
28 April, 2020 

El Dorado County 
Planning Commissioners: 

• Jon Vegna, District 1 

• Kris Payne, District 2 

• John Clerici, District 3 

• Andrew Nevis, District 4 

• Daniel Harkin District 5 

Re: "Issues" CEDH-SP 

Honorable Commissioners; 

ALASTAIR DUNN 

I stand before you to convey my comments regarding on (parker rezone) as a thirty year resident of El 
Dorado Hills (EDH) and as a retired land developer specializing in project financial feasibility analysis but 
also with past experience in entitlement processing with Coker Ewing Development. 

I mention my former profession because my comments are based on an analysis of the project not only 
as a resident of EDH, but also from a development viewpoint. I express my views and concerns with this 
project by identifying "issues" that I pray you take into account in your deliberations. I have also put 
together a Power Point giving more detail and numbers that formulate my concerns. Such a Power Point 
is available to be presented to you, if you desire. 

Firstly, I would like to say I have utmost respect and admiration for Bill Parker as a developer and thank 
him for his exquisite development in Serrano. Sadly, I feel this is not the same Bill Parker that submitted 
this project. 

I believe the issues cited below, might contribute to a project more in line with the EDH communities 
liking. The views expressed are my own and not necessarily endorsed by any community group within 
EDH. 

1. DENSITY 
a. Does the County's housing policy require the level of high density (14upa) proposed in order to 

meet its housing policy objectives? 
b. The proposed densities are out of keeping with character of community, 
c. To illustrate the impact of the high density proposed, Parker should be required to provide a 

schematic lotting plan of the proposed unit count. Only in this way may the community appreciate 
the scale and density proposed .. 

Comment: is the density appropriate for the area? If the State of CA is mandating increased density 
levels, is this the right area to comply? Do 544 high density units move the needle at all in any 
meaningful way in terms of RHNA? Have the costs (and benefits) to this designation here been 
evaluated? 

Observation (A): The very high development impact fees (estimated at $84300/unit on average) in 
EDCo. discourages the building of high density projects. A land residual analysis of the proposed 
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ALASTAIR DUNN 

density on this project today indicates that the developer would face an "opportunity cost" (i.e. 
forgo a higher land value sale) if HDR were built. To encourage high density development in the 
County a Fee reduction is where the real mitigation needs to happen if HDR is to be encouraged. 

Observation (B): Strange what happens on the way to the Forum ... A 2015 Staff Report cited: 

"Proposed CEDHSP Overview (Cont.) c Maximum development potential of up to 737 dwelling 

units {1,000 dwelling units if age-restricted housing is provided) and up to 50,000 square feet .. 

etc." ... Now we have a 1000 unit proposed project and a Senior Housing "alternative" of 1800 

units! 

2. EXECUTIVE GOLF COURSE: Private (vested) rights vs Public Golf course* 
* From Staff Nov. 2019 Report. "The decision to abandon the land for the public course was made in 2000 
with the approval of the Serrano Village Cl residential tentative subdivision map/planned development (under 
application PD99-04/TM99-1361} by the County Planning Commission. The land for the public golf course is 
now part of the approximately 1,211 acres of open space within the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan". 

a. Parker states his interpretation of his "rights" on rezoning the golf course to be: 
*"The golf course was... constructed in the early 1960s as a temporary golf course marketing tool to 
attract homebuyers to El Dorado Hills. The golf course was not part of or a mitigation for the 1988 El 
Dorado Hills Specific Plan, nor was it constructed as a mitigation requirement for the El Dorado Hills­
Salmon Falls Area Plan" . ... but parkers Serrano Project did benefit from the "El Dorado Hills" 
community status in the execution of his project. 

b. Is Parker's the only criteria to be used in the County's determination for a change in zoning? 
c. Recent lawsuits and rulings have had other interpretations giving the public (EDH community) 

parallel rights that the County should examine; they are NOT minor*. 
*See: ORANGE CITIZENS FOR PARKS AND RECREATION et al., Petitioners, 5212800 v Ct. App. 4/3 6047013, THE 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ORANGE COUNTY, No. 30-2011-00494437; 

*Also see: Repurposing Golf Courses and Other Amenities That Burden the Land: Covenants Running 
Forever-A Transactional Perspective, 52 UIC J. MARSHALL L. REV. 603 (2019). 

d. It would greatly behoove the County to have Counsel undertake a (legal) "finding of fact" because it 
would be the County- not Parker - the party to be sued if things go south. 

In short, what rights does Serrano Associates have in terms of the RFH zoning on the 99 acre Executive 
Golf Course? Is trading the 99 acre RF H zoning for the project's open space a fair exchange? 

3. OAK TREE MITIGATION 
a. Pedregal: The El R's tree study is based on "canopy" coverage. I respectfully suggest that is not a true 

"tree count", it is only accurate as to its methodology allows, i.e. it is subject to many variables that 
may not be appropriate in this case. What ever happened to an Arborist Report on numbered trees 
within the impacted area? 

b. Replacement ratios: The criteria given for a 1:1 replacement for areas under 50% of(?) and 2:1 ratio 
for 100% removal ... is highly confusing and troubling to me. Indeed the fact that the ORMP is being 
challenged in court should tell the County that applying these standards in an infill situation is totally 
inappropriate. Are we not talking about an urban forest? 

c. Is Parker - and County- merely applying the convenient policies available in the ORMP? If truly 
evaluating the impact of specific tree removal and mitigating its consequences, this particular 
situation in Pedergal, would be different. 
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ALASTAIR DUNN 

If Parker wants such a high density project, all the oak tree impacts in the "canopied" area in 
Pedregal, this area should be "avoided" altogether. 

4. EID WATER SUPPLY 

Tully & Young Memoranda: "EID, successfully execute the contracts and obtain the water right 

permit approvals for currently unsecured water supplies .... Absent these steps, the water supplies 

currently held by EID and recognized to be diverted under existing contracts and agreements would 

be insufficient in 2035 to meet the Proposed Project demands along with all other existing and 

planned future uses. 

a. El D's UWMP-2020 Final report is centered on long term planning (2020-2040) and gives many 
caveats such as XXX acre feet is "assume to be available, etc." Does this "assumption" also mean 
that the pipes are in the ground? I doubt it. 

b. Neither El D's report, nor Tully's memoranda, focuses on short term (2020-2010) supply issues. 
There is no reference as to the EID infrastructure investment required - or the sources of this capital 
- to ensure timely supply. 

c. Mitigation for the project's water supply appears to be ... that EID 'shall provide'. Meanwhile EID 
states: it "will not issue any new water meters 1f there is insufficient water supply". Is this statement 
an acceptable mitigation? 

d. What would be the liabilities 
incurred by EID - or the County - if 
the project is approved and no 
water available? 

e. What are the contingent liabilities 
to the County for this EID policy and 
mitigation? 

f. To underscore my point, the 
following table(») was developed 
from data provided in the 2020 
Urban Water Management Plan 
(Draft 2021). Sly Park is the 
cornerstone of El D's supply. Taking 
this as "the key source", and by 
adding or subtracting the stated 
data, the risks of the project to 
secure water taps takes a different 
hue; particularly for EDH in a 
drought year. 

