% 

1.3% 

5.0% 

2.390 

6.6% 

10.1% 

-1.1% 

0 .2% 

6.690 

14A% 

14.7% 

19.2% I n.Mi· I 14.4% 

.0.7% 1-7.~~ 1 -6~% 
10.5% -7.:>% 6._% 

.0.3% -1 6% 9 .S% 

-1.7;.:. 

-3A% 

5.4% 

7.o% 

9.7% 

15.7jo; 

17.8>; 

2Lor. 

23.S;f 

1.o% 

· 7.SS.:. 

2.5% 

11.5;.; 

14.2;.:. 

B % 

3,902 I I I I 1n..3r. 

s ,349114.7% 19 sr. 117.7% 
7,979 21.2% - 13. 7'l6 

6,9n7 26.n% 1S.3% 8.6% 

With except ion to Segment #2 (Sophia Parkway to Francisco Drive) and Segment 119 (Cameron Park 

Drive to Ponderosa Road}, t he mid-week ADT along the corridor grew ranging from 2.5 percent to 17 

percent relative to t he prior year. Throughout t he study period, Segment #2 (Sophia Parkway to 

Francisco Drive) had the highest ADTamong all of the study segments, with 2013 registering the highest 

traffic volumes during mid-week days. The majority of commercial development along the study 

corridor is located on the north and south sides of Segment #2 and #3. In addition, Segment #2 serves 

many residential subdivisions that access Green Valley Road and provide accessibility to El Dorado Hills 
Boulevard, w hich provides a route to U.S. 50 to the south which runs parallel to Green Valley Road . As 

such, this segment provides one of the main routes into and out of the County and is subject to 

129 Yi :t.V;t"', &Azo..."ior~;. f,"lC. 

'13-0889 58 141 of '158 
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from the GV Corridor Traffic Report 2014 -
The county can add all the traffic they'd like to Green Valley Rd, but it is the property 
owners problem to fix it. 

FINDINGS: CRASH ANALYSIS 
"Over the three-year study period, 158 total crashes were reported within the study area, Green Valley Road from the County line to the Lotus Rd 
intersection .. Of the 158 reported crashes, 44 percent resulted in an injury and 4 percent resulted in a fatality." 

u r-.:ti! 'l;;;:iJ..::ji li'r:tuc•f 0 ' oodr." X'l ~ •f 
.Ou r~ ,( 1.! T.tU\ r lk.~~ .Dr:.iS~ .t4":urt.':Li:t urt:! of!..d LI.!!z; 

Fmeh1 Revi e:1u: Priv,at e Drb'ile~la\~s 

It :slil.ollllld :be not ed t lil13Jt t'he C.omrcy· <!loes lilCt im_pr-0\!·,e priivait:e dri'4'e'.wa•p•.s. AF,'iof ~mpnc·~remems a:re t lite 

respoffiib i:li~· ou th e ,prirvat:e propelity ,c·.·im-Eii. Du:ring t he fie!d ,iistts,. :an i1Jwen1i:o r]!' oi pr iw .te PrrD I!l'Ert';" 

dri·.revr.•a·~(S on Gr<eelili \•'.all re•~· Roadl bet•Jieen Sophja Pall'k '"'•'·CIY andl IBas::s !Lake Rc•ad '.1'•1215 [pelifrol!'flll e dL A 

rurSiCil"'j' re•.•aluation o f i ntelrSe-ction :::ight di::.tance (ISOc)1
Jl. andl smopp1ng :::iglibt di:stanceas {SSD} 1.•~::: :also 

peri•!:lrmed a1t t h-ese drive·.\•ays, '•\•hePeas dett.ail,edl m ea::ll.rmem ents '.l'iePe coll ected at t he locations \rWtlil 

:app aPemJt ililiterr.ection :and ::topp in g sight distan ce issues. Sight: dlist.am:e in and outt rof ti"Je-Sie drive'o'l.'ci\o'5 

w as: ass.es::ed based oo m e ~attest ver s.iorn of th e C.aliifomia Hfgfio\!TIJI' DeSl'gn ,r~1G IT>l.I O'J'iti _ lihe me:as:ur ed 

:and/ or obsr:.r ...-ed sight d~ltanc,es ·wr:re e\ra~uated ag:ainrSt: t lile 'cr iter ia c,cnta~ne-d in the refeli•elltc::ed 

dorun1ent alildl i:ncluded in Tab l,e 2. 
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Referenced on slides 7 & 8 
Direct access drives with line of sight issues from the GV Corridor Traffic Report 2014 

ai-Ce.ll 'laky ii'OO:J O::tdtt'f':'liJJ 

l'u1! 0: i cdtn.\.:. a! Ck.t=-4. A-;uft~ un:f .~ub 

Umired Inrersecrion 5.igllt Disrance 

The fol!owi ng access points had identified intersection sight distance issues: 

The Purple Place Retail Center: the eastern access has limited sight distance looking west, and 

the western access has limited sight distance looking east. The retaining walls and a 'o'ertical 

cur.·e are primarily contribut ing factors limiting the s ight distance for right and left out 

ffiO'Jements. 
• 1072 Green Valley Road: lSD is limited in both directions due to vegetation. 

• 

• 

• 

1530/1532/1540 Green Valley Road: Line of sight for the right-tu ming .,.ehicles looking w-est is 

limited due to th!: horizontal .and vertical curvature of the road. 

1680 Green Valley Ro·ad: line of s.ight to the east and west is limited due to ve getation and a 

horizontal curve. Trimming ·Of the vegetation could improve lSD to th.e west, and all sight 

distances were acceptable when the vehicle position was moved to l Ofeet from th!: edge of the 

roadway. 
1840 Gr·een Valley Road Home and Eastern Strawberry Entranc.e: Line of sight to the west from 

both the 1&40 Green Valley Road home access and the sec·ond entranc.: to the strawberry stand 

(coming from the west) is limited due to vegetation but could be impro•:ed with tree removal by 

the private property owner. lSD to the east is limited from the home driveway due t o the 

'Jertica I crest of the road. 

1855 Green Valley Road: I.SO is limited in both directions due to ~-e,getation to the west and 

·.·ertica I curvature t o the east. lSD to the west for the unmar~ed access across the street is also 

limited due to vertical curvature. 
lexi Way: lSD to the east is restrictiv.: due to the vertical crest in t he road·.va•,•. 

1870/1880 Green Valley Road: lSD to the east \vas o:xtrem.:l·,· limited due to the v.:rtical crest in 

the roadway. 

1901 Green Valley Road: lSD is poor in both directions due to t ho: h.i l!!side, ·~eg.:tation, and 
•Jertical and horizontal cu.rvature. 

Unknown Driveway (Lion Entrance): lSD is limited to the west because ·Of horizontal and 
•:ertical cur, es and vegetat ion. 
1937 Green Valley Road: ISO is limited to the east because of •:egetat ion, but would be 
impro•:ed with the trimming. 

1960 Green Valley Road: lSD is limited in both directions due t o the v.:rtical crest in t ho: road 

and vegetation. 

2001 Green Valley Road: lSD is poor to the west due to vegetation, hillside,. and vertical 

curvature. ISO is limited to the east due to the vertical cur.•e of the roadwa·,·. 

2020 Green Valley Road: lSD is limited to tile west because of a vertical crest in the roadway. 
2045/2046 Green Valley Road: ISO is limited to the west because of a vertical crest in the 

roadway. 
2321 Green Valley Road: ISO is limited to the west due to the •:ertica! curve in the road·, and 
poor t o the east due to vegetation and combined vertical and horizontal curvature. Trimming of 

•:egetation will likely not improve lSD. 

~' .\Jt!~!'liCI!.S..:..J::u:.•,..i:.J fe:i, (n:.... 
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• Driveway east of 2801 Green Valley Road: lSD is limited to the east because of the hillside, but 

impro•1es by r.:ducing the setback distance t o 10 f.:et from the edge of pa•:ement. 

Limited Stopping Sight Disrance 

The following access points were identifi ed with the stopping sig.ht distance issues: 

• 1530/1532/1540 Green Valley Road: SSD for eastbound approaching v.:h.id es was limit.:d due 

to the horizontal and vertical curvature of the road. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1680 Green Valley Road: Stopping sight distance for eastbound approaching vehicles was 

limited due to the horizontal .and vertical curvature ofthe road . 

1870/1880 Green Valley Road: SSD for westbound. v.:hicles approaching the dri•1ewa•; from th.e 

east was poor duo: to the v.:rtical crest in the roadway. 

1901 Green Valley Road : SSO is limited for westbound approaching v.:hides due to the hillside, 

vegetation .. and horizootal •CUrvatur.:. 
1960 Green Valley Road: SSD is limited for westbound approaching ~-ehides because of vertical 

curvature and 'o'eg.etation . 

2001 Green Valley Road: SSD is limited for westbound approaching vehicles because of •,•ertical 

curvature and veg.:tation . 

2321 Green Valley Road: SSD is limited for V~<'..stbound approaching vehicles due to the vertical 

crest in the road . 
Travois Circle: SSD is limited fo r westbound approaching vehicles duo: to the horizontal cur.•e of 

tho: roadway. 

The Pvrp/e P/o.ce Retail Center 

The Purple Plac.: Retail Center is located ·On the north side of Green V.alle•,· Road east of Sophia Parkw·ay. 

In the westbound direction, Green Valley Road pro~·ides a 2% to· 3% dO'.vngr.ade near The Purple Place. 
Motorists tra•Jeling in the westbound direction and wanting tO· enter The Purp:e Place Retail Center 

must dece!erate to n.:gotiate tight ri ght-tum radii at the driveway. As a result, trailing motorists in tile 

outside lane either slow down ·Or move into the adjacent lane. This •cou!d potentially reduc.e roadwa•,· 

capacity and pos.: saf.:ty• issues. Comer sight distance at t he western drh·eway looking east was 

obser:ed to be limit.:d, primarily due to a hori ~ontal curve. The eastern driveway has limited comer 

sight distance looking, west due to a retaining wall. 

