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Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>

Fwd: Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA
ZOU) FEIR
1 message

Char Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>
To: Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>

Wed, Aug 26, 2015 at 3:46 PM

-------- Forwarded message ------
From: David Defanti <david.defanti@edcgov.us>
Date: Wed, Aug 26,2015 at 3:36 PM
Subject: Fwd: Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) FEIR
To: Char Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>

Sent from my phone...please excuse any typos.

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Feliciano, Florigna G@DOT" <florigna.feliciano@dot.ca.gov>
To: "s hawna.purvines@edcgov.us" <shawna.purvines@edcgov.us>
Cc: "Flournoy, Marlon A@DOT" <marlon.flournoy@dot.ca.gov>, "sscherzinger@edctc.org"
<sscherzinger@edctc.org>, "david.defanti@edcgov.us" <david.defanti@edcgov.us>
Subject: Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU)
FEIR

Dear Ms. Purvines,

Please replace our previous comment letter from August 17, 2015 with the attached comment
letter for the TGPA-ZOU FEIR.

Also, please let me know if you have any questions.

Best regards,

https:/Imail.google.com/mail/ulOl?ui=2&ik=da55f4e1b7&view=pt&search= inbox&th= 14f6c31d89d5193d&siml=14f6c31d89d5193d 1'2
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Char Tim
Clerk of the Planning Commission

Assistant to Roger Trout
Development Services Division Director

County of EI Dorado
Community Development Agency
Development Services Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
(530) 621-5351 I FAX (530) 642-0508
charlene. tim@edcgov.us

3 attachments
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~ Caltrans_TGPA-FEIR Comment Letter.pdf
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District 3 Division of Planning and Local Assistance

Office of Transportation Planning - South

2379 Gateway Oaks Dr., Suite 150, MS-19

Sacramento, CA 95833

Phone: 916.274.0639 or 530.741.5455

t1origna.feliciano@dot.ca.goY

www.dot.ca.goY
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-eALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3 - SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, STE 150 - MS 19
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
PHONE (916) 274-0635
FAX (916)263-1796
TTY 711

August 26, 2015

Ms. Shawna Purvines
Long Range Planning
El Dorado County
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C
Placerville, CA 95672

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor

Serious drought.
Help save water!

0320l5-ELD-0027
03-ELD-VARIPM Various
SCH# 2012052074

Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) - Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)

Dear Ms. Purvines:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) for EI Dorado County's Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning
Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU). Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. We also
appreciate the County meeting with us to discuss this project on April 1, 2015, and for its responses
to our comment letter on the Partially Recirculated EIR (PRDEIR) submitted on May 5, 2015. This
letter replaces the comments Caltrans District 3 Planning sent on August 17,2015. Caltrans' new
mission, vision, and goals signal a modernization of our approach to California's transportation
system. We review this FEIR for impacts to the State Highway System in keeping with our mission,
vision and goals for sustainability/livability/economy, and safety/health. We provide these comments
consistent with the State's smart mobility goals that support a vibrant economy, and build
communities, not sprawl.

The project proposes amendments to existing policies and regulations and establishes new policies
and regulations regarding land use and transportation within' the unincorporated parts ofEl Dorado
County. Several proposed policy changes associated with the project may influence future
development throughout the County, including the consideration of increasing allowed densities in
the residential component of a mixed use project on commercial land in conformance with Senate
Bill (SB) 375 - the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of2008.

Caltrans acknowledges that the FEIR addressed several of our comments and we appreciate the
County's willingness to work with us to address our concerns. Most of the comments we had.
provided for the PDEIR were fully or partially addressed; however, there is one outstanding concern

"Provide a safe. sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
10 enhance California's economy and livability "
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as previously stated in our TGPA-ZOU-PRDEIR comment letter (see Attachment 1: Caltrans
Comment letter dated May 5, 2015, and FEIR Chapter 9, Letter S-Recirc-3-7 for the County's
response). Our concern is regarding the level of service (LOS) analysis for the future scenarios,
which we believe underestimates future traffic conditions on US 50.