Table & assumptions made by ACD with data ~ 
TotalS!yPk+" 

EDH only@ 
Assumed to 

taken from EID 2020 WMP. ffillu!!!!I be available" 
47% of total 

Sly Park LLic#ll835L6 23,000 23,000 10,810 

Warren Act Contract (Webster) (a) 4,560 2,143 

American River Diversion/Forebay (bl 15,080 7,088 

TOTAL AVAILABLE SUPPLY 23,000 42,640 20,041 

Acre Feet DEMAND 

EDH actual demand 2020 (U,460) (12,460) (5,856) 

East & West Area Demand (13,856) (13,856) (6,512) 

TOTAL EID DEMAND (26,316) (26,316) (U,369) 

Less: existing and planned projects (10,164) (10,164) (7,054) 

NET (DEFICIT) Acre Feet (13,480} 6,160 618 

Less drought deficit availability (3,750) (3,750) (1,763) 
NET (DEFICIT) Acre Feet IN DROUGHT (17,230) 2,410 (1,144) 

(a) Ditches /Weber Reservoir Rights (License 2184 and Pre-1914 Water Rights)are appropriative. 

And {b) Project 184 (Pre-1914 appropriative rights from the Upper South Fork American River)( .. ) 

EDH allocation is 47%based on 2020 data 

Conclusion: The Project's EIR should focus on the near term supply issues within EHD because it is during the 
next ten years this - and the other projects in the pipeline - are expected to be initiated. 
Tully & Young should prepare a "Sources & Uses" of water over a 20 year period and footnote the value of 
infrastructure improvements needed for the supply to happen; only then will we get the true picture. 

5. REZONE APPROVAL PROCESS 

Today's hearing is about the: Recommend adoption of the CEDHSP and associated actions to the 
Board of Supervisors in a future resolution that includes: 0 Make Findings of Fact and Statement of 
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Overriding Considerations for CEDHSP environmental impacts o Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program II Approval of the amendments to the County General Plan Land Use Map e 

Approval of the amendments to the EDHSP o Approve the rezoning e Approve the Large Lot 
Tentative Subdivision Map o Approve the Planned Development Permit e Approval of the 
Development Agreement 

a. Why such a hurried omnibus approach to approving entitlements; no less than nine items in one 
hearing! 

b. Staff cites 11a two-step process". Is this now the norm in El Dorado County? Or a one off for Parker? 
c. Is this a Tentative Map or a Specific Plan? Parker wants the flexibility of a Specific Plan but seeks the 

specificity of a tentative map ... albeit disguised in the form of a Large Lot Tentative Map. Whereas 
this may be legal; is it right? Are the rights of the EDH Community upheld in this kind of an approval 
process? 

d. To boot, Parker wants subsequent "ministerial approvals" from then on out. Is this usual? Does the 
county BOS and Planning Commission want to relegate their elected duties? 

6. KEY "ENVIRONMENTAL" PERMITS: 

Parker states that the "County agrees to submit, as the applicant, any applications for: Section 1602 
stream bed alteration agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 
Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for fill of waters of the United 
States. Biological opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for project impacts on 
special-status species ...... permits necessary for the construction of the road improvements offsite 
of the Project property, specifically including, without limitation, the Country Club Drive, Phase 2 
Improvements. County shall exert its best efforts to timely secure all necessary permits. 
It is well to point out that the EIR has specifically mapped the areas of impact. 

a. Since when has the County of El Dorado been the applicant (and responsible for) obtaining 
permits for which developers are habitually responsible. 

b. Is the County now in the development business? Since when has the county taken 
responsibilities for a developer? 

c. Indeed, have other projects been included this approach, and if so, is it appropriate, and what 
sort of risk exposure does it present to the County? 

7. THIS IS A GIANT INFILL PTOJECT ... of 341 acre 1000 unit 

Quote from Staff Report 2022: County Policy 2.4.1.5 maintains that "the County shall implement a 
program* to promote infill development in existing communities. AND directs the County to 
establish a program to promote infill development". 
Staff's answer: "CEDHSP Consistency with the General Plan, this policy directs the County to 
establish a program to promote infill development but does not set forth a County definition of 
11infill." Infill sites are generally defined as undeveloped sites that are designated for urban or 
suburban development and that are surrounded by existing development. The CEDHSP meets this 
definition". 
And continues: 11lt (the program*) has not yet been implemented by the County .••• (therefore) ... the 
CEDHSP would not be able to participate in this future program because the CEDHSP area exceeds 
5 acres in size. 
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a. Frankly this is a giant cop-out. The County has missed a great opportunity to initiate "an infill 
program" based on this project. And, 

b. Are five acres to be the key criteria? What about a development in the midst of 40000 residents 
of EDH surrounding this infill project? 

c. Would not have the EDH Community been better served under this Policy? 
d. If "time11 were cited as the reason, are we not now in the seventh year of deliberation? 

8. PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN: "hole in the donut concept" 

Public and Civic Facilities Investment 10.2.1.4 Require new discretionary development to pay its fair 
share of the costs ... based upon the demand for these facilities which can be attributed to new 
development. 

a. Was this Golf Couse (i.e. open space) area ever in the defined area of benefit for calculating the 
impact fees to be levied? I believe not. Like the hole in a doughnut ... it was never there! 

b. Accordingly, paying about $94.7 million* "fees" on this area's residential units would be an 
unexpected $94.7M windfall to the County. Meanwhile the EDH community shoulders the burden 
and impact since about $70M in fees go to elsewhere in the County! Is this right? Is it fair to allocate 
a burden but no benefit? (* I undertook a brief analysis of the EPS study and estimated the current 
impact fees based on readily available County data. The Excel sheets are available. On average the 
total fees come to $84,000/ unit ($78000 in fees plus $6400 /unit in Mello Roos assessments). 

c. EPSs' 2017 study- and the Development Agreement- claims a "reimbursement agreement" which 
to me means Parker finances out completely AND leaves the homeowner with a Mello Roos 
equivalent to a present value of $6400 / unit in Mello Roos assessments. Is this fair? 
Workforce Housing: County Housing policy is rich on goals, weak on delivery of "affordable/ 
workforce" housing .... could an estimated $60.9M of fees to be directed to the County be a 
"requirement" be satisfied (offset) by fee forgiveness of this "windfall11 in the amount of enormous 
value of fees going out of EDH. This could go a way in balancing the issue of fairness? 

Public Facilities Financing Plan by EPS 2017: This document is now over five years old and should 
NOT be used as part of this submittal by Parker. It needs to be updated, particularly since the 
Development Agreement relies heavily on this important document. 

9. DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT: 
a. This is the main document any developer wants approved; it is crucial to both the County and 

Parker; so why the rush to approve it in an omnibus bill? 
b. How can the Planning Commission even allow this hearing - which includes the Development 

Agreement - when it was NOT included in the package sent out for public comment! 
c. What does the law say about "hearing" a document that was not there? 

The real question at hand is the equity split between benefits to: the applicant, the County, and 
the community. Essentially, without community representation "at the table", the County is 
negotiating the development agreement to benefit of its own interests and not necessarily to 
benefit the community that directly bears the impacts of development. If so, it is the Community -
who is voiceless in this process - has a legitimate right to be concerned about two extraneous 
entities possibly working against their interests. This is not right, or fair. 