1.'.'eekday AM and PM peak hour traffic vo!umes indicate that the western d rivewa~· was used more 

frequent !~· relati•le to the eastern dri•.·ewa•,•. 

Q7 Arr.:e'll~t S .Auo.:f:.~1 .:4 rnr.. 
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Referenced on slide 9: 
General Plan policy TC-xF 

Policy TC-Xe 

Policy TC-Xf 

Page 70 

For the purposes of this Transportation and Circulation Element, '\vorsen" 
i r; defined as any of the following number of project trips using a road 
facility at the time of issuance of a use and occupancy permit for the 
development project: 

A. A 2 percent increase in traftic during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak 
hour. or daily, or 

B. The addition of 100 or more daily trips. or 

C. The addition of 10 or more trips during the a.m. peak hour or the p.m. 
peak hour. 

At the time of approval of a tentative map for a single family residential 
subdivision of tive or more parcels that worsens (defined as a project that 
triggers Policy TC-Xe [A] or [B] or [C]) traffic on the County road 
system. the County shall do one of the follO\;ving: (1) condition the project 
to construct all road improvements necessa1y to maintain or attain Level 
of Service standards detailed in this Transportation and Circulation 
Element based on existing traftic plus traffic generated from the 
development plus forecasted traf±ic gro\vth at 1 0-years from project 
submittal: or (2) ensure the commencement of construction of the 
necessmy road improvements are included in the County's 1 0-year CIP . 

For all other discretionary projects that \Vorsen (defined as a project that 
triggers Policy TC-Xe [A] or [B] or [C]) traffic on the County road 
system. the County shall do one of the following: (1) condition the project 
to construct all road improvements necessa1y to maintain or attain Level 
of Service standards detailed in this Transportation and Circulation 
Element: or (2) ensme the construction of the necessary road 
improvements are included in the Cotmty' s 20-year CIP. 

(Amended JanumJ' 2009) Ju(}' 2004 
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Water- Gen Plan policy 5.2.1.9 requires that before the first grading permit, there be a guaranteed supply to 
meet the projected demand associated with the entire approval, covering a 20-year projection of the highest 
demand & including future uses within the area served. The EIR makes clear that is not possible. 

Policy 5.2.1.9 

Ju~y 2004 

In an area served by a public watcr purveyor or ru1 approved private \Vater 
system, the applicant for a tentative map or for a building pennit on a 
pru-cel that has not previously complied -..vith tllis requirement must 
provide a \Vatcr Supply Assessment that contains the information that 
\vould be required if a water supply assessment were prepared pursuant to 
\Vater Code section 10910. In order to approve the tentative map or 
building permit for which the assessment was prepared the Cotmty must 
(a) find that by the time the first grading or building pennit is issued in 
connection with the approval, the , .. ,;ater supply from existing water supply 
facilities ·will be adequate to meet the highest projected demand associated 
with the approval on the lands in question; and (b) require that before the 
first grading pennit. or building pennit is issued in connection -..vith the 
approval, the applicant will have received tt sufficient \Vater meters or a 
comparable supply guarantee to provide adequate -..vater supply to meet the 
projected demand as.sociated with the entire approval . A water supply is 
adequate if the total entitled water s11pplies a·vailable during nonnal, 
single, dry, and multiple dry years \ovithin a 20-year projection -..villmeet 

Page89 

Public SeJ11ices al!d Utflih'l?S Elmmmt ElDorado County General Plan 

the highest projected demand associated with the approval, in addition to 
existing and 20-year projected future use.s -..vithin the area serv·ed by the 
water supplier, including but not limited to, flre protection, agricultural, 
and industrial uses, 95% of the time, -..vith cutbacks calculated not to 
exceed 20% in the remaining 5% of the time. 28 



Water- "first come first served basis" confirmed in the EIR 
Response B2S-98: Ibis comment is not directed to any specific analysis within the Draft EIR or 

its conclusions. The provision of \Vater meters would not result in any impacts 
on the physical environment that requires analysis under CEQA. Furthermore, 
as described in the WSA prepared for the project, after accounting for water 
demand projections for the next 20 years, EID should have sufficient water to 
meet the demands of the proposed project and other service area demands for 
at le.ast the next 20 years. The WSA was approved by the ElDorado Irrigation 
District Board of Directors on August 26, 2013, and is included in Appendix F 
of the Draft EIR. Please also see !\·laster Response 5. 

The current process for all discretionary projects that require public \Vater 
service is that a Facility Improvement Letter (FIL) prepared by the water 
provider be s1tbmitted at the tin1e of application, indicating the amount of 
existing water available and the amotmt required to serve the project. The 
FIL is not a commitment to serve, but an indication that there is enough at 
the time of application to move forward with the project. 

In 1992, the Board of Supervisors established the re.quirement under 
Resolution 118-92 that prior to tentative subdivision or parcel map approval, 
the subdivider must present to the County a \Vater Meter Award Letter or 
similar assurance from the water purveyor guaranteeing water service upon 
demand to each of the. parcels created by the subdivision, and establishing to 
the satisfaction of the County that an adequate water supply is available to 
meet the demand created by the subdivision. The Draft EIR identified a 
mitigation measure (Mitigation i\·fe.asure u"TL-1) consistent \Vith this 
requirement (prior to approval of any fmal subdivision map for the proposed 
project, the applicant shall secure a "will senre" letter or eq1tivalent written 
verification from EID demonstrating the availability of sufficient water 
supply for the project). 

Water meters are issued by EID on a "first come first senred'' basis. 
Development of this project, or any project for that matter, is and has always 
been contingent on availability of water to serve the project prior to final map 
approval. EID will determine at that time if there is enough water resources 
available to allow the sale of water meters to serve the project. The applicant 
will then purchase the water meters and receive the necessary Meter Award 
Letter required by the County prior to Board approval of the fma1 map. If 
meters cannot be awarded, then the project cannot develop until future water 
availability is secured. As to impacts on existing wells in the area, refer to 

f' \..9"JCt• ) t D"-~ l!an.:t/Nla)fJ1.!ctSsJ!TC'~~i~ .. aM~[n=.£:t:J~C"Pn li.~ (l ln tmSt 272 

·J4-16'17 3H 276 of 444 
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Water- from the El R, "there is a degree of uncertainty inherent in EID's ability to 
meet the long term cumulative water supplies" 

Response B25-67: The commenter references the Draft EIR \Vater Supply Assessment' s 
conclusions that the proposed project ·would contribute to the cumulative 
deficiency in the County' s water S1tppiy. P!e.ase refer to Impact UTL-1, 
discussed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages 307 through 317). In August 
2013 EID adopted the WSA demonstrating sufficient water for this project. 
Hmveve.r, as explained in the Draft EIR, there is a degree of uncertainty 
inherent in EID's ability to meet long-ten11 cumulative \Vater supplies, absent 
planned water supplies . 

p321/676 (WSA EID}; 

Water supply Options 
To enable comparison to the sufficient water supplies identified by the WSA, and summarized 
in Draft EFR Section IV. L, Utilities, this analysis identifies water supply options that have been 
developed to meet the 3,400 ac-ft shottfaH and are assessed in this section : 
• Option 1- ConstructAlderResetvoir 
• Option 2- Construct recycled waterseasonalstorage and implement additional 
conservation 
• Option 3- Patticipate in regional groundwater banking and exchange programs 
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Noise- new road 
impact not analyzed at 
the Martinez property 
per 6.5.1.12. 

School access - Both the 
elementary & high school 
have '0/ capacity for this 
development. 

Policy 6.5.1.12 When detennining the significance of impacts and appropriate mit igation 
for neT~' development projects, the follmving criteria shall be taken into 
consideration. 

A \Vhere e.xisting or projected fhture traffic noise levels are less than 60 
elBA Lin at the outdoor activity areas of residential uses, an increase of 
more than 5 dBA Lti.n caused by a n~:v transportation noise source will 
be con~idered significant; 

B. \\!here existing or projected fttnu-e traffic noise levels range bet~veen 
60 and 65 elBA 4 at the outdoor activity area.s of residential uses,. an 
increase of more than 3 dBA Ldn. caused by a ne1.:v transportation noise 
source v.rill be considered ~'ignificant; and 

C. \\!here e.xisting or projected fittlu-e traffic noise levels are greater than 
65 {\BA Lti.n at the outdoor activity areas of r~idential uses, an increase 
of more than 1.5 dB A LJn caused by a nev,r transportation noise ·1vill be 
considered significant. 

OBJEC1JIYE 5.8.1: SC110...QL_C~~· =.:.\J>.l-=>..:.\C>....·.._In._,._· -------~----.,._ 

--~ ---------~- ---,,.--- Re-quire rhat ad~quate school capacity l'nsrs and/or approp1i ate mirigarion consis.tellt - --......_ 
'-..... ___ mth Stat~ L1w to :s.H·n• new r~sidmrs concurrent ll'itll de'relopmE'nt. _____ / 

~--- __..-------------..._____ -
Policy S .. S.l.l School Ois:tnots iliec.red by a propOt.>ea oevelopment sh:ill be relied 011 to 

evaluate the develoy'lnenfs adverse impacts on school facilities or tile 
dem:u1d therefor. No developme11t that \.Vill r~-ult in sucb impacts shall be 
:1pprm;ed tL"lle:;s: 

l. To the extent allowed by State Jaw, the applic.ant and the appropriate 
school clistrict(s) hav~: ~:.nter~:d into a writtru ,agrt::mlCilt regarding fut:: 
mirigation ofimpac.rs ro ~chooa 12ciliries; or 

:2. The inlJ.:>a ,~ts to school facilities r~1lting from the developn1e11t are 
mitigated, throu§h conditions of appro\-al, to the gr·eatest extent 
nllov,"c d by S I<! (c l;n~·. 
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318/2016 Edcgov.us Mail- Dixon ranch agenda item 34 file 14-1617 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dixon ranch agenda item 34 file 14-1617 
1 message 

Susan McClurg <smcc6286@icloud.com> 
To: edc.cob@edcgov.us 

Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:12PM 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the Dixon Ranch project, Agenda Item No. 34 (File 14-
1617) on your March 8, 2016 agenda. I was unable to get the day off from work to attend the 
meeting but want to make sure my voice is heard. 