While the response to our comment addresses some of our concerns about Scenario 6 (Cumulative
Conditions in 2035), Caltrans still disagrees with the future LOS on US 50 projected for Scenario 2
(Project 2035 Impact) and Scenario 5 (2035 Baseline). In Scenarios 2 and 5, the analysis in the FEIR
suggests US 50 will operate at acceptable levels of service with 2035 land use build out and without
any roadway improvements. Based on the expected number of residential units and locations ofjob
centers within the region, we believe that land use build out in year 2035 without any roadway
improvements will detrimentally effect travel on US 50, and we believe that roadway improvements,
some ofwhich are described in Scenario 6, are essential to maintaining acceptable levels of service
on US 50.

We suggest this comment be addressed so that projected conditions on US 50 are fully and
accurately disclosed.

Please provide our office with copies of any further actions regarding this project.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require additional information, please
contact Florigna Feliciano, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator at (916) 274-0635 or by email at
florigna.feliciano@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

MARLON FLOU OY
Deputy District Director
Planning and Local Assistance

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
Sharon Scherzinger, Executive Director, EDCTC

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California's economy and livability"
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Attachment 1:

Dl~PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAnON
DISTRICT 3 - SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, STE 150 -MS 19
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
PHONE (916) 274-0635
FAX (916)263-1796
TTY 711

May5,2015

Ms. Shawna Purvines
Long Range Planning
El Dorado County
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C
Placerville,CA 95672

Heipsave

032015~ELD-0008

03-ELD Various/PMVarious
SCH#2012052074

Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update (TGP A-ZOU) - Partially
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR)

Dear Ms.Purvines:

Thankyou for including the CaliforniaDepartment ofTransporiation (Caltrans) in the review process
for the County of El DoradoTargetedGeneral Plan Amendmentand Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA
ZOU) PRDEIR. We also appreciatethe County meeting with us to discuss this project on April 1,2015.
The project proposes amendmentsto existing and regulations and establishes new policies and
regulationsregarding land use and transportationwithin the unincorporated parts efEl Dorado County,
Severalproposed policy changesassociated with the project, includingthe considerationof increasing
alloweddensities in the residentialcomponentof a mixed use projecton commercial land in
conformancewith Senate Bill (8B) 375 the SustainableCommunitiesand Climate ProtectionAct of
2008 may influence future developmentthroughout the County.The followingcomments, based on the
PRDEIR,Concern the analysis and impBcationsof these changes, so that impacts to the State Highway
System (SHS) are disclosed and adequatelymitigated tor, protecting interregional travel throughout the
County,This letter replaces our previous letter from March 16,2015 and Caltrans redacts the prior
letter.

Caltrans' vision, and signal a modernizationof our approach to California's
transportationsystem. We review local development project for impacts to the State Highway
System in keeping with our vision, and goals for sustainability/livability/economy, and
safety/health.We provide these commentsconsistent with the Stale's smart mobility goals that
support a vibrant economy, and build communities, not sprawl.

"Provide (J safe,sustamabte. inlegfattUJ and effiCient tren'JP0rfafi<Jf1 $)fstem
10enhance CafifQrma5eCQ!lomyandttw:JfJility"

"Provide a safe. sustainable. integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California'S economy and livability"
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Ms. Purvines- Long RangePlanning,EI Dorado County
May 5,2015
Page 2

Comments

• 3.9.I Existing Conditions. Table 3.9-1 (Pages 3..9-5. 3..9-6) ~ Table 3..9-1 is missing the "20-Year
Build Level of Service(LOS)" for Segment 6.

• 3.9.2 Environnlental Impacts. Methodsof Analysis.Table3.9-3. Level of ServiceTypicalTraffic
Volumes (Page 3.9-28-3.9-29) - Table 3.9-3 is used to calculatethe LOS values reportedin
Tables 3.9-13, 5.2, and 5.3 (page 3.9-58, 5-12, 5-14). Table 3.9-3 homogenizes Highway
Capacity Manual(HCM) freeway segment inputs, suchas truck percentages,.peak hour factor,
physical geometry, and terrain, which impact LOS calculations.

The conclusions derived from using this methodology contradictthe intent of the table.The
project analysis attempts to make operational and designdeterminations(facility build-out
design and significantlyimpactedlocations) for the State Highway System (SHS) basedon'the
build-outof the proposed project.See Table 3.9-3 note (page 3.9-2.9):

"Note: The planningthresholdsshown in this table are provided for the purposeof assisting in the
identification oflocations where operationalproblemsmayexist and are basedon information
provided in the 20I0 HCMand other industrysources.These values are not appropriatefor making
detailed or final determinations regardingoperational01' designconsiderations.Those determinations
should only be made after a detailed operationalanalysis, consistentwith current HCM procedures,
and/or other designevaluationsare completed."