Suggestion: The Planning Commission name specific individuals from APAC, CSD and Serrano HOA to 
represent the community "at the negotiating table" for the Development Agreement. 
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10. What is really needed is "real" discussion of the project with the EDH Community regarding the 
proposed project's impacts, costs and benefits, to be reformulated under the County's "infill" Policy 
2.4.1.5. 

I rhetorically ask: 
a. Was this project ever subjected to a Planning Charette in the EDH community? 
b. To what extent did the EDH community as a whole have input in the planning process? 
c. Parker claims "the applicant has conducted public outreach to solicit input on the project that 

has included the following: e 86 project briefing meetings with interest groups • 73 project site 
tours• 19 project briefing meetings with the public" 

d. If so why the outcry from 500 people in a recent public meeting? 

I appreciate your hearing me out. 

I remain, 

Yours sincerely, 
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Rommel Pabalinas, Senior Planner 
Development Services Department, Planning Division 
El Dorado County Planning Commission 
2850 Fairlane Court, Bldg. C 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Wayne A. Lowery 
3138 Brackenwood Place 

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
916.202.4198 

CEDHSP@edcgov.us 

RE: Proposed Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) 

I support the No Project Alternative and encourage the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to deny the 
application for the Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan (CEDHSP). 

Please accept my comments, concerns and questions regarding the proposed Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan. 
I am seeking clarification on several issues regarding the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) 
for this application. The accompanying photos were supplied by a local resident; date unknown. 

Mel, I would like to state upfront that I have always supported local development that meets the conditions of the 
El Dorado County General Plan as it applies to El Dorado Hills and--as the former General Manager and a former 
elected board member of the El Dorado Hills Community Services District-have generally appreciated the efforts 
of local developers to provide quality residential and commercial services to our community. Thoughtful 
development that is responsive to the voices of our community and sensitive to the park and recreation needs of 
its residents as well as our critical biological, cultural and land use resources should be welcome. I would also like 
to thank you for forwarding an electronic copy of the RDEIR for my review when I was unable to locate a hard copy 
at the El Dorado Hills Library. 

Serrano Village 0-1, Lots C & D 

The Parker Development Company has development rights for Serrano Village D-1 and should be allowed to 
proceed-if that is their desire-provided they are conditioned to follow the strict County requirements regarding 
naturally occurring asbestos during construction. 

• Can the county negotiate an agreement to acquire Serrano Village 0-1, Lots C & D from the. current owner 
and rezone the property as Open Space? 

• What agency or organization will manage the open space area after development? 

e Are there any cultural resources identified in the Serrano Village D-1, Lots C & D area and are they being 
protected under the current Development Agreement? 

Pedregal Village 

Biological Resources: There is reference to only one Acorn Woodpecker nest in the RDEIR yet it is generally known 
that several exist. 

• Will the biological consultant be required to review and update the report? 

o As a protected animal species, what conditions will be placed on the developer to assure protection of 
these nesting sites? 
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Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan 

June 13, 2021 
Page2 of6 

The proposed Pedregal development contains one of the last Blue Oak 
woodland areas in El Dorado Hills. 

o Will these native trees be incorporated into and protected by the 
proposed development? 

The greenbelt in Ridgeview Village (EDHCSD Lots A, B & C) along with the El 
Dorado Hills Bowman Archery Range immediately east of the Pedregal and over 
1,000 acres of open space in the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan Area (Serrano 
Villages) have created a biodiversity corridor which includes the Pedregal 
Property. 

o How has the RDEIR addressed this biological resource? 
o What public access is planned for the open space in Pedregal? 

e If access is to exist, why is it not designated in either of these plans? 

Development of hardscape has the potential to increase water runoff into the Carson Creek/Cosumnes watershed 
system. 

o What will be impact of the development to the riparian habitat along the Carson Creek tributary? 

• How will hazardous waste be prevented from entering the watershed system? 

Cultural Resources: There are significant cultural resources on the proposed Pedregal development. Indigenous 
peoples used the natural spring for centuries to support their communities as did pioneer ranchers starting in the 
mid 1800s. As a result, there are significant bedrock mortar/grinding rock sites with multiple mortar holes as deep 
as ten inches as well as pioneer artifacts. 

• Can the El Dorado Hills community be assured that these significant cultural sites will be protected, 
preserving them for future generations as was accomplished in Fairchild, Park, and Laurel Oaks Villages 
and other residential developments in El Dorado Hills? 

o The 2011 DEIR site maps show these significant culturally sensitive areas and past plans were designed to 
preserve these sites. Is this still the plan? 

o Can the allotted open space be designed in Pedregal to incorporate these significant cultural resources? 

A great number of native American grinding rocks are scattered through the areas in Ped regal. 

• Are these to be preserved? 

• Are they going to be made accessible to the public? 

Based on the depth of the mortar holes in the grinding rocks, the indigenous 
people lived on the hillside for many centuries. Thus, it is reasonable to 
assume a burial site is in the proposed Pedregal development. 

• How is the potential for Native American burial sites being taken into 
consideration? 

• Has an appropriate archeological dig been done to satisfy this issue? 

• Have the current appropriate Native American groups been a part of 
the process? 
• What assurances are there that local Native American tribes involved 
with the project are adequately reviewing this site? 

Besides the dozens of grinding rocks near the spring, there is evidence that 
one or more kitchen middens exists. (Midden: Archaeological term for trash 
or garbage heap. Middens are a type of archaeological feature, consisting of 
localized patches of dark-colored earth and concentrated artifacts which 
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Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan 

June 13, 2021 
Page 3 of6 

resulted from the deliberate discard of refuse, food remains, and domestic materials such as broken and exhausted 
tools and crockery). 

• How will this project be conditioned to protect this midden area? 

Considering the heavy use of this area by Native Americans as evidenced by the midden and number of grinding 
rocks, it is extremely likely that a burial ground also exists. 

• What assurances does the RDEIR provide that a burial area does not exist or, if undetermined, that 
conditions of construction will be sensitive to the possibility? 

• What is the Planning Department and Planning Commission's level of confidence that review of this area 
by local Native American's is thorough and accurate? 

Following the use by Native Americans, the area of the Pedregal was originally occupied by a pioneer named John 
Murphy who constructed a cabin near the year-round spring at the north end of the Ped regal the foundation for 
which, along with several rock walls, still exist. This was later purchased by the Kyburz family. 

• Will the developer be conditioned to preserve this Historic Pioneer Site? 
• What if any responsibility does the developer have in preserving these sites and antiquities as well as 

making their historical value known and available to the community now and in the future? 
• How will the sensitive cultural resources be protected? Burial? Fencing? Other? 

Once the project is approved, the open space area(s) conditioned to preserve, and the construction is completed, 
these areas will need ongoing management and protection. 

• What agency or organization will be responsible to manage the Ped regal open space area? 

Hydrology/Water Quality: There is a natural year-round spring and at least a dozen seeps on the northerly end of 
this project. The proposed Pedregal development rests on a hillside used by indigenous peoples for centuries due 
its proximity to this year-round water source. Early pioneers dammed what is now the Cosumnes Watershed 
drainage ditch running along El Dorado Hills Boulevard to build a reservoir for local ranchers. Similar seeps also 
exist in the Ridgeview Village lots west of the Ped regal site. Several homeowners in the existing homes have 
experienced property damage caused by natural water seeps which, apparently, were not recognized during the 
development of their homes. Further, it appears that the Ped regal seeps will be crossed by roadways internal to 
the project. 