I am a resident of Green Springs Ranch who moved to El Dorado County five years ago in order to 
live in a country environment on a five-acre lot. The site for Dixon Ranch is not suitable for high­
density housing. The project is surrounded on all sides by rural, large lots (minimum 5 acres) and 
is located along a two lane road (Green Valley Road) that already has traffic and safety issues . 

This project does not include the appropriate density transition, there are no services 
within walking distance, and it does not fit within the rural character of the surrounding 
area. The proposed project is too large at 605 units. Please do not approve the project as 
proposed. Please do not certify the EIR. 

Susan McClurg 

 

Rescue, CA 

https://m ail .google.com/mai l/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=i nbox&th= 15353c8f5f723318&si ml = 15353c8f5f723318 1/1 



3/8/2016 Edcgov.us Mail- Dixon Ranch Request for Continuance 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dixon Ranch Request for Continuance 
1 message 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:30PM 
To: Michael Ranalli <michael.ranalli@edcgov.us>, David Livingston <david.livingston@edcgov.us>, EDC COB 
<edc. cob@edcgov. us> 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Green Valley Alliance <gvralliance@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:24PM 
Subject: Re: Dixon Ranch Request for Continuance 
To: Joel Korotkin <jkorotkin@gmail.com> 
Cc: The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>, The BOSTHREE <bosthree@edcgov.us>, The BOSFOUR 
<bosfour@edcgov. us>, The BOSFIVE <bosfive@edcgov. us> 

Hi Joel-

I appreciate the information. Unfortunately, the notice we received from the Board clerk was really clear that 
there was no commitment on the part of the County as to whether it would indeed be continued, and I had trouble 
getting a copy of your letter to know why the request had been made. 

At this point, many people are aware of your request and are indeed planning to wait until April to attend. But 
there are also some who have committed to attending tomorrow, just in case the Board were to not continue the 
item ( ... you making the request does not guarantee it will be granted) 

We would like to have the opportunity to make public comment tomorrow, and have requested that for ourselves 
and anyone unable to attend next month, but suspect the real 'party' will be in April. 

Thank you for the heads-up; the request itself just put us in a bit of a spot! See you tomorrow-

-Ellen [Van Dyke] 

On Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 1:58PM, Joel Korotkin <jkorotkin@gmail.com> wrote: 

I 

To Whom it May Concern at The Green Valley Road Alliance: 

I am sending this e-mail to make sure that your members and followers have been informed that the Dixon 
Ranch project applicant has requested a continuance of the hearing on the project which was scheduled to be 
heard by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, March 8. We have requested that it be re­
scheduled for the meeting to be held on April 5, 2016. 

As a result of the request, we will not be preparing a presentation for the March 8 meeting, but will only be 
there to respond to any questions from the Board in connection with the request. 

I know that notice was sent out on Thursday last week (March 3) by the Clerk of the Board, but I also wanted 
to send this in order to maximize the chance that your members and followers can avoid the inconvenience of 
attending the March 8 hearing, only to find that we have submitted the request. 

Please feel free to call me with any questions. 

Joel Korotkin 
916.402.7611 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&vifN'J=pt&search=inbox&th=15353d880fad6cdb&siml=15353d880fad6cdb 1/2 



318/2016 Edcgov.us Mail- Fwd: EDC BOS Meeting 03/08/2013 re: Dixon Ranch 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Fwd: EDC 805 Meeting 03/08/2013 re: Dixon Ranch 
1 message 

Lillian Macleod <lillian.macleod@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Tue, Mar 8, 2016 at 8:31 AM 

You may have already got this, but just in case, , , 

Lillian Macleod 
Principal Planner 

County of El Dorado 
Community Development Agency 
Development Services, Planning 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

(530) 621-6583 I FAX (530) 642-0508 
lill ian.macleod@edcgov . us 

---- Forwarded message ---
From: Don Larson <ridgelinescouter@qmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:20PM 
Subject: EDC BOS Meeting 03/08/2013 re: Dixon Ranch 
To: bosone@edcgov. us, bostwo@edcgov. us, bosthree@edcgov. us, bosfour@edcgov. us, bosfive@edcgov . us, 
Lillian.Macleod@edcgov .us 

March 7, 2016 

Dear Supervisors, 

This is not a robo-letter, but a heartfelt appeal made to you on behalf of my family. We ask 
that you all vote against approval of the General Plan amendment that changes the 
proposed Dixon Ranch site from low-density residential to high-density residential. 

My family and I are 23-year residents of the county and value its rural character and charm. 
We moved from El Dorado Hills to Rescue 17 years ago, to escape the encroachment of 
high-density housing, increased traffic, and the negative impact on quality of life. 

My wife and I attended the Board of Supervisors meeting on 10/22/2013, when the BOS 
voted on the Wilson Estates project. The board members present voted unanimously to 
deny that proposed change in density. I recently viewed the video recording of that meeting 
to reacquaint myself with the reasoning that led to board's unanimous denial. 

https:l/mail .google.com/mail/u/1 /?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1535712362b67704&siml=1535712362b67704 1/3 



3/8/2016 Edcgov.us Mail- Fwd: EDC BOS Meeting 03/08/2013 re: Dixon Ranch 

There were two sentiments shared by the board and cited by each member in their 
comments: 

1. Consistency and Compatibility with the surrounding density and usage. The 
parcels on the north, east, and south sides of the Dixon Ranch site are all low-density 
residential and rural residential. The only exception is to the west, with the Highland Hills 
neighborhood being high-density residential. However, that development is on the west 
side of the ridge line, and not visible from the Green Valley Road corridor. Hence, the 
visible density and usage is low density. The project, as proposed, would wedge a Serrano­
like development with ribbons of rooftops, between East- and West Green Springs 
communities of 5-10 acre parcels. This is neither consistent, nor compatible. 

2. High Traffic Volume and Mitigation of Safety Concerns. During the Wilson Estates 
deliberation, Supervisor Mikulaco noted the skid marks near the Loch Way entrance to 
Sterlingshire, adding that beyond funding a study, no additional road improvements were 
scheduled, following the Deer Valley turn pockets. He noted the frequent appearance of car 
parts on the roadside by the LOS church. He stopped short of mentioning the several 
memorials that have appeared on this roadway between Silva Valley Parkway and Deer 
Valley Road in recent years. The increased traffic volume that will result from this project 
will make us all less safe, not to mention the impact of hundreds of more vehicles passing 
several schools to reach the Bass Lake or Silva Valley feeder roads to Highway 50. 

The Supervisors also spent considerable time, on 10/22/2013, highlighting the need for 
consistency across planning documents and decision-making processes. The LUPPU 
process has helped fix certain inconsistencies in planning document tables and text noted 
on that date. And, while the membership of the board has changed since that October 
meeting, the values of the citizenry are unchanged, and the precepts that guide you in 
executing your responsibilities are unchanged. 

What has changed is that the Dixon Ranch proposal is more than 1 0-times the size of the 
Wilson Estates proposal. The financial lure is 10 times bigger. The infrastructure cost is 1 0 
times bigger, some portion of which is historically passed to the taxpayer. And, the 
unmitigated impact of many-100s of additional vehicles using that corridor daily multiplies 
the risk to the community. 

Again, on behalf of my family, I ask that you all vote against approval of the General Plan 
amendment that changes the proposed Dixon Ranch site from low-density residential to 
high-density residential. If you voted to deny the Wilson Estates rezoning on 10/22/2013, I 
would expect your similar denial of this request, for the same reasons. And, if you 
campaigned with promises to oppose this and similar projects, I would again expect your 
vote of denial. Thank you. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donald Larson (Rescue, District 4) 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1535712362b67704&siml=1535712362b67704 2/3 



3/812016 Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: EDC BOS Meeting 03/0812013 re: Dixon Ranch 
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3/8/2016 Edcgov.us Mail- Fwd: Dixon Ranch Proposal 

. 8 . . EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

. 

Fwd: Dixon Ranch Proposal 
1 message 

Lillian Macleod <lillian.macleod@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Tue, Mar 8, 2016 at 8:33AM 

. . . and another. 

Lillian Macleod 
Principal Planner 

County of El Dorado 
Community Development Agency 
Development Services, Planning 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

(530) 621-6583/ FAX (530) 642-0508 
lillian. macleod@edcgov. us 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Karen Jacobsen <karenjacobse@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 8, 2016 at 12:13 AM 
Subject: Dixon Ranch Proposal 
To: Lill ian.Macleod@edcgov.us 

I oppose the Dixon Ranch Proposal for a number of reasons: 

1. Water, water, water!!!!! Here we have been in this huge drought and the 
board wants to add 605 homes!!!! Shame on you! According to the news, 
the drought isn't over yet. 

2. As a retired teacher who still volunteers in the MLUSD, I can tell you that 
this additional set of homes is going to cause havoc with the school system. 
Children will be cheated because schools will not be able to keep up with the 
demand for classrooms, supplies, and teachers. New schools are costly 
projects. 

3. I have lived in the county since 1978 and I am therefore privy to all the 
thought and work that went into the county plan. The Dixon Ranch project is 
a snub to all that work and a slap in the face to all those who worked on 
it. That area is supposed to be zoned for 14 parcels not 605 homes. Go 
back to the plan; do not violate it. 

4. I am appalled that Green Valley Road is a main artery to the development. 
That road is narrow and twisty, dangerous, and unable to handle an 
additional 605 homes. Blood will be on your hands. 