Caltranssuggests that the LOS calculations for US 50 reported in the PRDEIR be calculated
using the Operational Analysis for Basic Freeway Segments.

• 3.9.2 Environmental Impacts, MethodologySelected for This Analysis (Page 3..9-31) - This
section references the concurrence letter Caltransprovidedto EI Dorado County regardingthe EI
Dorado County Travel Demand Model (EDCTDM)used for the project analysis:

The TOM used to model traffic in the OEIR was revised in response to comments receivedduring
review of the Draft EIR. The County received formal Caltransconcurrenceonthe TOM on
September22, 2014. In its letter, Caltransstates that the TOM conforms to the state-of-practice ill

travel demand modeling,meets overalltraffic assignment validationstandards suggestedby
Caltransand the Federal Highways Administration, and is an appropriate tool for theCounty's
long range planningpurposes.The revised TONIwas re-run for all of thescenarios with the
updated network requested by Caltrans.

Caltrans' concurrence letter solely addresses the base year model, thus only supports the results
of the base year modeL Caltrans did not commenton or review future/cumulative scenario
(2035) TDMs, therefore the future scenariomodels used in this documentdo not have an
associated concurrenceletter from Caltrans. ReferencesteCaltrans' concurrence letter withinthe
PRDEIRshould be limited to the base year model only.

"Providea safe', sustamabte, integratedand efficsen: tmnsportation system
to enhanceCalifornia's economy-and /i\'ohiltO'.o·
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Cal trans suggests the following language be included in theFEIR to clarify the reference.to the
Caltrans' concurrence letter contained in the PROEIR:

Caltranswas not requested to concur with the County's growth forecastand/or model results
stemmingfrom the County's growth forecast, as local land use planningis ontaideof.Caltrans'
responsibility and authority.

Also, note that Caltrans' concurrence letter indicated that there are areas of the base year model
where the trafficassignment outputs do not reflect existing conditions:

Whilethe EDCTDM as a whole is acceptableand meetsvalidation standards,pleasekeep in mind
when usedfor future specific projects, a subarea validation will be necessaryfor approval of
traffic impactstudies.Additionally, some areas of the modelmay exceed validationstandards
and/or generateunexpected outputs, whichwill requirefurther model improvementsand post
processing to achieveacceptable results.

In such cases, the TOM requires calibration and validation to generate verifiable results.

• 3.9.2 Environmental Impacts, Tables 3.9-8 (Page 3.9-39) and 38~12 (page 3.9c44) - Consistent
with the 2014 US 50 CSMP/TCR, the minimum LOSforsegments 5, 6,9, l3and 14 should be
listed as LOS E.

• 3.9.2 Environmental Impacts, Project Impacts, Table 3.9-13 LOS Summary Table (Page 3.9-58)
~ The LOS values reported for the existing conditions scenario differ from expected Values on
US SO. For example, according to PeMS the westbound US 50 segment between EI Dorado Hills
Boulevard/Latrobe Road and the EI Dorado/Sacramento County line, currently operates at LOS
F during the AM peak hour due to the high density of vehicles ort Us. 50 and the
weaving/merging traffic from the EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road on-ramp. Table 3,9
13 indicates that this segment currently operates at LOS C. While the existing LOS of this
segment may change slightly from day to day, reporting the existing LOS as C significantly
underestimates the traffic at this location (as detailed below) and adversely impacts the
reasonableness of the future scenario analysis. Caltrans recommends the existing LOS analysis
for this segment, and any others with lower than expected LOS for US 50, be recalculated using
more appropriate input volumes. Attachment 1 shows existing PeMS volumes (AM peak hour,
Monday-Thursday, spring and fall of2010 and 2012) for the westbound US SO segment between
EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road and the EI Dorado/Sacramento County line. Thedata
shows that the general purpose lane peak hour volume used in the PRDEIR of 2,240 vehicles per
hour (vph) (Segment 2, existing conditions - AM peak hour) is significantly lower than the
reported general purpose lane count peak hour volumes in PeMS. Of the 170 days ofPeMS peak
hour volumes data attached, the PROEIR volume of 2,240 vph is the second lowest count
volume (see attached table). Furthermore, the data for this segment show that the 2035 build-out
projection general purpose lane peak hour volumes are lower than existing PeMS volumes.
Additionally, Attachment 2 shows PeMS volumes from the westbound US 50 detector station
used in the PROEIR (E. of Scott Rd mainline station 316993, March 2010). The data shows that