• Will the County condition the developer to protect this hydrologically sensitive area? 
• How will this natural spring and adjacent seeps be mitigated if development is approved? 

• How does this hydrology impact the stability of future potential apartment/home sites? 
• Should this be a disclosure issue to future purchasers of these sites and who is responsible? 

• Will the developer be required to disclose seep locations to future homeowners? 
• How old is the latest hydrology study being used for this RDEIR and will the County require that the study 

be updated? 
• Will developer be conditioned to mitigate future damage to homes and public facilities? 
• How will the year-round spring be protected from public vandalism in the future? 

Land Use Resources: Regarding vehicle traffic egress and exit to the Pedregal project, the entrance and exit points 
are proposed at Wilson Boulevard and Gillette Drive. 

• Has a vehicle safety study been conducted? 

• How will the entrance and exit points on the steep slopes of Wilson Boulevard and Gillette Drive be 
designed to account for the grade of the hillside? 

• If a three-way stop or signal is installed at either of the north or south entrances to the Pedregal 
development, will vehicles traveling up hill on either Wilson Boulevard or Gillette Drive have the power 
to successfully accelerate from a dead stop? 
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June 13, 2021 
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Recreation: Other than passive open space, the project does not appear to address the park and recreation needs 
of the proposed Ped regal Village. 

e What will be the recreational needs of the future Pedregal residents? 
e Will the EDHCSD's master plan accommodate those needs? 

The RDEIR does not appear to address trail and path opportunities for residents. 
e Are bike/pedestrian paths proposed or conditioned in the Pedregal project? 
e Are the steep slopes of the Pedregal property being considered in the design for pedestrian accessibility 

by the frail or physically challenged? · 

Former Executive Golf Course 

The original developer of El Dorado Hills, Allan Lindsey, set aside this property to be used for open 
space/recreational purposes. He created the El Dorado Hills Executive Golf Course as an amenity to provide the 
corner stone of a quality lifestyle which became the landmark for El Dorado Hills. Not part of the El Dorado Hills 
Specific Plan Area (Serrano Village), the Parker Development Company negotiated to purchase the Executive Golf 
Course from the Mansour Company arguing that the attractiveness of the green, open space area along with the 
quality lifestyle perception the golf course presented to future home buyers was an important marketing amenity 
to be protected. Although the Former Golf Course was later closed, the remaining open space area and potential 
for a park remains of high value to the El Dorado Hills Community. This was emphasized by the over 91% advisory 
vote (Measure E) by El Dorado Hills residents in 2015 who opposed rezoning the Executive Golf Course. 

The Planning Commission received public comments on the CEDHSP at their May 27, 2021 meeting. At that 
meeting, EDHCSD President Noel Mattock made it clear that the district continues to remain interested in 
acquiring the Former Golf Course should the price become more affordable. If rezoning does not occur, it is highly 
likely that the appraised property value will be within the district's ability to purchase this property. 

Biological Resources: Except for the "No Project" alternative, a considerable portion of the project will become 
hardscape which will impact water runoff. 

e What will be the impact of increased water runoff into the Carson Creek /Cosumnes River watershed 
system? 

• How will hazardous waste (e.g., Vehicle motor oil, pesticides, fertilizers, etc.) be prevented from entering 
the watershed system? 

• What will be the impact of the development to the riparian area along the Carson Creek tributary? 

Cultural Resources: Since environmental studies were virtually nonexistent at the time, it is possible that 
construction of the Executive Golf Course in 1962 obscured a variety of cultural resources including prehistoric 
resources from centuries of Native American occupation as well as from early ranching and the former Clarksville 
community. 

• Has there been any attempt to identify and record cultural resources in the Former Executive Golf Course 
property? 

• If cultural resources are discovered, will the developer be conditioned to protect them? 

Land Use: Although the State of California currently requires environmental impacts to address vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), the El Dorado County General Plan also requires that development projects address traffic Level of 
Service (LOS) when considering traffic impact caused or created by new residential development. 

• Will residential and/or commercial development on the Former Executive Golf Course cause traffic LOS in 
El Dorado Hills to remain at or go to Level F? 

e If developing the Former Executive Golf Course will cause LOS/F can traffic somehow be mitigated to a 
lower level of service? 
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Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan 

June 13, 2021 
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• If Country Club Drive were to exit onto Serrano Parkway, do traffic studies address complications that 
require mitigation? 

• What would be the result of extending Country Club Drive from Silva Valley Parkway to Saratoga Way? 
• If Country Club Drive were to connect directly to Saratoga Way via La Borgata, do traffic studies address 

complications that require mitigation? 

Recreation: Neither the El Dorado County General Plan nor the El Dorado Hills Community Services District 
{EDHCSD) Recreation Facilities Master Plan address the additional population's need for services if the CEDHSP is 
approved. The developer does meet the minimum requirements (15 acres) for park space under the California 
Quimby Act in the alternate proposals. 

• Will the EDHCSD's existing Recreation Facilities Master Plan accommodate the recreation and park needs 
of several thousand new residents not anticipated in the original study and resulting document? 

• Is locating a fifteen-acre park adjacent to a major interstate freeway a health hazard to future park 
patrons? 

• Is the proposed trail/path system adequate for current and future residents? 
• Will the proposed trail/path system address connectivity with current and future trails throughout the El 

Dorado Hills Community? 
• Will access from CEDHSP residential development to the El Dorado Hills Town Center by means of a 

pedestrian bridge be a condition of approval for the project? 

The Former Executive Golf Course includes a proposal for considerable open space. 
• What agency or organization will be conditioned to manage the open space area? 
• What public access is planned for the open space in the Former Executive Golf Course as well as other 

open spaces within the CEDHEIR? 
• If access is to open space areas is to exist at all, why is it not designated in either of these plans for the 

Former Executive Golf Course and adjacent property to be developed? 

• Was the Former Executive Golf Course designed by the famous architect Robert Trent Jones, Sr. 7 If yes, 
does that make it singularly unique and of historic value 7 

• The Former Executive Golf Course is almost sixty years old, therefore, should it be considered a 
historical feature and protected as such? 

The El Dorado Hills Community Services District and Parker Development Company met several times in 
negotiations to arrange an opportunity for the district to purchase the ~100-acre Former Executive Golf Course. 
However, with a pending application to change the zoning from Open Space/Recreation {OS/R), the appraisals that 
were obtained were based on "highest and best use" for residential and commercial property making the land 
value far exceed what the purchase price might be for OS/R zoning. 

• Should the County elect to not change the current OS/R zoning, will the assessed value drop to a price 
the district and El Dorado Hills community can afford? 

Other Issues 

On January 13, 2020, the Planning Commission held a much appreciated and well attended public meeting at the 
District Church in El Dorado Hills. The vast majority of the approximately five hundred El Dorado Hills residents 
attending opposed changing the zoning of the Former Executive Golf Course, many expressed concern with level of 
service for traffic potentially generated by the CEDHSP, and several asked a number of questions which do not 
appear to be addressed in this RDEIR. 

• Will the Planning Commission require the RDEIR to be updated to respond to those questions asked at 
the public meeting on January 13, 2020? 