5. Where are all the trees going to go? Well, they will be gone just like the old 
oak tree on the corner of Forni Road and Missouri Flat when Walmart came. 

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1535713da19a083e&siml=1535713da19a083e 1/2 
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I still miss that tree. According to the plan, only so many trees can be 
removed. We didn't move here to raise our children in the city. We still need 
"country" in the state of California. 

6. Air quality will also go down as more and more cars drive to and from 605 
new homes and more and more people burn wood for heat, and burn weeds, 
and perhaps even leaves if there are any trees left to bare leaves. 

I strongly oppose the Dixon Ranch Proposal. 

Sincerely, 
Karen D. Jacobsen 
El Dorado, CA 

https://mail .google.com/mail!u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1535713da19a083e&siml=1535713da19a083e 212 



Don Larson <ridgelinescouter@gmail.com> 

EDC BOS Meeting 03/08/2013 re: Dixon Ranch 
4 messages 

Don Larson <ridgelinescouter@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:20PM 
To: bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, bosfive@edcgov.us, 
Lillian. Macleod@edcgov. us 

March 7, 2016 

Dear Supervisors, 

This is not a robe-letter, but a heartfelt appeal made to you on behalf of my family. We ask that 
you all vote against approval of the General Plan amendment that changes the proposed Dixon 
Ranch site from low-density residential to high-density residential. 

My family and I are 23-year residents of the county and value its rural character and charm. We 
moved from El Dorado Hills to Rescue 17 years ago, to escape the encroachment of high­
density housing, increased traffic, and the negative impact on quality of life. 

My wife and I attended the Board of Supervisors meeting on 10/22/2013, when the BOS voted 
on the Wilson Estates project. The board members present voted unanimously to deny that 
proposed change in density. I recently viewed the video recording of that meeting to reacquaint 
myself with the reasoning that led to board's unanimous denial. 

There were two sentiments shared by the board and cited by each member in their comments: 

1. Consistency and Compatibility with the surrounding density and usage. The 
parcels on the north, east, and south sides of the Dixon Ranch site are all low-density 
residential and rural residential. The only exception is to the west, with the Highland Hills 
neighborhood being high-density residential. However, that development is on the west side of 
the ridge line, and not visible from the Green Valley Road corridor. Hence, the visible density 
and usage is low density. The project, as proposed, would wedge a Serrano-like development 
with ribbons of rooftops, between East- and West Green Springs communities of 5-10 acre 
parcels. This is neither consistent, nor compatible. 

2. High Traffic Volume and Mitigation of Safety Concerns. During the Wilson Estates 
deliberation, Supervisor Mikulaco noted the skid marks near the Loch Way entrance to 
Sterlingshire, adding that beyond funding a study, no additional road improvements were 
scheduled, following the Deer Valley tum pockets. He noted the frequent appearance of car 



parts on the roadside by the LOS church. He stopped short of mentioning the several 
memorials that have appeared on this roadway between Silva Valley Parkway and Deer Valley 
Road in recent years. The increased traffic volume that will result from this project will make us 
all less safe, not to mention the impact of hundreds of more vehicles passing several schools to 
reach the Bass Lake or Silva Valley feeder roads to Highway 50. 

The Supervisors also spent considerable time, on 10/22/2013, highlighting the need for 
consistency across planning documents and decision-making processes. The LUPPU 
process has helped fix certain inconsistencies in planning document tables and text noted on 
that date. And, while the membership of the board has changed since that October meeting, 
the values of the citizenry are unchanged, and the precepts that guide you in executing your 
responsibilities are unchanged. 

What has changed is that the Dixon Ranch proposal is more than 1 0-times the size of the 
Wilson Estates proposal. The financial lure is 10 times bigger. The infrastructure cost is 10 
times bigger, some portion of which is historically passed to the taxpayer. And, the unmitigated 
impact of many-1 OOs of additional vehicles using that corridor daily multiplies the risk to the 
community. 

Again, on behalf of my family, I ask that you all vote against approval of the General Plan 
amendment that changes the proposed Dixon Ranch site from low-density residential to high­
density residential. If you voted to deny the Wilson Estates rezoning on 10/22/2013, I would 
expect your similar denial of this request, for the same reasons. And, if you campaigned with 
promises to oppose this and similar projects, I would again expect your vote of denial. Thank 
you. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donald Larson (Rescue, District 4) 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> Mon, Mar 7, 2016 at 5:31 PM 
To: Don Larson <ridgelinescouter@gmail.com> 

Dear Mr. Larson, 

Our office has recei...ed your email correspondence regarding the proposed Dixon Ranch project and did forward 
your comments directly to Supervisor Ranalli for his review. 

A copy of your comments will be included with his agenda materials for this item (Item #34) as part of the 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016, Board agenda packet. 

Please note that the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors has recei...ed notification from the project applicant to 
request that the project be continued to the Tuesday, April 5, 2016, Board of Supervisors meeting. 

As the project was publicly noticed for hearing on Tuesday, March 8, 2016, at 1:00 p.m. for a public hearing, it 
remains on the Board's agenda for the 2 archd m3 ng at 1:00 p.m. At 1 pm, the Board will "call" the item. 
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Board Members: 

I /0 
Board of Supervisors 

March 8, 2016 
Agenda Item # 34; 
File No. 14-1617 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Dixon Ranch residential project. I have the 
following concerns about water supply and water quality. 

Water Supply 

El Dorado Irrigation District's (EID) water supply is inadequate to serve this development. It has been 
made clear in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) by EID that " ... water supplies would not be 
sufficient to meet EID's existing water demands and the buildout water demands of the proposed 
project. .. " 

Impact TL-1: ,\ de~n:e uf uncertainty h. inheren t in El l>' ~ a b ility tu mel"l lun g-term 
cumulatiH \\:ltl·r ~upp l ie~. which co uld res ult in the nee d to construc t new or expand exis ting 
wa ter facilitie. th e construction of which could cau . e signilicant em iron menial effect s, and /or 
could r eq uire new or ex panded entitlement. fo r water supplies (S). 

As noted. EID's exist ing wa ter supp lic ar · reasonab ly certain to be nvailabk to s ·rvc EID 's exis ting 
wntcr dcm <f" ds (i.e .. curren t cu. tomcrs and usc:-) nnd the water dcmands o f the proposed proj ' Ct. 

However. as d.:,..cnht.·d 111 th.: \\'SA. LllY . <.::\.l~ L IIlg \\ at.: r ~upp he . \\ t•uld JWL h.: :-.utrll' l ·nt to meet 
I ·.ID · ~ ':\.i:-.ting \\a ll:r ' kma nds aml lht.· hu!l d(•U t \\a t· r lk mamh o t' thc proposed pro_1ect \\he n 
.:omhi ned with all o l h ~ r pa~ t . pr.: ~~o:nl and n:asonably 1 whahk t'ulur · us.::- . 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 307. 

The safe yield shortfall is estimated to be about 69,000 to 74,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) at buildout 
of the 2004 General Plan. 

'P 
• Under long term safe yield planning assumptions, new~upplies are needed for all West 

Slope purveyors at build out of the 2004 General Plan, with approximately 69,000 AFY of 
additional water supply needed for the entire West Slope. 

~ 
• The cl imate change hydrologic regime scenario confirms safe yield is the appropriate metric 

for assessing long term water supply need'. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 123. 



Table 7-2 West Slope Additional Surface Water Supply Need with State Mandated 
Conservation- Consideri ng Safe Yield Supply (acre-feet) 

Existing 
Additional 

Urban Agricultural Total Demand Water Supply 
Safe Need 
Yield 

Supply 2012 2030 
Build-

2012 2030 
Build· 

2012 2030 
Build· 

2030 
Build· 

Out Out Out Out 

El Dorado 
Irrigation 59,955 40.237 51,403 79 316 7,977 9,515 19,218 48.214 60,919 98,534 964 38.579 
District 

Georgetown 
10.541 3.00 1 4.120 9.581 7,121 7.621 10,349 10,122 11,741 19,930 1,200 9.389 Divide PUD 

Grizzly Flat 
165 153 187 313 - - - 153 187 313 22 148 

CSD Total 

Other 
County - - - 12,336 - - 17.4 76 - - 29,8 12 - 20.560 
Areas 

Western 
101,546 47,043 1: ,590 

~ 

Slope Total 
- - - - - - - 2, 187 68,677 

Reference Chapter 4 and 6 for deta1led demand and supply protections by purveyor/area. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 120. 

Table 7-4 West Slope Additional Surface Water Supply Need Considering Safe Yield 
and Potential Climate Change lm12acts (AFY) 

Existing 
Additional 

Urban Agricultural Total Demand Water Supply 
Safe Need 
Yield 

Build· Build- Build- Build-Supply 2012 2030 
Out 

2012 2030 
Out 

2012 2030 
Out 

2030 
Out 

El Dorado 
Irrigation 56,216 40.237 52,688 81',299 7,977 9,991 20179 48,214 62680 101 ,478 6.464 45,262 
District 

Georgetown 9,487 3,001 4,223 9.82 1 7,121 8.002 10.866 10,122 12,225 20,687 2,738 11,200 
Divide PUD 

Grizzly Flat 
149 153 187 313 - - - 153 187 313 39 164 CSD Total . 

Other County - - - 12,336 - - 17.4 76 - - 29,812 - 20,560 
Areas 

Western I? tyJ 

Slope Total - - - 103,777 - - 48,522 - - 152,298 9,246 74,103 

-Reference Chapter 4 and 6 for detailed demand and supply projections by purveyor/area. 