"Provide-a seve. sustainable, illlegr(lledandei{icielllll'(mSporlaliol1.,,'Slem
to enhance Catifonna's.economy and 1i1'{Jbili(l:""
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the detector operated at 0 percent observed during the reportedcount times. This indicatesthat
no vehicles were counted at this location andtheIisted volumesare estimates derived by PeMS.
Caltrans recommends the County use a general purpose lane peak hour volume 00,200 for this
segment and recalculatethe LOS for the existing conditionsand all other scenarios. Caltrans
would typically choosea higher volume for the peak hour analysis(30th to 200lh highesthour
annually), however in this case choosing a more representative volume(851h percentile) is more
reasonable. Using the above mentioned 3,200 vph will result in an existing LOSD, which is
appropriate for this analysis.

The LOS analysis for the future scenarios, particularlyscenarios 2, 5, and 6 (2035land use build
out), underestimates future traffic conditions on US 50. Whilemost ofthe future LOS analysis
will be correctedand acceptable once the existing.volumesare adjusted to the recommended
volumes above, the impact of the cumulative conditions in 2035 (Scenario 6) on US 50 is
underestimated in this analysis. Table 3.9-13 indicates that this segment will operate at LOSD in
scenarios 2 and 5,andLOS B in scenario 6. These LOS calculationsimply that the 2035 travel
demand on this segmentwill reduceto lower levels than current demand, even with an additional
15,949 residential units included in the 2035 build-out projections as shown in Table 3.9-6
(Scenarios 2 and 6). EI Dorado County is a net exporter ofcommuters, according to 201 1 US
Census data used in the Western El Dorado County Short and Long Range Transit Plan, and
similar commuting trends are expected to continue into the future given existing and future large
Job centers in Sacramento,Rancho Cordova.Folsom, and Roseville, as well as the limited
planned parallel capacity due to development planned around said capacity.

• 5.1 Cumulative Impacts,Table 5.1 Cumulative Projects (Page S-2}- On page 5-2 PRDEIR
states:

TheCounty is currently considering applications fortheapproval of five largeresidential
developments proposed in thewestern portion of thecounty (i.e., Central EI Dorado Hills
Specific Plan, Dixon Ranch, Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan, San Stine, and Village of Marble
Valley Specific 1>la11). These arenotpart ofthe project butarebeing considered inthis
cumulative impact analysis pursuant to CEQA caselaw's interpretation of the phrase 'probable
future projects' "." Thiscumulative impact analysis assumes approval takes theseprojects impacts
into consideration solely inorder to meettheintent of StateCEQA Guidelines.Sectionl S130 for
a worstcasescenario perspective. . . .

While the proposed developments referenced (in addition to the folsom South orus 50 project),
which include a total of 18,050 to 21,340 new residential units, are not part of the project, they
are considered in.thecumulative impact analysis.

Caltrans acknowledges that these projects are not included in this project as it is a Program-level
EIR.However, given the projectedsignificant cumulative impactof these projects (page 5-11),
Caltrans may require that these developments be includedin relevant project-level traffic impact
studies provided by the County in support ofdevelopmentproposals. Furthemtore, this analysis

"Provide a sa/ri" sustainable,integratedand efficienttransponation system
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Planning, EI DoradoCounty

may be a condition of encroachment permitapprovals
necessary to comply withmitigationrequirements.

an encroachment permitis

Additionally, Caltrans requests that the Countypreserve an adequate amountofright-of-v.-ay to
accommodate the ultimate designconfiguration of SHSinterchanges impacted the proposed
developments included in the cumulative impact analysis.

• 5.1.10Transportation and Traffic. ProjectImpacts, Table5-3 Cumulative Significant Impactson
EIDorado County RQadway Segments(Page5-14-5-26) - Bass Lake Road, southof US 50, is
not included in Table5.3 Cumulative Significant Impacts(supercumulative no project).

Pleaseprovideour officewithcopiesof any further actions regarding this project. We would appreciate
the opportunity to review andcommenton any changes relatedto this project.