• Who wrote each of the studies to support the RDEIR and what are their qualifications? 

19-1670 Public Comment 
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Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan 

June 13, 2021 
Page 6 of6 

0 Why were residents in Ridgeview, Governors, and Park Village adjacent to this project not notified of the 
application and/or RDEIR in writing? 

0 Should the June 14, 2021 RDEIR comment deadline be extended to allow correction of this oversight? 

Please accept my appreciation for the work that you do on behalf of the residents of El Dorado County and thank 
you for your attention to the concerns voiced in this letter. I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne A. Lowery 

cc: Tiffany Schmid, Planning & Building Director 
Julie Saylor, Clerk to the Planning Commission 
Jon Vegna, Dist. 1 Planning Commissioner 
Cheryl Bly-Chester, Dist. 2 Planning Commissioner 
John Clerci, Dist. 3 Planning Commissioner 
James Williams, Dist. 4 Planning Commissioner 
Amanda Ross, Dist. 5 Planning Commissioner 
John Hidahl, Dist. 1 Supervisor 
George Turnboo, Dist. 2 Supervisor 
Wendy Thomas, Dist. 3 Supervisor 
Lori Parlin, Dist. 4 Supervisor 
Sue Novasel, Dist. 5 Supervisor 
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Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: CEDHSP hearing should be rescheduled re 04- ~ ~ . ?-.,-;;t_ 

1t3 
4/27/22, 5:25 PM 

Fwd: CEDHSP hearing should be rescheduled 
1 message 

Planning Department <plannin~~t.us> 

B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 3:56 PM 
To: Planning@edcgov.us, andy.nevis@edcgov.us, daniel.harkin@edcgov.us, gina.hamilton@edcgov.us, 
john.clerici@edcgov.us, jvegna@edcgov.us, kpayne@edcgov.us 
Cc: bosfive@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, david.livingston@edcgov.us, 
edc.cob@edcgov.us 

Please read through this email chain for the reasons on why the way this CEDHSP planning hearing has been handled is 
very misleading to the public. 

Is this a Formal Planning Commission Hearing or is it a regular planning commission meeting? 

This April 28, 2022 Planning Commission "hearing" for CEDHSP must be continued to another date after much more time 
and notification can go out to the public. 

Thank you, 
Bina Mcconville 

---------- Forwarded message --------­
From: B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 3:23 PM 
Subject: Re: CEDHSP hearing should be rescheduled 
To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> 

Hi Cindy, 

I know you have been answering for John Hidahl. So I am going to take this email conversation as his words being typed 
by you. 

If that is incorrect, could you please tell John Hidahl to communicate his version of whether the April 28, 2022 meeting is 
a regular planning commission meeting and not a formal planning commission hearing as stated in the Agenda for the 
CEDHSP or in the public communication letters that were mailed or the notification in the Mountain Democrat. 

Thanks, 
Bina 

On Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 2:32 PM The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> wrote: 
It is a regular planning commission meeting and they are hearing the CEDHSP project. 

Cindy Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

On Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 2:17 PM B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> wrote: 
· Good afternoon, 

That is still very confusing. Can you please confirm if this is a formal hearing for the CEDHSP project or a regular 
planning meeting. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ ALGkdOxjCSw2VTVOoA Y6An4mUv6QIEDNFRBSrK7 o 1 Pcze _ bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea 7 cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1 /3 
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4/27/22, 5:25 PM Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: CEDHSP hearing should be rescheduled 

Thank you and apologies but I would really like get this ironed out. 
Bina 

· On Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 11 :36 AM The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> wrote: 
Good morning Bina, 

The April 28 planning commission meeting is a regular meeting. Information will be provided but the meeting is not 
informational only so it would not be noticed as such. 

Cindy Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

· CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

; CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

On Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 11:24 AM B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Cindy, 
Thank you for your response. Yes, I was referring to the CEDHSP last-minute updated development agreement 
and all the other documents containing 1 OOOs of pages to be reviewed in such a short time. 

I understand that it was announced at the Hidahl's community council meeting that this (4-28-22 PC meeting) 
would be an informational meeting. However the official PC meeting agenda makes no note of this as being a 
non-deliberating session, it shows this meeting as a formal hearing. The Planning Commission is treating it as a 
formal hearing and so is Parker Dev Co/Serrano Associates. 

Please inform the public and update the PC agenda to reflect that 4-28-22 is an informational session and 
therefore not a formal hearing. I am copying Planning on this email, so they can be aware to update the agenda 
to reflect that the 4-28-22 meeting is an information sharing session. 

Let's clarify this for everyone. 

Thank you! 
Bina 

On Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 10:04 AM The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> wrote: 
Good morning Bina, 

You did not state which documents you are referring to, but I am assuming you are talking about the CEDHSP 
development agreement. 

April 28th has always been a scheduled planning commission date. At Supervisor Hidahl's April 4th El Dorado 
Hills Community Council meeting he discussed the two planning commission meeting dates which will feature 
the CEDHSP, which were on April 28 and May 12. To view the meeting please go to: https://youtu.be/ 
FKUNqRgSzOU. Minutes are attached. Planning commission meetings are not finalized until the agenda is 
posted. 

4 of the 5 current planning commissioners were not on the commission when CEDHSP was heard at District 
Church. Both EDC staff and the applicant will be providing updated information on the project at the April 28 
meeting. All are welcome to attend and participate. Deliberations on CEDHSP are supposed to happen at the 
May 12 planning commission meeting, but the meeting date will not be finalized until the agenda is posted. 

Cindy Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

! Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOxjCSw2VTVOoAY6An4mUv6QIEDNFRBSrK7o1 Pcze_bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt. .. 2/3 
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4/27/22, 5:25 PM Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: CEDHSP hearing should be rescheduled 

On Tue, Apr 26, 2022 at 10:33 PM B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> wrote: 
The above mentioned document was just updated on Tuesday, April 26, 2022 in the afternoon at 1 :30 pm, 2 
days prior to the formal Planning Commission Hearing. Less than 1.5 days is not enough time to go over 
these documents completely. This hearing needs to be rescheduled for the public in EDH at a bigger venue 
and at a later time so the working residents of EDH can attend. 

· Please also give an explanation why everything around this CEDHSP is being conducted in an extremely 
formal manner, when Mr Hidahl and Mr Vegna have stated that this April 28, 2022 hearing is only an 
informational session for the new Planning Staff and Commissioners. Why is there absolutely no mention of 
another hearing date on the formal documents? Why is this April 28, 2022 hearing already published in the 
Mountain Democrat if it is only for informational purposes? Please be truthful and transparent to the public. 
The information being provided is misleading and confusing for everyone. This April 28th hearing should be 
officially labeled as an informational session for new planning folks. 

Thank you, 
Bina Mcconville 

WARNING: This email and any attachments may contain private, confidential, 
and privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized 
review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments) by other than the 
intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies of 
this email and any attachments. 

WARNING: This email and any attachments may contain private, confidential, and privileged 
material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized review, copying, or 
distribution of this email (or any attachments) by other than the intended recipient is strictly 
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and 
permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any attachments. 