Note: 1) 25% of Other County Area urban demands and 100% of agricullural demands are included in the "Additional 
Water Supp l ~' Need." 2) 2012 agricultura l demands do not include demand supplied from ground water or riparian sources. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 122. 
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But there is another issue that impacts this documented shortfall: The Dixon Ranch project is not the 
only project on the planning horizon. The Senate Bill (SB) 610 report 1 (Water Supply Assessment, or 
WSA) lists the following proposed projects which-including Dixon Ranch-total approximately 5,600 
residences: 

3.2 OTHER C RRt::. TL PROPO ·t::u PROJ ECTS 

As mentioned in the previous section. El Dorado County is the Lead CEQA Agency fo r four 

addit ional proposed development projects and has requested EID to prepare WSA ·s for each 

development concurrent with this Proposed Project WSA. EID is currentl y dra ftin g three of 

these four WSAs.L The estimate o f water demand for each WSA follows the same methods used 

in Secti on 2 of this \VSA. with spec ific uni t demand factors appli ed to each unique land use 

element. The other projects arc: 

• Central El Dorado Hill s - located along El Dorado Hills Blvd north of Hwy 50. thi s 

proj ects is a planned in fill mixed development with primarily residential units and some 

commercial space . 

• Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan - located adjacent to the Vi llage o f Marbl e all ey. thi s 

development is a planned res idential community with a variety o f lot sizes and housing 

types. 

• The Vill age o flvlarble Valley Spec ific Plan - located southeast o f the Propose Proj ect, 

thi s development features many additional complex water use e lements such as 

vineyards. schools. parks. a large lake. and a diverse range of housing types and Jot sizes. 

Source: 58 610 Water 
Supply Assessment for 
the Dixon Ranch 
Residential Project, 
page 3-2. 

Importantly, the list of proposed projects in the SB 610 report is far from complete. The following 
projects-to name a few-are on the planning horizon as well. (Source of proposed project 
information: El Dorado County Web site: "Pending Projects," "Planned Developments," by District, 
available at: http://edcapps.edcgov.us/Pianning/Projectlngu iry.asp.) 

• San Stino's Mill Creek, 632 units 
• Piedmont Oak Estates, 81 units 
• McCann Subdivision, 72 units 
• Stonehenge Springs, 331 units 
• Diamond Dorado Subdivision, 109 units 
• Durock Road Condos, 10 four story units that include 210 residential units 
• Montano Master Plan, unspecified number of units 
• Habitat for Humanity Condos, unspecified number of residential units 

These projects add over 1.400 additional (mostly residential) units; this total is in addition to the 
approximate 16,000 residential-zoned parcels currently developable under ministerial rights in the 
County. And this figure likely does not include that portion of 10,000 homes south of Highway 50 in 
Folsom that EID is planning to supply water to, as well as other commitments to supply water out-of­
county that may be established as a result of that precedent-setting commitment. Now we're talking 
about approximately 23,000 planned residences, minus the portion of the Folsom homes that EID has 
committed to serve. 

1 Tully & Young. 2013. 58 610 Water Supply Assessment for the Dixon Ranch Residential Project. August, 2013 
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Furthermore, the Targeted General Plan Amendment/Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA/ZOU) EIR 
acknowledges EID based its water usage estimate on "2004 General Plan land use assumptions ... " 

Future tkmand ~~ !us.:d on th o: _ (fO ·i Gen..:r.ll Pl.ln .llld u:-.o.: .1:-. :-.ump 1011~. usi ng Ell)'. wn 
J . umptions for the fut ure r, t of growth. The Co unty's most rece nt :-tu cly i n cl i~ t . th;lt the growth 
r. tc under the General Plan is just over 1%. (l3AE Urban Economics 20 13) El D uses slightly higher 
growth 1 tes th. n docs th Coun ty for its El Dor do Hills, We tern, and E. stern Regions, for three 
ti me periods, with those ra tes incre:lsi no in the fu ture. ElD h:l proje ted upply :mel dem:l nd to the 
year 2035, b sed on securing th e Fazio \' ater . nd the EDWPA _upplem nt, I water rights project 
supply (EI Dondo Ir riga tion Dis tri t 20 13b). 

Source: lCF International. 2015. ElDorado County TGPA/ZOU Final Program EIR, December, 2015, 
page 3.10-20. 

But the TGPA/ZOU "intensifies" land use zoning and land uses-and associated water demand-over 
2004 General Plan demand levels. Thus, the EID baseline used for the Dixon Ranch project SB 610 water 
usage assumptions is flawed-it underestimates demand. 

Minus even this additional demand on water supply, the SB 610 for Dixon Ranch, and the Dixon Ranch 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) reveal the water simply isn't there to support Dixon Ranch when 
combined with past, present, and reasonably probable future uses. Where is the water to support this 
development going to come from? Residents are rationing water now. 

Sources of Water Supply 
While EID is hoping to acquire water rights to cover shortfall with the acquisition of multiple "planned 
water assets," there is no promise that EID will be able to acquire these assets. And, even if some or 
all of the water rights sought are acquired, it is uncertain if total acquisitions will be adequate to 
support Dixon Ranch when combined with "past, present, and reasonably probable future uses." 

The SB 610 consultant could only say EID "should'' have sufficient water available to meet the needs 

projected under the Dixon SB 610 through 2035 if: 
Tho.: conclusion that El D should ha\'o.: surticio.:nt wato.:r a\·ailablo.: to mo.:o.:t tho.: no.:o.:ds ur tho.: Proposo.:d 
l'ro,iect. in addition to tho.: otho.:r do.:mands in its so.:rvicc aro.:a throut:h 2035. ro.:sts on tho.: followint: 
so.:t or assumptions: 

~ 
• EID. EIJCWA. and ED\\'!' A !>UCccsslillly o.:xo.:cuto.: tho.: contracts and obtain tho.: wato.:r rit:ht 

po.:rmit approvals for curro.:nt ly unso.:curo.:d wato.:r supplio.:s discusso.:d in Section 4. Absent 

tho.:sc sto.:ps. tho.: wato.:r supplio.:s curro.:ntly ho.:ld hy ElD and ro.:co!.!nizo.:d to bo.: di\o.:rto.:d undo.:r 
o.:xistint: contracts and at:ro.:o.:mo.:nts would bo.: insufficio.:nt in 2035 to mo.:ct tho.: Proposo.:d 
Project do.:mands alon!! with all otho.:r o.:xistin!.! and planno.:d futuro.: uso.:s . 

• EID will commit to implement Faci lity Capac ity Charges in an amount sufficient to 
assure the financing is avail able as appropriate to construct the necessary in fras tructure as r-"'-----------, 
detailed in the March 20 13 EID Integrated Water Resources Master Plan. Source: 58 610 Water 

• Demand in single-dry years includes an additional 5 percent of demand over the nonm1l 
year demand during the same time period. This conservative assumption accounts for the 

likelihood that EID customers will irrigate earlier in the season to account for dry spring 
conditions. This hypothetical demand augmentation may or may not manifest in dry 
years. but thi s conservati ve assumption further tests the sufficiency of water supplies 
during dry conditions. 

• The estimated demands include 13 percent to account for non-revenue water losses (e.g. 

distribution system losses). 

4 

Supply Assessment for 
Dixon Ranch Residential 
Project, page 5-5. 



Section 4 descriptions (mentioned in the preceding excerpt) of these unsecured water rights include 
pre-1914 water rights. However, pre-1914 appropriative rights-while relatively common-are also 
difficult to establish, and require evidence of original use prior to 1914 and continued use thereafter.2 

The appropriative right is lost by non-use; continuity of use is as important as the origin ofthe right. 

And, regarding other "planned water assets," what is the likelihood EID will be successful in its bid to 
acquire additional water rights in the face of competing interests within the State? Is EID likely to win its 
bid to support rooftops over other needs/interests? There is keen interest-statewide-in EDC's water 
supply: 

Finally, while not a purpose of this 2014 Update, Chapter 6 notes that there may be value in a 
specific climate change vulnerability assessment - of both supplies and demands - for the American 
River Basin supported by all water users reli.: . I on such supplies. This includes all downstream 
water users (including environmental uses). It is clear that there is statewide interest in water 
supplies generated within the American River watershed. As noted in the 2007 report on cl imate 
change vulnerability by the California Urban Water Agencies, the combined effects of decreasing 
water supplies and increasing water demands are serious challenges for the future. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development and 
Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 123. 

It is highly likely that EID will not be able to acquire water rights to support additional growth in the 
County because of need elsewhere in the State (especially in light of over-allocation and persistent 
drought). 

A recent article in the Sacramento Bee describes this over-allocation issue: 

"The state of California has handed out five times more water rights than nature can 
deliver ... California's total freshwater runoff in an average year is about 70 million acre­
feet. .. but the state has handed out junior water rights totaling 370 million acre-feet." 3 

In the face of water shortage, numerous California jurisdictions have denied development projects 
based on a lack of reliable water supply: 

Water authorities and other government agencies scattered throughout the state ... have 
begun denying, delaying or challenging authorization for dozens of housing tracts and other 
developments under a state law that requires a 20-year water supply as a condition for 
building. The water in our state is not sufficient to add more demand, said Lester Snow, 
the director of the California Department of Water Resources. And that now means that 
some large development can't go forward. 4 

Likewise, because El Dorado County does not have the necessarv water resources to support 
this high-densitv project, it should not go forward. 

2 
Sawyers, G.W. Undated. A Primer on California Water Rights. Available at: 

http:// a ic. u cdavis.edu/ events/ outlookOS/Sawyer _primer .pdf 
3 

Weiser, M. 2014. Water is Way Below Allotments. Sacramento Bee, August 20, 2014, pages B1 & B3. 
4 Steinhauer, J. 2008. Water Starved California Slows Development. New York Times, June 7, 2008. 
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Violation of General Plan Objective and Policies 

A General Plan objective-and multiple policies-are violated when discretionary projects are granted 
approval in the absence of an adequate water supply. These include: 

• Objective 5.2.1: County-Wide Water Resources Program. "Establish a County-wide water 
resources development and management program to include the activities necessary to~ 
adequate future water supplies consistent with the General Plan." 