If you have anyquestions regarding thesecomments or requireadditional information, pleasecontact
EileenCunningham, Intergovernmental ReviewCoordinator, at (916) 274-0639 or by emailat
cileen.ctrnningham@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

~
MARLON FLOURNOY
DeputyDistrictDirector
Planningand LocalAssistance

e: Scott Morgan" StateClearinghouse

'rr(IWaea sq1/!, 81ISIO'l1fJb!". Integrated and ~tJkiel!t transportation system
California's economyand livabJli(I'"
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Atta<;hment1: PelVIS PeakHour Counts
W. of Latrobe Mainline Station 316653
Spring/Fall2010 and.2012 Volumes
7:00 am Monday-Thursday, Noweekends or holidays
NoHOV Lane Volumes
Sorted Highest to Lowest Volume

Hour Flow %
(Veh/Hourl Observed

4/15/20107:00 3348 100
4/22/2010 7:00 3339 100
3/11/20107:00 3330 100
4/19/2010 7:00 3304 100
3/9/20107:00 3298 100
3/1/20107:00 3293 100
3/23/2010 7:00 3275 100
4/8/2010 7:00 3268 100

-
4/6/2010 7:00 3235 92
3/24/20107:00 3233 100
3/16/20107:00 3231 100
4/7/2010 7:00 3214 100
3/8/20107:00 3186 100
4/13/20107:00 3174 100
10/27/20107:00 3169 100
3/17/20107:00 3148 100
3/25/20107:00 3144 100
3/18/2010 7:00 3142 100
10/28/20107:00 3128 100
10/26/20107:00 3105 100
4/21/20107:00 3099 100
5/19/20107:00 3080 100
5/12/2010 7:00 3066 100
9/14/20107:00 3066 100
9/1/20107:00 3064 100
5/17/2010 7:00 3060 100
5/25/20107:00 305Z 100
1O/19/Z010 7:00 3051 100
9/2/2010 7:00 3042 100
9/9/2010 7:00 3038 100

Hour Flow %
(Veh/Hour) Observed

5/15/2012 7:00 3393 100
5/14/2012 7:00 3385 100

5/1/2012 7:00 3362 100
3/6/2012 7:00 3351 100
4/24/2012 7:00 3335 100
3/27/20127:00 3327 100
5/10/2012 7:00 3327 100
4/30/20127:00 3322 100

5/2/Z0127:00 3320 100
5/9/2012 7:00 3317 100
9/5/2012 7:00 3314 100
4/10/2012 7:00 3305 100
4/25/20127:00 3304 100
10/30/20127:00 3295 100
9/27/2012 7:00 3279 100
3/7/2012 7:00 3273 100
3/21/20127:00 3273 100
10/17/20127:00 3273 100
9/6/20127:00 3271 100
3/5/2012 7:00 3264 100
5/8/2012 7:00 3264 100
3/8/2012 7:00 3259 100
4/17/2012 7:00 3257 100
5/3/2012 7:00 3257 100
9/17/20127:00 3255 100
10/4/2012 7:00 3254 100
5/7/2012 7:00 3252 100
3/29/20127:00 3251 100
10/3/20127:00 3247 100
5/17/2012 7:00 3245 100

"Providea safe,sustaillaQIe. integ)'medand efficient transportauonsystem
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Hour Flow %
(Veh/Hour) Observed

9/15/20107:00 3033 100
10/20/20107:00 3032 100
4/12/20107:00 3029 100
10/13/2010 7:00 3029 100
9/8/2010 7:00 3027 100
3/22/2010 7:00 3025 100
9/21/20107:00 3025 100
3/4/2010 7:00 3024 100
3/15/2010 7:00 3022 0
5/18/20107:00 3020 100
10/5/2010 7:00 3001 100
3/3/20107:00 2998 100
9/16/20107:00 2994 100
10/6/2010 7:00 2990 100
3/2/20107:00 2987 100
9/22/2010 7:00 2982 100
10/14/20107:00 2979 100
4/20/20107:00 2968 100
10/7/20107:00 2961 100
5/13/2010 7:00 2960 100
9/23/20107:00 2957 100
10/21/20107:00 2956 100
9/29/20107:00 2955 100
9/7/2010 7:00 2948 100
5/11/20lD 7:00 2947 100
9/13/2010 7:00 2943 100
3/10/20107:00 2934 100
10/12/20107:00 2931 100
5/20/20107:00 2929 100_~