WARNING: This email and any attachments may contain private, confidential, and privileged 
· material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized review, copying, or 

distribution of this email (or any attachments) by other than the intended recipient is strictly 
. prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and 

permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any attachments. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOxjCSw2VTVOoAY6An4mUv6QIEDNFRBSrK7o1Pcze_bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 3/3 
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4/27/22, 4:46 PM 

Fwd: April 28 meeting re. CEDHSP 
1 message 

The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> 
To: Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Cindy Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

---------- Forwarded message --------­
From: garth hoffmann <garthh@att.net> 
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 3:22 PM 
Subject: April 28 meeting re. CEDHSP 

Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: April 28 meeting re. CEDHSP 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 4:03 PM 

To: jvegna@edcgov.us <jvegna@edcgov.us>, kpayne@edcgov.us <kpayne@edcgov.us>, john.clerici@edcgov.us 
<john.clerici@edcgov.us>, Andy.nevis@edcgov.us <Andy.nevis@edcgov.us>, daniel.harkin@edcgov.us 
<daniel.harkin@edcgov.us> 
Cc: bosone@edcgov.us <bosone@edcgov.us> 

Dear Planning commission members, 
I want to express my view re. the matter you are reviewing at your April 28 meeting. I intended to 
show up and address you in person, but my job requirement preclude that. My wife and I have 
been living in EDH for the past 19 years, so we have seen the community grow dramatically. That 
is to be expected. However, approval of the rezoning of the Old Executive Golf course to 
accomodate high density housing is not only outrageously wrong, it would be devastating to the 
community. 
I know you are all aware of the referendum that received a 91 % plurality regarding NOT rezoning 
this open space. You all know the many reasons not to allow high density housing be built in this 
space. One of the most obvious questions - as we are about to face a summer of water rationing, 
is where is the water coming from to support these new homes? So many others have already 
provided all the reasons not to rezone. The only question really is why in the world would you vote 
to do it? 
I hope both you and the Board of Supervisors will consider the negatives far outweigh any potential 
positive, from t\he voters perspective. I will pay close attention to the outcome of your meeting 
tomorrow, and to the outcome when the Board of Supervisors may vote on the issues of approval. 
Thank you for taking the time to read this. 
Sincerely, 

Garth Hoffmann 
6089 Southerness Dr. 
El Dorado Hills, Ca. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOxjCSw2VTVOoAY6An4mUv6QIEDNFRBSrK7o1Pcze_bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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4/27/22, 4:47 PM Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: CEDHSP 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Fwd:CEDHSP 
1 message 

The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> 
To: Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Cindy Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

---------- Forwarded message --------­
From: abby taffy <abbytaffy@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 3:33 PM 
Subject: CEDHSP 

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 4:07 PM 

To: <jvegna@edcgov.us>, <kpayne@edcgov.us>, <john.clerici@edcgov.us>, <andy.nevis@edcgov.us>, 
<daniel.harkin@edcgov.us>, <bosone@edcgov.us>, <bostwo@edcgov.us>, <bosthree@edcgov.us>, 
<bosfour@edcgov.us>, <bosfive@edcgov.us>, <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

My husband and I have lived here for over 32 years. We raised our 3 children here. It was a very enjoyable place to 
live. 
As time has gone on, the rapid growth and lack of care of open spaces has diminished the area's appeal. The animals 
have very little left here to escape 
human infringement on them. 
As a voter, I cannot believe we have to fight this development issue again. We VOTED IT DOWN and yet money appears 
to matter more than a good quality of life for the humans and animals. 
Also where is the water going to come from? Our water and electric bills keep going up, 
In Addition, the traffic on our roadways have become very busy. 
How can you even contemplate canceling open spaces and add more housing when this area has lost so much already? 
Please do not add to developer's riches while decreasing the quality of life for the rest of us. 

Thank you for your attention 

Ann Smith 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ ALGkd0xjCSw2VTVOoA Y6An4mUv6QIEDNFR8SrK7 o 1 Pcze _bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea 7 cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1 /1 
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4/27/22, 5:02 PM 

Public Hearing 
1 message 

Scott Clark <scottc4950@gmail.com> 
To: planning@edcgov.us 

Edcgov.us Mail - Public Hearing 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 4:08 PM 

I am against the new developments in El Dorado Hills as well as any rezoning that would permit them or any other new 
developments in El Dorado Hills. The voters have opposed such development multiple times by a wide margin of around 
90%. Therefore you should already know the will of the people are opposed to this and any other further developments. 
Yet I expect that you will go against the people that live in this area and approve this anyway. Traffic is already bad and 
this will of course only make it much worse. So will you go with the money from the developers or the overwhelming 
majority of the people who you are supposed to represent that are against this development ? Scott Clark, resident of El 
Dorado Hills 

Sent from my iPhone 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ ALGkd0xjCSw2VTVOoAY6An4mUv6QIEDNFRB8rK7 o 1 Pcze _ bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea 7 cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1 /1 
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4/27/22, 5:05 PM 

No re-zone 
1 message 

karmcat@gmail.com <karmcat@gmail.com> 
To: planning@edcgov.us 

No re-zone. Keep the open space. Parks not Parker. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Edcgov.us Mail - No re-zone 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 5:02 PM 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOxjCSw2VTVOoAY6An4mUv6QIEDNFRBSrK7o1Pcze_bJExJ9/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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4/28/22, 7:41 AM Edcgov.us Mail - CEDHSP No Rezone 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

CEDHSP No Rezone 
1 message 

greatkazoo (null) <greatkazoo@aol.com> Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 8:19 PM 
To: planning@edcgov.us, jvegna@edcgov.us, kpayne@edcgov.us, john.clerici@edcgov.us, andy.nevis@edcgov.us, 
daniel.harkin@edcgov.us 

t9 Planning Committee No Rezone-2.pdf 
43K 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOyWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJ186A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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April 26, 2022 

planning@edcgov.us 
jvegna@edcgov.us 

kpayne@edcgov.us 
john.clerici@edcgov.us 
andy.nevis@edcgov.us 
danie Lharkin@edcgov.us 

Dear Members of the County of El Dorado Planning Commission: 

My family and I have been homeowners in El Dorado Hills since October 2000. We are greatly 
opposed to the rezone of the El Dorado Hills Golf Course. This space has always been zoned for 
open space/open use. The county General Plan should be followed and our open space should be 
protected and preserved. There are many reasons to vote NO REZONE on this issue. 

A few highlights for your consideration in voting NO REZONE: 

1. A Measure E Advisory Vote resulted in 91 % of El Dorado Hills voters returning a NO 
REZONE of the EDH Executive Golf Course on November 3, 2015. 

2. There will be an increase in traffic flow at all points caused by this rezone that would impact 
not only the center of El Dorado Hills but the entire community. 

3. Having a park next to Highway 50 seems too little and too close to increased emissions. 

4. There are already 9,400 homes in the planning stages in EDH so why concentrate more 
congestion in the heart of EDH. 

5. Water use will increase by the build-out of all current projects and an added burden will be 
leveled if another 1,000 units are approved. EDH has experienced water rationing in recent years 
so any projections are only guesses. Once all current projects are built, the reality would be 
known as to the EID capabilities to provide service to all EDH customers. 

6. Perhaps Parker Development should build out the 135 units in Serrano that are already 
approved rather than exchange them as the Serrano area is not accessible or easily utilized by the 
community for quality open space. 