• Policy 5.2.1.1: "The El Dorado County Water Agency shall support a County-wide water 
resources development and management program which is coordinated with water purveyors 
and is consistent with the demands generated by the General Plan land use map." 

• Policy 5.2.1.2: "An adequate quantity and quality of water for all uses, including fire protection, 
shall be provided for with discretionary development." 

• Policy 5.2.1.4: "Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas 
dependent on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a permanent and 
reliable water supply." 

• Policy 5.2.1.9: "In order to approve the tentative map or building permit for which the [Water 
Supply Assessment] was prepared the County must find ... the water supply from existing water 
supply facilities will be adequate to meet the highest projected demand associated with the 
approval on the lands in question." This water supply will only be deemed adequate if " ... the 
total entitled water supplies available during normal, single, dry, and multiple dry years within a 
20-year projection will meet the highest projected demand associated with the approval, in 
addition to existing and 20-year projected future uses within the area served by the water 
supplier ... " 

• Policy 5.1.2.2: "Provision of public services to new discretionary development shall not result in 
a reduction of service below minimum established standards to current users ... " 

Approval of the Dixon Ranch project will violate these General Plan policies and the objective; therefore, 
the project must be denied. 

Implementation of SB 610 and SB 221 
The applicant's SB 610 report is inadequate. According to the Guidebook for the Implementation of 
Senate Bi/1610 & Senate Bi/1221 of 2001, 5 SB 221 also applies to the Dixon Ranch residential project, 
and yet the requirements of SB 221 have not been met. Under SB 221, approval of residential 

5 California Department of Water Resources.2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bi/1610 & Senate 
Bi/1221 of 2001 to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities, and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning. October 
8, 2003. Available at: http ://www.water.ca .gov/pubs/use/sb 610 sb 221 guidebook/guidebook.pdf 

6 



subdivisions requires an affirmative written verification of sufficient water supply. 6 SB 221 applies to 
"subdivisions," as defined below: 

Gove rnment Co ll e sec ti on 66473.7 
(a) For tlie Pill/lOses of this Section. thejiJlloll ·ing dejinilions app~r: 

( 1) · 'Subdil·ision · · meam a pmposed reside111ial de1·elopment I!{ more !lum 500 du·elling units. excepl t/r(l[for a 
public 1m1er sys1 ' Ill !Ina lrasfeu·er !Iran : .000 sen ·ice cmmections. · 'subdil ·ision · · means any proposed 
residential de1·elopment I frat \I'Ould acco1111t for an increase of 10 percent or more in !Ire numher of tire public 
H·ater system ·s exisling sen ·ice connections. 

Source: Government Code section 66473.7(a)(l). 

And, Dixon Ranch is not exempt from the requirements of SB 221. An exemption applies only in the 
following instance: 

Government Code . ec t ion 66-t 73.7. 
(i) This Section slrallnot app~1 · to an_\· residential prt!ject proposed fin· a sile tlral is H'ithin m1 urbani=ed area and lras 
been pre1 ·ious~\· de1·eloped _(or urban uses. or 11·/tere tire immediate contiguous properties Sl//To undilw tire reside111ial 
pmject site are. or pre \ ·ious~\ · lra 1 ·e been. de1·eloped jiJr urban uses. or lwusin" projects t!rat are exclusil ·e~\".f'or l 'e /: \ · 

lo11· and loll'-income houselwlds. 

Source: Government Code section 66473.7(i). 

The Dixon Ranch project is not in an urbanized area, as defined under Public Resources Code section 
21071, which defines "urbanized" as: 

(A)Completely · surrounded b y·one·or·more·incorporated ·cities , ·and ·both ·of t he f ollowing ·criteria · 
are ·met :r 

Source: Public Resources Code section 21071(b)(l)(A). 

Nor is it-despite its recent inclusion in a Community Region boundary line-located in a region that 

"allows urban uses on one side of the boundary and prohibits urban uses on the other side." 

(B)Located ·within ·an ·urban ·growth ·boundary-and has ·an ·existing ·residential ·population·of at · 
least ·5,000 ·persons ·per·square ·mile. ·For-purposes ·of this ·subparagraph, ·an ··'urban ·growth · 
boundary" ·means ·a ·proYision ·of a ·locally· adopted -general ·plan ·that allows ·urban ·uses ·on ·one ·side· 
ofthe ·boundaryand prohibits ·urban ·uses ·on ·the ·other·side.r 

Source: Public Resources Code section 21071(b)(l)(B). 

Thus, the requirements of SB 221 apply. But there is no documentation in support of compliance with 
SB 221 in either the Dixon Ranch EIR or SB 610 report. SB 221 is mentioned in the draft EIR for Dixon 
Ranch, but the project applicant does nothing to satisfy SB 221 requirements: 

6 .-Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill 610 and Senate Bill of 
2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 2003, 
page iii. 
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.'·)~·neue /Jill (jJ(J aiiC! Sll .l.l /. In 200"''. Senate Bi ll SB 6 10 and SB __ ( were . igned into law b.' 
Ci v ·rnor Gray Davi . . SB I 0 req uires pub lic wa ter -Y tcm. tha t .' upp ly water to proposed project. 
t.ktnrnin ' whether the projected wat ··r demand (a.' sociated with the proposed projec t) could b ·met 
when exi sting and planned future usc. nrc con . idercd. For the purpo c o f 'B 610. \Vater 'ode 
Se ·t ion 109 12 (a) _) requires a ll projec t. wi th a wa ter km an J cquivnlent to 500 or more dwelling 
unit.. or whicll include over 250 000 s (U:lre feet f commc..~ rci a l offi · building. to bta in a Water 

upp ly A :. ··. snwnt (\VSA) . In add ition. SB 6 10 require a quantification of water n;ceived by the 
wat ··r prO\ • cr in pr ior year. from wa er rights. wa ter . upp lv en tit lements. and w:na . cn·ice 
con tracts. Umkr SB ~21. appro' al by a ·•ty ( I I" ~:uunt~ ut' <.: etta in n:;,.idcnttal ;,.uhdl\ i:-.iun" require:- an 
aftlnnatt\ <.: \ \ rillcn ' crillcttll lll p f "ufl 'i <.: ll.:nt "at<.:r ~u pp l :. 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 294. 

Because of this omission, determination of sufficient water supply-as required under SB 221-is not 
adequate. According to the SB 610 and SB 221 Guide, an agency " ... shall not approve any final map 
prepared for the subdivision until the agency governing body has received a written verification that 
satisfies the condition regarding a sufficient water supply ... " 

Under SB 221, the definition of "sufficient water supply'' is as follows: 

Step One: Documen ting supply 

Gover nmen t Code sect ion 66-t 73.7 

~ 
(a) f2) · ·suljich·llt 11·ara supp~1· ·· means the Ioralwarer supplies ami/able during norma!. sino le- d. · · and multiple-

rh:r y ears ,,·ithin a _0- ye 1r projection thatll ·il/meelrh e projected demand associated 11·irh the J'I"Opo.,,·c/ 
suhclil·ision. in a.f[tiition to <'Xisrin" WI(/ Jdc tllltcdJtllllrc· u.'<'-'" . includill". but nor lim ired IIJ . (l<'ricultural ami 
industria/uses. In cl~·t<nnining · ··"!l}icicnr li"Cll<'r _,upply. · · all 1!{ ri~<· Jidlcm ·i!ig.facwrs shall hl' considcr<·cl: 
(A The amilabili11· o[ H·ater supplies m ·er a historical record o(alleasl _n 1·ears. 
(B l11e applicability r~(an urban 11'(1/er slwrrage contingenc.:r analt·sis prepared pursuant to Section I 063_ of 

the Water Code /hat includes actions /0 he underraken by the public Imler .1:rs1em in re!>ponse /o 1mter 
supp~1 · shorwges. 

rc Th e reduction in 11'(1/er supp~l ' allocared to(/ specific \1'{1/er use sec/or pursuant /()a resollllion or 
ordinance adopted. or a contmcr entered into. by the puhlic 1m1er system. as long as thai resolution. 
ordinance. or com rae/ does no/ cm!flict 11·ith Secrion 354 r?f the Wmer Code. 

(lJ) Th e ammmr o{ll'ater thar the water surmlier can rea.1·onahh· reh· on receit·hw ti·01n other 11·ater surml1· 
proiecrs. such as conjunctil ·e use. reclaimed 1rater. tmter consen·ation. and 1m/er transfer. includin!! 
programs identified under [ederal. swre. and locallmler iniriari1·es such as CALFI~·D and Colorado Rit· r 
tenwrit·e a(!reemenrs. to !he ex/en/ that these warer supplies meet/he crireria o{subdit·ision (dJ 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bil/610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page SO. 

When, as is the case with Dixon Ranch, it is determined the water supply would not be sufficient to meet 
existing water demands (past, present demands) and "reasonably probable future uses" (this term 
equals "planned future uses" in the definition above), the sufficiency analysis must follow the steps 
outlined below. 
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\\ :llcr Code section I 0911 

~ 
(a) /j. as a ro ult of its a.ISCS.\1/k'lll. tizc p uhlic water _,ysrem concludes that its 11·arcr \11/IIJ!ics ar. · ur 11·i/l he. 
in.,uljit·i,·nt th<· rmhlic 11'<11£'1" ·' "\ 'S i t'/11 shall rwm ·idc to tilL· cif\· ur co1111t1· irs nlan1 for acauirim• m!tlitional '•1' 1/cr 
.wpn!ics. scttingj(wrh the mcasur<'-' that arc /wing wulertakc.:n to m·tjuin· and t!<Tc/op those war.-r suppli<"S. ~(the city 
or county . if either is required to comply ll"ith ri part pursuant to sululil·isiun b). concludes as a result of its 
assessment. that 1m ter supplies are. or 1: ·i// he. ins1!lJil"icnt. the city or county shall include in its water assessme/1/ its 
plans fo r acquiring additional 1rater supplies. selling fo rth the measures that are being undertaken to acquire a/1(/ 
de1·e/op those 1rater supplies. Those plans may include. bill are not limited to. inf ormation conceming all r~( the 
j (JI/o · ·1g: 

(I ) Th e estimmed total costs. and the prop osed method of financing the costs. associated n·irh acquiring the 
~ additional 1mter supplies. 
r}) All federal. state. and local permits. approntls. or entitlements that are a/1/icipated to be required in order to 
~ acquire and de1·elop the additional \Hiler supplies. 
f3) lJased on the comideratirm.1· set forth in paragraphs 0 ) and (.:} . the estimated time.frames 1rithin 11"11icl1 the 

puhlic water sy stem. or the city or county ((either is required to comply 11·irh this part pursua/1/ to subdil·ision 
(b). expects to be able to acquire additional 1rater supplies. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 34. 