9/27/2010 7:00 2929 100
4/5/20107:00 2923 100
9/20/2010 7:00 2922 100
9/30/20107:00 2916 100
10/25/2010 7:00 2903 100
5/10/2010 7:00 2902 100
10/18/20107:00 2895 100

Hour Flow %
(veh/Hour) Observed

4/19/2012 7:00 3236 100
4/26/2012 7:00 3231 100
10/31/2012 7:00 3229 100
3/22/2012 7:00 3225 100
4/18/2012 7:00 3223 100
4/23/2012 7:00 3223 100
5/21/20127:00 3222 100
5/29/20127:00 3222 100. -
3/20/20127:00 3219 100
4/16/20127:00 3218 100

10/11/10117:00 3113 100
3/12/2011 7:00 3212 100
10/1/1012 7:00 3210 100
9/19/1012 7:00 3208 100
9/20/10127:00 3207 100
10/25/2012 7:00 3207 100
10/15/2012 7:00 3205 100

3/13/20127:00 3202 100
5/22/20127:00 3200 100
10/10/2012 7:00 3193 100
5/23/20127:00 3181 100

9/18/20127:00 3175 100
5/16/2012 7:00 3172 100
9/25/2012 7:00 3168 100
4/11/20127:00 3167 100
9/24/2012 7:00 3165 100

5/30/2012 7:00 3150 100
10/18/2012 7:00 ,3147 100
5/24/2012 7:00 3140 100
9/26/2012 7:00 3137 100
9/13/2012 7:00 3136 100
10/29/20127:00 3129 0
9/10/2012 7:00 3127 100
3/26/2012 7:00 3123 100
10/9/2012 7:00 3121 100
4/9/20127:00 3117 100

"Provide {] safi;snsunnable. integrated andefficiemtransportatton system
toenhance.California's economyandltvabtitty''
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Hour Flow %

(Veh/Hour) Observed

10/4/2010 7:00 2886 100
5/26/20107:00 2875 100
5/24/2010 7:00 2849 33
5/27/20107:00 2794 100
5/5/2010 7:00 2784 100
5/4/20107:00 2762 100
4/29/2010 7:00 2749 100
9/28/20107:00 2739 100
4/28/20107:00 2724 100
4/1/2010 7:00 2723 100
4/27/20107:00 2717 100
3/30/2010 7:00 2707 100
3/29/2010 7:00 2704 100
4/26/2010 7:00 2578 100
5/3/20107:00 2568 100
4/14/20107:00 2500 100
3/31/20107:00 2347 100
5/6/20107:00 1670 96

Hour Flow %
(Veh{Hour) Observed

3/1/2012 7:00 3107 100

3/15/2012 7:00 3104 100

3/19/1012 7:00 3103 100
10/16/2012 7:00 3103 100
10/2/20127:00 30157 100

9/12/20127:00 3074 100

5/31/20127:00 2988 100

9/11/20127:00 2974 100
9/4/20127:00 2972 100

10/22/2012 7:00 2967 100

10/24/2012 7:00 2960 100

3/14/20127:00 2953 100

10/23/2012 7:00 2942 100

4/3/20127:00 2904 100

4/12/2012 '7:00 2881 100

3/28/2012 7:00 2842 100

4/4/2012 7:00 281.1 100

4/5/2012 7:00 2809 100

4/2/20127:00 2798 100

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated ande.U!ciennrallJp0l'tolion .I,'stem
to enhance Catifornia's economy andltvability'
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Ms. Purvines - Long Range Planning, El Dorado County
May 5,2015
Page 9

Attachment 2: PeMS Peak Hour Counts
E.of Scott Mainline Station 316993
March 2010,7:00·7:59 am, Monday-Friday
No weekends or holidays
No HOV lane Volumes

Hour Flow %
(Veh/Hour) Observed

3/1/2010 7:00 2765 0
3/2/20107:00 2561 0
3/3/20107:00 2598 0
3/4/20107:00 2794 0
3/5/20107:00 2522 0
3/8/20107:00 2753 0
3/9/20107:00 2791 0
3/10/20107:00 2730 o
3/11/2010 7:00 2727 0
3/12/20107:00 2466 0
3/15/2010 7:00 1100 0
3/16/2010 7:00 2679 0
3/17/20107:00 2652 0
3/18/20107:00 2653 0
3/19/20107:00 2396 0
3/22/20107:00 2971 0
3/23/2010 7:00 2734 0
3/24/20107:00 2682 0
3/25/2010 7:00 2770 0
3/26/20107:00 2689 0
3/29/20107:00 2354 0
3/30/2010 7.:00 2859 0
3/31/20107:00 2714 0