7. This site is zoned "Open Space Recreational" and is the most suitable location for any of these 
uses: a multi-recreational facility, a community center, play parks, regional park, sports fields, 
trails, tennis courts and quality open space. 

19-1670 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 04-28-22



This project is not fiscally viable without imposing additional taxes. Why would you approve a 
project that would destroy the beauty of El Dorado Hills and that is projected to lose money at 
inception and into perpetuity? There are other alternatives that would be much more appealing to 
the residents and to El Dorado Hills proper and could provide revenue to the County that it 
needs. 

We kindly request that you please vote NO to the development rezone of the El Dorado Hills 
Golf Course and El Dorado Hills Blvd area, and instead preserve the unique character of EI 
Dorado Hills, the gateway to El Dorado County. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Mike and Heather LaMont 

El Dorado Hills residents since 2000 
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4/28/22, 7:39 AM Edcgov.us Mail - CEDHSP 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

CEDHSP 
1 message 

Cindy Carpenter <cindysstuff@sbcglobal.net> Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 8:06 PM 
To: "planning@edcgov.us" <planning@edcgov.us>, "jvegna@edcgov.us" <jvegna@edcgov.us>, "kpayne@edcgov.us" 
<kpayne@edcgov.us>, "john.clerici@edcgov.us" <john.clerici@edcgov.us>, "andy.nevis@edcgov.us" 
<andy.nevis@edcgov.us>, "bostwo@edcgov.us" <bostwo@edcgov.us>, "bosthree@edcgov.us" <bosthree@edcgov.us>, 
"bosfour@edcgov.us" <bosfour@edcgov.us>, "bosfive@edcgov.us" <bosfive@edcgov.us>, "edc.cob@edcgov.us" 
<edc.cob@edcgov.us>, "daniel.harkin@edcgov.us" <daniel.harkin@edcgov.us> 

Please, do NOT approve Parker's plans for the golf course rezone. The residents of EDH have 
overwhelmingly indicated, time and time again, that they do NOT support the rezone. Parker must keep 
this plot as recreation/open space as that determination is legally binding. Thank you for voting the way 
the people who elected you WANT you to vote: say no. 
Cindy Carpenter 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOyWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJl86A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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4/28/22, 7:43 AM Edcgov.us Mail - NO REZONE in EDH on CEDHSP 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

?,. 

NO REZONE in EDH on CEDHSP 
1 message 

Colin Dillon <brochdillon@yahoo.com> Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 9:24 PM 
To: bosone@edcgov.us, planning@edcgov.us, jvegna@edcgov.us, kpayne@edcgov.us, john.clerici@edcgov.us, 
andy.nevis@edcgov.us, daniel.harkin@edcgov.us 
Cc: Colin <brochdillon@yahoo.com>, bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, 
bosfive@edcgov.us, edc.cob@edcgov.us 

There are numerous reasons to vote NO REZONE in EDH on CEDHSP. 

You must be aware that over 5,300 citizens of El Dorado Hills have signed a petition to HALT the unnecessary growth of 
El Dorado Hills just to please the pocketbooks of Parker Development. 

You must also be aware of the Jan. 13th, 2020 meeting at District Church in EDH, where over 500 local folks got 
together to unanimously voice their opinions CLEARLY to the planning board and some of the supervisors, and people 
from Parker Development. 

You must also be aware of an ADVISORY Vote in 2015 that went to ballot where over 91 % of those voting, 
voted AGAINST THE REZONE. 

You must be aware that the property in question is at the gatewaY. entrance to El Dorado Hills and represents WHY 
PEOPLE MOVED HERE in the first place!! To get away from the congested urban areas of Sacramento and also Silicon 
Valley. They moved here for the quality of life, the relaxing environment with trees and green hills. 

You must be aware that they are currently building over 10,000 new homes in Folsom just a couple miles down the road. 
The conversation about providing "affordable housing" within El Dorado Hills is ridiculous because nothing in El Dorado 
Hills will be less than Folsom - which is less than five miles away. (Think - would Beverly Hills build some low-income 
housing in the middle of their town? No, but there are communities nearby that ARE less expensive.) 

You must be aware that it is currently zoned as "Open Space Recreation" and should remain so in the heart of El Dorado 
Hills. If they want to build a small nine-hole golf course, or put in bike paths, a par course, some sports fields, tennis 
courts, trails, or even a community theater or multi-use center. Currently, there isn't any CULTURAL contribution to the 
people in EDH. 

You must be aware that our one local high school is already impacted and we already need to send students to schools 
in Shingle Springs and Rescue. There are many areas of the community that are VERY upset about this. In addition, the 
area they are looking to build is very close to the school, so those "new" people would get priority on schools and the 
school boundaries would have to be trimmed back even farther!! 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOyWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJ186A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt. .. 1/2 
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4/28/22, 7:43 AM Edcgov.us Mail - NO REZONE in EDH on CEDHSP 

You must be aware that they are offering a small park next to the freeway where all the exhaust from the freeway is as a 
way to appease the citizens if they should lose the open space. 

You must be aware that the traffic between El Dorado Hills Blvd and Silva Valley Parkway off Harvard next to the High 
School and Rolling Hills Middle School is already WAY overpacked with traffic at certain hours of the day and there 
literally is no adequate parking on the campuses or in front of them. Some kids are having to park one quarter mile away 
as it is!! 

You must be aware that there are already tons of empty lots scattered throughout El Dorado Hills that are already 
marked for future residential buildings - and there are numerous active construction sites currently already in the 
community. 

You must be aware that we are in the third year of one of the worst droughts in California history! Building 1,000 more 
homes - you think that will force us into rationing? Why not let the current projected homes be built, then see how the 
water rationing goes in a couple of years!? Let's not BLINDLY go forward without knowing the resources will be available. 
This is already happening in many cities in California including wealthy cities like Los Gatos - rationing water ... while 
building numerous new homes. 

You must know the applicant already has the approval to build out any of the 135 units in Serrano rather than exchange 
it trying to confuse the community, knowing that it encompasses "Asbestos Ridge" which is a less than ideal area to build, 
or have a public park for that matter. 

Finally, you must know that the temperature in El Dorado Hills can get up to 105 degrees and even 108 degrees in the 
summer. Everyone knows that trees and green grass help with pollution and lowering the temperature. Building roads and 
1,000 homes and bringing in 1,000+ more cars certainly will result in even higher temperatures for our community, this is 
a proven fact. 

KNOWING THIS, why, would anyone approve a project that would destroy the beauty of El Dorado Hills and that is 
projected to lose money at inception and into perpetuity? There are other alternatives that would be much more 
appealing to the residents and to El Dorado Hills proper and could provide revenue to the County that it needs. 

We kindly request that you please vote NO REZONE on this in order to preserve the original protections for this prime 
quality "Open Space Recreation" in the heart of El Dorado Hills for our current and future generations of El Dorado 
County kids. 

Thank You for Your Thoughtful Consideration, 

https:!/mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOyWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJl86A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 2/2 
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4/28/22, 7:44 AM Edcgov.us Mail - Stop the Rezone of golf course 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

------·-···----·--------·----·------·---.. ---·-------·-----·---·----------·---------

Stop the Rezone of golf course 
1 message 

Colin Dillon <brochdillon@yahoo.com> 
To: planning@edcgov.us 

Stop the Rezone!! 