And, when a project is subject to SB 221, the written verification must meet the requirements of 
Government Code section 66473.7(d): 

tdj ll'hcn the " ·ritlL'II n:rijication punua111 w suhdil·ision fhj rdie., on prr~icc ·t<·tfll·a tcr supjl/ie., that arc 11111 CIII"I'L'III~I· 

ami/ol>/c tu the puhlic- wata ·'Y-'"ICm. to prol'ide a S1(0tciem ll'ater supply to the sululil'ision, the \ I Til/en 1·erijication as 
w tl.'ff3 e projected 1mter supplies shall he based 011 all of thejc1ll01ring elements. to the extent each is applicable: 

f I ) II rillen contracts or other prru~(ofmlid rights w the ide11tijied ll'a/er supp~1· tlwt ide11t((y the terms a11d 
~ conditions under 11·hich the 1\'ater 11·ill be ami/able to sen ·e the proposed subdi1·ision. 
r}) Copies of a capital owlay prrwram f orj/mmcillg the cleli1 ·e, ~\ · r?fa sufficient \\'liter supp~1 · that has bee11 
~ adopted by the applicable g01·eming hot~\'. 

f3) Securing r~f'applic:ablefederal, state. and local permitsjin· c011struction cifneces.wu~r inj i·astmclltre associated 
~ ll'ith supp~1 ·i11g a sufficient ll'ater supp~l'. 
f ·l) Any neces.wu:1· regulatcn:1· appromls that are required i11 order to he able w coli\'~\ - or deli1·er a .1"1(0 /cient 

ll'ater supp~1· to the subdil·ision. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 50. 

But there is an "out" here. Even if the water supply is deemed insufficient, a "local agency" may make a 
finding that additional water supplies not accounted for will be available; but this finding must be made 
on the record, supported by substantial evidence. The following excerpt identifies the relevant 
Government Code section requirements: 
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Section 15- Code citations If thl' projl'ctt·d supply is dl'tuminl'd to hl' insufficient 

Gon~rnment Code section 66473.7 

!? 
(b) (3) I he ll'rillc'li \'c•rijicafi(l/i pm1·idetl h · c app/i, ·ahft· pul>lic \;·atcr ·'Y.I'Iem indica:,·, that tlrc ·puhlic \\'tiler ·'J'.' f<'m 

is llllllhlc to prm·itle <1 ·''!!Jit icnt ; rmcT .Hif'fJ~\· thar u·i/1 mc·cttlrc projc·ctct! clcmcmt! a.' ·"" ia~c·tl l>'ith rh,· 
pro;Josccl .,uhdh·i.,ion. then tire local agenc.1· l( t ty make a finding. after consideration of tire HTillen 1·erijicatirm 
by tire applicable public 1mter .1:nrem. that tulclitimwlu ·arcr SliJijJiic·., not tltH I/IIItctljor hy the p111>lic mll,•r 
system arc·. or 11·i// he. awilah/,· prior tot omplction of th,· ,,u/Jdh'i,·, 1 :ltatH·il/satisji· tire requirements o,/tltis 
section. This jinding slra/1 he made on the record and supported h.1 · ,,uh.,wntw! c1·idcnce. 

!? 
(d) ll'hcn tire ;rriuc·n I'<Tiji ·arion ;mnuant to suhdh·i,irm (/>) rdic., 011 proj,·ctc·d 11 ' /h '/' .I'IIJ!JIIit·., that ar,· 1w1 c lll'l'•'lll~\ · 

an;i/al>lc to the puhlic ll'tltcr ·' .\'.\lc'/11. :oprm·idc a ·''fflJ'cicnt 11'111<'1' supp~t · to the .\uhdi1·isirm. tire wrillen \·erificarion as 
to tli e projected ll'ater supplies shall he based 011 all'!/ thc)ol/lll; ·ing ,·/cmcnts. to tire extent each is applicable: 

(I) I.Vritren contracts or orlrer proo_(ofmlid ri.,fr ts ttJ tire ident(fied 11·ater supp~1 · tlrar identiji· the terms and 
~ conditions under 11'/:ic/r tire water ll'i/1 be amilah/e to sen ·e tire proposed .wbdil·ision. 
J :!) Copies c~(a capital outlay progmm forfinancin!!, the delh·e1:1· of a sufficient 1•:arer supp~1· that h ts been 
~ adopted by the applicable go 1·eming bot~\'. 

( j ) Securin" rifapplicablefederal. state. and local permits fiJr construction r~(necessm:r iJ~{i·as trucll/re associated 
~ ll 'itlr supp~1·in" a s t!{licient 1mter supp~r. 

f.f) Any neces.wn:1· revulatm:r appromls i!tat are required in order to be ahle to con\·c:r or delil ·er a .1'1!{/icient 
1mter .wpp~1· to t!te subdil·ision. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, .Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 76. 

The following excerpt identifies the relevant "agency action": 

Section 15 If the proj ected supply is determined to be insufficient 

\ .. •cncv Action .. . 

If tho.: \\ rillo.:n \ o.:r ilil:ation provided by th~o: w:ller suppl ier. or by the ag..:ncy. mdi.:ato.:" that tho.:\\ ato.:r ~upp l~ i~ 

iJbut'lio.:io.:n! !1> mo.:o.:t tho.: pr.ljo.:cto.:u d ·manu a~"ot:Ja t o.:d \\ ith the: propo,c:d "ubdi\ i,_ion, then the agency may make a 
finding . after con~ i deration · the written \'erifica tion. that additional water supplic . not accounted for in th~: 

vcrifi at ion< r . . or will be. a\ ailabk prior ( (l 'tllllfll ·t iun or th . ,_ubdi\ i ~iun that \\i ll mo.: ·t the: lklll and, or th o.: 
~ubdi\ 1"ion. l'h i ~ linding 11111"1 be: mad..: on tho.: r..:cord and "uppurto.:d by ~ub: · n!Jal "\ ido.:m:..: . Genera lly. if an agenc.y 
identifi~:s a supply th2 - vas no t acco unted for in th ~o: \rcritica tion it wi ll be a suppl; that is not o.:urr ·n tl a\ ailablc: or no t 
current ly being used . lnthi, "Jluation. tho.: "uh~tanti.d o.:\ 1do.:m:..: "upp,n1ing th · lindmg,_,huuld o.:om pl) \\ ith (im ·nn111:nt 
Cod..: 66-173.7(d). 

Tha·. 1eans that th ~o: agency would h~wc to provide information re lating to: 
( I J \Vrillen contracts or other pr of of va lid right. to the iden tilied wa ter suppl, which identi fy the tenns and 
~ conditions under\ hich the wa ter will be ava ilable to serve the proposed subdi vision. 
(2) Copies of a capita l outlay program lo r fin ancing the de livery of a urtic ient wa ter supply that has been adoptt: tl 
f? by the app licab le go\'eming body. 
(3) Securing ofapplica bl~: federal. state. and loca l permits for construction ofnecc. sary infra. truct urc assoc iat..:d 
~ wi th . upplying a . uffic ient water suppl y. 

( 41 Any necessary regu latory approval. that arc rcquin:tl in order to be ab le to Co1wcy < r deliver a sunicicnt water 
supply to the subdivision. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bi/1610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 77. 
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Such findings have not been made in the case of the Dixon Ranch residential project. EID has not 
provided the necessarv documentation to support "substantial evidence in the record" that additional 
water supplies not accounted for will be available. 

For instance, it has been stated in the Dixon Ranch SB 610 that contracts are yet to be negotiated and 
executed, regulatory approvals and permits are pending, environmental compliance efforts are 
unsettled, and-in some instances-judicial action will be required. There is simply not an adequate 
water supply to support this project; no "substantial evidence" exists. 

Water Quality 

Failure to Comply with NPDES Requirements 

The requirement that the project comply with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB} Order 
No. 2013-0001-DWQ has been wrongly eliminated. 

"NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) 

GENERAL PERMIT FOR 
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS (WDRs) 

FOR 
STORM WATER DISCHARGES FROM SMALL MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM 

SEWER SYSTEMS (MS4s) 

ORDER NO. 2013·0001-DWQ 
NPDES NO. CAS000004 

This Order was adopted by the State Water Resources Control ~ 
February 5, 2013 

Board on: ~ 
This Order shall become effective on : Jl;!ly 1' 2013 
This Order shall expire on: June 30, 2018 

Source: SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements; 
Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ; February S, 2013; pagel. 

Following is a description of the reasoning behind the dismissal of this legal obligation. 
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During incorporat ion of public review co~rn ents on the draft EIR , revisions were proposed to 
~~litigation Measure HYD-1 that would I"l'l)Uirl· th.: projL·.:t ll> nHnpl~ with th.: Stat.: \\ 'at.:r 
R.:~nun: l· ~ Contn> l 13oard Ord.:r . o. 2013-000 1 D\\'Q dT.:ct i\' t: .lui): I , 201 .l 
(''Ord.:r"). Ho\\'t:\'<:L und.:r S.:ction :. 12.c o f th.: Ord.:r ( Rt:glll at.:d Proj.:L·ts ·oi~rr.:tionary 

pmj.:cts that ha,·l· b.:.:n tk.:m.:d t:ompkt.: pri1>r to tht: Sl'Cond ):<:ar Q!' thl· l·fil:cti , ·l· date· <>f thi:; 
Ordl·r art: IH>t subj t:ct to thl· Pos t- Cnnstrut:t ion . tamlards ht:rl·in ." 

