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Charlene Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>

Public Comment_Alto DA_ 4/24/14 Planning Commission agenda item 7 (14-
0584)

John & Kelley <bugginu@sbcglobal.net> Tue, Apr 22, 2014 at 10:42 PM
To: bosfour@edcgov.us
Cc: Char Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>, Brian Shinault <brian.shinault@edcgov.us>, Dave Pratt
<dave.pratt@edcgov.us>, Tom Heflin <tom.heflin@edcgov.us>, Walter Mathews <walter.mathews@edcgov.us>, Rich
Stewart <rich.stewart@edcgov.us>, Roger Trout <roger.trout@edcgov.us>

Planning Commission, 

Please submit this letter for public comment. 

What does $30,000.00 buy in El Dorado County? We will soon find out. 

We are unable to attend the planning commission on this topic. We met with Mr. Neesham on 4/17/14 and our
questions were not answered to our communities satisfaction. This Development agreement is not “boiler plate”
by any means and is actively trying to circumvent the pending initiatives and political climate of El Dorado
County. 

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED BASED ON CHANGES THAT HAVE
OCCURRED SINCE THIS MAP WAS APPROVED: 

Oak Tree Woodlands Lawsuit
Traffic Impacts - Green Valley Road Corridor traffic study. LOF F intersection at Salmon Falls Rd/Green
Valley Rd and El Dorado Hills Blvd and Francisco.
A development agreement is a discretionary document. By law it requires CEQA evaluation against
current standards. 

Tower Lane Properties v. City of Los Angeles(2nd Dist. 2014) __ Cal.App.4th ___,

Case No. B244092, a (1) CEQA applies to discretionary approvals.

By approving this Development Agreement you are removing all future flexibility and control from the county. 

This development agreement will prevent the county from compliance with future laws and area changes. 

The sole purpose of the development agreement is to avoid future law compliance in exchange for the $30,000.00

investment.  

This development agreement would create an Island of other projects untouchable by the county. (La Canada,

Diamante, Malcolm Dixon)

This developer has had the ability to develop the property all along. It was a choice for them to delay. The

road complexity should not be a scape goat to be exploited. 

This development agreement offers no public benefit.
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This map is getting ready to expire. There are significant changes that have occurred in the County since this
map was approved. We strongly believe that the map as drawn is not compliant with planning and zoning
standards in effect at the time of the extension application. This development agreement is trying to lock in
decisions from 2009 rather than going through the normal discretionary process.  HOWEVER, a Development
agreement is a discretionary process and therefore would be subject to CEQA. In order to be compliant with
CEQA law the county can not ignore environmental changes that have happened in the vicinity of the project.
$30,000 would be much better spent to re-evaluate the project and see if it is still CEQA compliant.

This project was approved in 2009 with a tentative map for three years.
They have had 2 mandated 2 year extensions. Courtesy of AB 116 which states:

AB 116, Chap. 62 Stats. 2013. For tentative maps initially approved prior to the cutoff date, the subdivider must

file an application at least 90 days prior to the map expiration. If the local agency determines that the map is

consistent with the planning and zoning standards in effect at the time of the extension application, the local

agency must grant an extension of 24 months. If the tentative map is not consistent with the new standards, then

the agency may deny or conditionally approve the extension for up to twenty four months.

Their current map expires in 2016 when they would have to apply for the first discretionary approval

30,000 dollars for anything other than environmental analysis is an insignificant drop in the bucket and hardly
constitutes community benefit. Especially when those dollars are not guaranteed to stay within the region that
this development will impact. 

Of grave concern is:

Staff analysis: “due to the complexity of developing the road circulation element required for the subdivision
additional time is needed."
The county and applicant knew the risk for the road circulation element required for the subdivision. The county
and the applicant DEVELOPED the road circulation. It was a bad idea then and it remains a bad idea. Traffic is a
major element that needs to be re-evaluated on a cumulative level. 

Sections 3.02 Initiatives and Referendums - This paragraph is is actively trying to circumvent the pending
initiatives. Given the current environmental concerns of traffic and water this project needs to be able to stand on
it own merits or be re-reviewed. 

 Section 3.11 (p16/44) states that the developer "in its sole and absolute discretion may terminate this
Agreement”with written notice. A DA typically requires dissolution by both parties. 

Most development agreements can be dissolved upon mutual agreement of both parties, yet this Alto
agreement says that if they do not want it, that Alto can dissolve it. You can’t have protection, guarantees
and control all in the same document.  The county needs to ask what is in it for El Dorado County and its
residents?

Please do not approve a development agreement, giving away county control,
based on environmental studies that are outdated and non-cummulative. Let the
project come up for its regularly scheduled discretionary review. Do not
set precedent for this entire hillside. 

John & Kelley Garcia
Ell Dorado Hills CA 
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