John Dillon 
1020 Geneva Court 
EDH 

·-------------·---·-- ·---
Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 9:35 PM 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkd0yWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJ186A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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4/28/22, 7:46 AM Edcgov.us Mail - NO REZONE IN EDH!!!!!! 

NO REZONE IN EDH!!!!!! 
1 message 

AJ Arjil <ajarjil 11@gmail.com> 
To: planning@edcgov.us 

DO THE RIGHT THING AND VOTE NO TO EDH REZONE!!!!! 

Sent from my iPhone 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 10:43 PM 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/ALGkdOyWhziHDYMyEOOeJRu61MP4NUkAX9d3CPrehJl86A33TGz8/u/O/?ik=c5aea7cbc3&view=pt&search=all&permt... 1/1 
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Fwd: Stop the Rezone!!! CEDHSP 
1 message 

The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> 
To: Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Cindy·Munt 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

---------- Forwarded message---------
From: Colin Dillon <brochdillon@yahoo.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2022 at 9:33 PM 
Subject: Stop the Rezone!!! CEDHSP 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Thu, Apr 28, 2022 at 8:00 AM 

To: <jvegna@edcgov.us>, <bosone@edcgov.us>, <bostwo@edcgov.us>, <bosthree@edcgov.us>, 
<bosfour@edcgov.us>, <bosfive@edcgov.u> 
Cc: <jvegna@edcgov.us>, <kpayne@edcgov.us>, <john.clerici@edcgov.us>, <andy.nevis@edcgov.us>, 
<daniel.harkin@edcgov.us>, <dorado _ oaks@edcgov.us> 

I am a long-time resident of El Dorado Hills and, along with most El Dorado Hills residents, am vehemently opposed to 
Parker's CEDHSP. 

On March 8, 2022, Attorney Marsha A. Burch sent a letter to Gina Hamilton of the Planning and Building Department on 
behalf of the Open Space El Dorado Hills group. In her letter, she pointed out numerous flaws in Parker's CEDHSP. The 
plan does not meet CEQA requirements; it does not address deficiencies identified in past DEIR submissions and forces 
!he county to deal with in_consistencies with the general plan. The responsibility of the developer. 

The CEDHSP also proposes a breach of the Serrano CC&Rs, a DRE-approved contract between the Parker Organization 
and over 4500 Serrano homeowners. 

The DEIR must be rejected and sent back to the developer. They must continue to revise their plan until it falls within 
the existing zoning, building, and CEQA guidelines. EHD residents expect nothing less. 

I have attached a copy of Marsha's letter for your review. 

The following is a brief history of the CEDHSP from an El Dorado Hills resident's perspective. 

The Parker organization has met with opposition from the public since the plan's introduction. In 2015 the El Dorado Hills 
CSD put Measure "E" on the ballot, asking voters for their level of support for the project. Over 91 % of those who 
voted REJECTED the Rian! 

A little over two years ago, the El Dorado County Planning Commission held a public meeting at the District Church in El 
Dorado Hills. The meeting goal was to allow Parker Development to present its CEDHSP to the public. Over 500 · 
residents attended. 

After that presentation, the public was allowed to respond. Attendees were permitted three minutes each to voice their 
opinions. The responses lasted for more than two and one-half hours. Not one respondent spoke in favor of the Parker 
plan! Kirk Bone's face got redder and redder as the comments progressed. I thought he was going to have a coronary on 
the spot. 19-1670 Public Comment 
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Our group of residents formed the Open Space El Dorado Hills group, a revision of the Parks Not Parker effort. Our 
QP-enSRaceEDH.org website provides supporters with information about the CEDHSP and includes a petition against it. 
Residents who oppose the plan may sign the petition, which generates emails to county supervisors and planning 
commissioners informing those officials of our opposition. We have amassed over 5300 signatures to date. 

It must be evident to every commissioner that the voters of El Dorado Hills DO NOT WANT the CEDHSP plan to proceed. 

Any property owner may build on land they own, as long as they do so within zoning and building limitations. However, we 
should NOT allow anyone to buy land zoned open space and then permit them to pressure the county to change the 
zoning, allowing multi-story apartment buildings and condos where open fields and oak trees once existed. There also 
must be limits to the number of homes a developer can put in an already crowded area. 

The Park~r organization ignores public opposition. Their rE;lpresentatives continue to exert pressure on our s_upervisors 
and our county officials charged with managing development and growth in El Dorado County. 

The CEDHSP will turn El Dorado Hills into Rancho Cordova East. We ask that you REJECT their Rezoning request and 
retain the county General Plan zoning. 

PLEASE, STOP THE REZONE. 

John C Dillon 

1020 Geneva Ct 

EL Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
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Fwd: Rezone attempt by parker Development 
1 message 

The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us> 
To: Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

CindyMunt · 
Assistant to Supervisor John Hidahl, District 1 

Board of Supervisors, County of El Dorado 

Phone: (530) 621-5650 

CLICK HERE to follow Supervisor Hidahl on Facebook 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl's web page 

CLICK HERE to visit Supervisor Hidahl on Nextdoor 

---------- Forwarded message --------­
From: <lyle.lrc@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 28, 2022 at 9:03 AM 
Subject: Rezone attempt by parker Development 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

Thu, Apr 28, 2022 at 9:28 AM 

To: <bosone@edcgov.us>, <bostwo@edcgov.us>, <bosthree@edcgov.us>, <bosfour@edcgov.us>, 
<bosfive@edcgov.us> 

Board Members, 

As a resident of EDH for 16 years, I am writing to voice my opposition to Parker Development's CEDHSP. 
The county General Plan should be followed and our open space should be preserved. People have a right to 
develop their land but residents also have a right to open space. We aren't asking to stop all development, we 
are simply asking to preserve our designated open space for future generations. 

We elected a supervisor, John Hidahl, who ran on the promise that he would preserve open space. 
Specifically, he promised to vote to make sure the old golf course would remain as open space. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Hidahl has not spoken out against the rezone recently and it's widely believed that he will 
vote to rezone this land. People in this town are entirely disgusted with the politics at play between Parker 
Development and John Hidahl. I urge all involved to look at the facts and put politics aside. Please, preserve 
the entrance to our beautiful community as open space. We don't want 1000 homes to replace designated 
open space. Follow the General Plan and leave politics aside. 

Even though my kids have grown up here and have now moved away, my grandkids may not enjoy the open 
space spoken of in this letter. But someone that got involved before I moved to EDH helped to shape the 
General Plan. I am indebted to them as I have been the beneficiary of their work since I raised my kids here. 
I hope others will benefit from the efforts I have made to preserve the golf course as open space. You are 
also in a position to help and I hope that you will make the proper recommendations. 

Lyle R. Cunningham 

4314 Rimini Way, EDH, CA 95762 
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Public Comment 
1 message 

Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us> 

B EDH <95762edh@gmail.com> Thu, Apr 28, 2022 at 2:55 PM 
To: Planning@edcgov.us, andy.nevis@edcgov.us, daniel.harkin@edcgov.us, john.clerici@edcgov.us, jvegna@edcgov.us, 
kpayne@edcgov.us 

Providing clarification to planning commissions response to Sue Taylor's public comment. 

Please look at the Agenda. It says staff recommends ..... 

Please correct your (Planning Commission) response. 

Thank you, 
Bina 
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