"Provide a safe, sustainable, inlegmledandefllciell/ lI'()IlS/1QI'IOliOIl system
10 enhance California's economyand IiWibfftly"
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812612015 Edcgov.us Mail - Fwd: PublicCommentLetter for 8-27-15 Planning Commission Meeting 7c <g-al-l~

*a
Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>

Fwd: Public Comment Letter for 8-27-15 Planning Commission Meeting
1 message
~..~~.. ' ._ __ _------------------ ._---
Planning Unknown <planning@edcgov.us> Wed, Aug 26,2015 at 4:54 PM
To: Charlene Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>, Julie Saylor <julie.saylor@edcgov.us>

Please see public comment email

----- Forwarded message ------
From: noreen@landlawbybarnes.com <noreen@landlawbybarnes.com>
Date: Wed, Aug 26, 2015 at 4:43 PM
Subject: Public Comment Letter for 8-27-15 Planning Commission Meeting
To: "planning@edcgov.us" <planning@edcgov.us>

Attached is a Public Comment Letter for Agenda Item #11-0356 for the August 27, 2015
Planning Commission Meeting.

Noreen Patrignani, Legal Assistant

Brigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc.

3262 Penryn Road, Suite 200

Loomis, CA 95650

PH: 916-660-9555

FX: 916-660-9554

EM: noreen@landlawbybarnes.com

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED
AND CANNOT BE FORWARDED BY THE RECIPIENT TO ANY OTHER PARTY WITHOUT THE PRIOR CONSENT OF
THE SENDER. The information is intended only for the individual(s) to whom this message is addressed. If
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it
to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
electronic communication or any attachment thereto is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
electronic communication in error, you should immediately return it to us and delete the message from
your system. We would appreciate it if you would telephone us at (916) 660-9555, Noreen, to advise of
the misdirected communication. Thank you.

https:/Imail.google.com/maillulO/?ui=2&ik=da55f4e1b7&view=pt&search= inbox&th=14f6c6efc02ge863&siml=14f6c6efc02ge863 1/2
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889K
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Land Use Element

Commercial Real Estate

Real Estate Financing
•
•

Re: Agenda Item #11-0356 - August 27, 2015 Hearing
Recommendation onTGPA-ZOU Approvaland
Adoption/Certification ofFEIRfor TGPA-ZOU Project

Asset Preservation

General Business

August 26, 2015

ViaElIUlil andRegular Mail

EI Dorado County Planning Commission
Rich Stewart, Commissioner
Gary Miller, Commissioner
Tom Heflin, Commissioner
Dave Pratt, Commissioner
BrianShinault, Commissioner
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
Email: planning@edcgolJ.us

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We strongly oppose any recommendation by this Commission to adoptthe TGPA-Zq~~r
adopt and certify the Final Environmental Impact Repprt for the TGPA-ZOU project (the
"Project"), for the following reasons: Staffpropoststhat the Planning Commission
recommend approval of the EIR. containingsignificant.. environmental deficien~ies,.tbrough
the mechanism..ofFindings and-Statement ofOverriding Considerations.' However;t?t
analysis in support ofsuch Findings.must be supported by evidence - analysis off~ctsor
investigations ~derU!kenby EI Dorado County, which supports the analysis unde~t~t~
support adoption of such Overrides. In the case ofat least the Land Use Element,EConomi~.

Development Element and the Transportation Element, such hard evidence to support the
adoption .of Overrides is wholly lacking.

General Plan Policy 2.2.1.2 states that the plJJ.l'0se oftqeCo~er~ialland use designation is
to provide a full range ofcommercial retail, office, arid service uses.

There does not appear-to bean ~nomicstudyor otherfmanciala4~ysissh0winghow the
percentages ofretail,office/employmentcell~~rsand service usesall~lJV~4 ~th.~:~r'Y~d

revised Commercial ~onesworktogether.tosupport the GeneralPI~'sobjt~g¥~s9~:~~tillg

the j~~s-housing balance. (2004 General Plan Economic Development.~le~rnH~.~j.ect~\,e
10.1.9.) Since there is no study regarding combining these commerciaItypes,there.~~ll()vVay
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1 Citing~oVeJllberf014 report.fromEl Dolado County A~s()Ciation()fRealtors.