~ 
rh.: DiX(IJl Rant:h projl'Cl \\' ;1~ d.:.:mt:d C<>mpktt: Oil April_], :!OJ.,. prior t<> th.: dTt:l·ti\'( date of 
tht: Ord.:r. As such, staff recommends that the proposed revisions in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Prognun and final EIR be revised again to reflect the language that was originall y 
circulated w it h the Draft EIR. The language in the Draft E IR is sufficient to mitigate the proj ect 
impact s under CEQA, and wou ld require that the proj ect comply with the El Dorado County 
West S lope Stonn Water Management Plan (SWMP). which was the controlling regu latory 
document in place at the time the project app li cation was deemed complete. T he proposed 
re' isions consistent with the Draft EIR arc indi cated by strikeout/underline text , as follows: 

" Impact HY D-1: T he construction period and operation period of the project could resu lt 
in degradation of water CJuality in Green Spring C reek and downstream recci\'ing waters 
by reducing the quality of stormwater runoff and increasi ng erosion/sediment ation. 

Source: Staff Memo 48; December 14, 2015, page 1. 

But the actual language in Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ is as follows: 
t;=:J 

Effective Date for Applicability of Low Impact Development Runoff Standards to 
Regulated Projects: By the second year of the effective date of the permit, the 
Permittee shall require these Post-Construction Standards be applied on 
applicable new and redevelopment Regulated Projects, both private development 
requiring municipal permits and public projects, to the extent allowable by 
applicable law. These include discretionary permit projects that have not been 
deemed complete for processing and discretionary permit projects vvithout vesting 
tentative maps that · o1ve not requested and received an extension of previously 
granted approvals. Discretionary projects that have been deemed complete prior 
to the second year of the effective date of this Order are not subject to the Post­
Construction Standards herein. For the Permittee's Regulated Projects, the 
effective date shall be the date their governing body or designee approves 
initiation of the project design. 

Source: SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements; Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ; February 5, 2013; page 51. 

The Dixon Ranch project is not "complete," nor has the "project design" been approved. SWRCB Order 
No. 2013-0001-DWQ does apply, and must be implemented. And at one point in the process, the 

applicant agreed they must comply with the Order (in a response to comments from the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board [CVRWQCB]): 

Response A4-2: The project is located entirely within El Dorado County and therdo n: "otdd 
b · >uhj.:~:I h > th · n:quir.:ment> ul· I he \Va. te Discharge Requirements (WD Rs) 
for Stormwater Di . charges from Small .\1 q ieipal Separ. te Stonn Sewer 
Sy. !ems Gem:ra l I'L'nnii . o . CAS000004 (Order N<•. ~0 13-0001 -D\\'() ) 
(Sma ll .\1S4 Perm it) adop ted by the Sla te Water 13oard on February 5. 2013. 
Secti on E_l2 of the Small MS4 Permit is the "Post-Construction Storm water 
M:m:tgcmcnt Program." The proposed projec t qualifks as a "Regulated 
Projec t" as defined in Sect ion E. l 2.c of the Order and therefore will bc 
requircd to comply with the tandards pro,·ided in the Order. 13clore 
approvi ng ::my tentative map. the ·oun ty (as pennillee) will bt: responsible 
for ensuring Ihe propo. ed project si te d~.: s ign incl udes mea. ure required 
under Sections E. 12.a (Si te: Design !\•Ieasure ). E. l _.d (Source: 'on tro l 
Measures). E.l2.c ( Ll D Design Standards). and E.l2.f (Hydromodific:uion 
Mcasun:s). Oihcr sections of E.12 adores. the County ' . respons ibilities for 
doeume111ing compliance with the 1v!S4 l'ennit. 
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Has the CVRWQCB been consulted about this change? It does not appear as though Staff Memo 4B was 
sent to the CVRWQCB contact (Treavor Cleak, Environmental Scientist) for confirmation regarding the 
validity of the interpretation that the project applicant was not required to implement the Order. 

Changes to mitigation measures HYD-la and HYD-lb back to the language in the draft EIR-in part based 
on this interpretation of the non-applicability of the SWRCB Order-prompted County Staff to conclude 
changes to the mitigation measures do not result in " ... any new significant environmental impacts ... ", 
but this is false. 

The revisions to th • Fina l EIR. and specifica ll y ~\•l iti gation 1vlcasurc 1-IYD-la and 1-IYD-Ib. 
described in thi s m emorandum are b ·ing mad· by the County to amplify and cl ar ify material in 
!he Fi nal EIR . ubsequent to its publication and circulation. lon ·of the changes or c lari fications 
desc -:_= hcd in this memorandum constitutes s igni ficant new informati on added to the Final EIR. 
and h..: chang_..:,; o r c lar ifi cations pr..:s..:nt ·d do not r ·suit in any n..:w s ign ificant ..:m ironm..:nt al 
impacb. :my subs tantial incr..:a ~ ..: in th..: s .,. ·rit: of pr ., ·iously id..:ntifi..:d ~·m irnnml'ntal impa.:l~ . 

or thl' d'fi c:tl'\ ' and fl'asibil it\' o f~ I iti~a t ion \ ka~ur~·~ I I Y D-1 :t and II Y D- 1 b to r..:duc..: sigpi II call! 

Source: Staff Memo 4B; December 14, 2015, page 3 . 

Changes to mitigation measures HYD-la and HYD-lb do constitute a significant environmental Impact. 
If the project applicant is allowed to evade compliance with SWRCB Order 2013-0001-DWQ, the EIR 
must be recirculated to establish effective mitigation. (It also appears other important mitigation 
elements may have been deleted during this process of reverting to the draft EIR versions of HYD-la and 
HYD-lb.) 

Inadequacy of Wastewater Facilities 
As described under impact UTIL-3, 7 "There is currently inadequate wastewater infrastructure to serve 
the proposed project." In this instance, the following General Plan policy applies: 

• (,'oaf 5.3. IVa. tewarl!r o!lecrion and Tr atment. :\ n ad ·qu at..: an I ,; al'i: ~~ s t..:m ,,f '' a~h.' \\ a ..:r 
·; ' lko.: tion. tr ·:!I n ..:n1. a nd J i ~ pnsalto scr ·~ curr nt ::md fu ture ou nty rc. idcnt . . 

• ( Ji•i •'l' l l '• ,. 5.J . I . It a: tew Iter Capacity . :n. tr..: til .: :1\ a ' lah ilitv <' t' w:b! O: \ \ at..: r ·nih: ·ti,, n and 
r..:a m ..:n t 1;11: i i t' ..:~ ,,f · d ..:qt a t..· ~·a pa l' i t ~ ;q meet the needs of mult ifami ly. h igh- . an d m~dium­

de nsi ty res identi a l a rea . an I co mm rcial and indu. t rial area . . 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 297. 

And the alternatives have not been established; their viability is unknown. 
b. Sewer Scr\' iec. On-site :>ewer improvements a rc s ho wn in o conc·<' QII IOI improv<·m (•nJ ~ pion 
inc luded as Figu re III-I I. I· r. ewer . c rvicc. on-si lc sewer improvemen ts wo u ld inc lud' a 
proposed lift . tati n to be loca ted wi thin the prop sed E ID lot ( Lot Z ) a t the no rth end o f Lo t 2. 
a dj acent to Green Valle, Road. 

Three po tential otT-site . cwcr-imprO\'ement alt ernati ves ha e been identified . and are bricny 
described below. I· JD con idns 1 lw~ ,. o l t ernotiw ~ a~ eonce ptuo l a lt emotiv<· ;JI thi Jjnw I; Jp 
w;J<: in vo lved in !(W pn· lim inory c voln :-llion <"~ f l h<'~<' alt<'rn;)Jjn·~ hu 1 o<ldilio nol <'vnltWiion w ill 
ht' rNn ti r<'<l hl'fo re;) fina l l)wil it v ch ~ j v o i 'a'l<'t'!N( The <'li' <' !t'<l alt (·rnmiw wil l ni'l'd Jo ht' 
fullv dc\'elopt:d in the fu ture Fac.: ilit v Pla n Re po rt and lmprov..:mcnt P la n . . 

Source: Dixon Ranch Residential Project Response to Comments Document, page 419 (page 423 of 444) . 

7 LSA Associates. 2014. Public Review Draft, Dixon Ranch Residential Project Environmental Impact Report, 
November, 2014, page 31. 
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This lack of adequate wastewater facilities is designated as "significant" impact. While the project 
applicant has proposed three alternatives to rectify this inadequacy, no clear solution has been 
established. Because this matter remains unresolved, it requires project denial. 

Conclusions 

• EID's water supply is inadequate to serve this development. EID must acquire "planned water 
assets" that are not yet secured to support the project into the future when combined with 
past, present, and reasonably probable future uses. There is no promise EID will be able to 
acquire these assets. 

• The applicant's SB 610 report is inadequate; the requirements of SB 221 must be met as well. 
EID has not provided the necessary documentation to support "substantial evidence in the 
record" that additional water supplies will be available. 

• Multiple General Plan water supply policies that require adequate water supply will be violated 
if this project is approved. 

• The requirement that the project comply with State Water Resources Control Board {SWRCB) 
Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ has been wrongly eliminated. 

• Changes to mitigation measures HYD-1a and HYD-1b constitute "significant environmental 
Impact," and thus require a recirculation of the project EIR to reestablish effective mitigation. 

• Project wastewater infrastructure is inadequate; the viability of proposed alternatives has not 
been established. 

Based on these project inadequacies, I ask you to deny this project. 

14 