EI Dorado County Planning Commission
August 26, '2015
Page 2

to evaluate what the actual percentages ofdiff~renttypeofcomm.~rcialuseswereused or how
they would impact, either positively or negatively, the jobs housing balance issue; or, for
example, how these combined uses would affect the traffic calculations'for-major
thoroughfares.

The only data this office has been able to identify is a non-ad~pte<i'praft Framewo~f

(Decem~er.2014) .preparedbyt4eBoaxd-Appointed·Cornmunitr~~I~c()noql!~Developmenf

Advis()9'.Committee's ("CEDAP~'), 'Yhichwasp~esent~dto pjeBoard()f~~p~~s()~ on
March 31, 2015 ("CEDAC Report"). In the CE~~~~eport, it states,tJ;ta.t theC0UlJ-tris
lagging significantly in the area ofpermanent, high-paying job growth(~~hi@-p~ying"being
defined as $25;60 or more per hour to achieve the County's median housellOldincolll~

threshold). (CEDAGReport, at p. 1.) It ~erstatesthat th~~ocus ofElDorado County
Economic Developm~nt will be on developing'primary busines~i~~ctorsthatcan brin~

sustainable, skilled andhighly-skilled; high.mtge jobs totheC~~ty,suchas scientific,
managerial, ~~ technical sectors. (CEDACR~port, at p. 2;) It explainS that employees in
these sectors support demand for better, more varied and higherquality local,,~~ods~~

services and thatthe higher payroll taxesandspending would reduce the County's reliance on
residential construction as its primary source'of,r~venlle.

The CEDAC Draft Fram.ework seeks to attract ~~,~xp~dbusiness~s !pat ~reate e¢pl0Ytt'tetit
oPJX>rtunities that .are comlll~nsuratewith local h~).lS~gY()~;.~9cor~~t~'CEDAC,the
average cost of a three-bedroom house is approx!w-ately$339,0,001

, ~d'af~ly offour
rwould need-to earn a householdincome offnore than $83,710 to~0~4the;, aye;,,age priced
home-in EI'DoradoCounty. However, both.PED~C and the Co~ty'S2Pl~;'t.p~1t!()p~~~~
Element ("HE", at p. 4..31), report that, as ofFe1>~ 2014,theawalll~dian family income))
for a four-pe~on~~IYin EI DoradoCountyis le~sthan,)pjat,~t$?6,100.

However, pje;,re is no way tod~tefIllitlefrom revieweit4e;,~.()fpje'LandUse &PJ~,~.jpg ." .' ,.. '
Element, orthe'pr~~()~~dz~)lling reyi~ions in Commercial [~4m~)tfenewZO$~,i<ij~m'~~i'P~
M~.~tr~~iii~ommerdal,~~le<iP()rnm~rcial'andRe;,~o~.90~~~ifJ' "g }llanned'
DeveJ()'pmetitPommerdal!~)Co~uni~ Pornm~fci~,i~~.. re;,~njn~'~~.. erdal
andPr()fe~~i()iial0fficeCornmerci!J])~owf:lQ()¥(»)pountyplans,(),iIl~~~) .": es'of ,
jobs necessary to ~eep,resi4ents'inEI D0ra40,C()unty.for work, and.,<ij,sco~e;,·.).eexodus of
retailvvor~~~[whogenenQlymake substanti~l}'.~e;,~~than theCEDAC rec0mm.ende<i
$30.00/hr floor above] to Sacramento County where they.live.

It-appears, butth~~e i~.,~o study to confirmo~aeny, .that theEo~~has~omogenized)allth~~~),
lype;,s of Cornmef.~ialuses,with~~l.evfJl.Ulti0Rofaverage~~g~/s.!J~~~~y~r w~~et~~ .
anticipatedemp!().yment pool would~dra.,.JVIlc. ·..from. If the ·C()t!Il:ty)h8S/h.Om()g~m~.,......•.....,..,... its

. " " u· ... .. u"',Y', ' .• "', "/>..".",', "'<:'.ii-,- .•
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assumptionsto justify traffic modeling, and then uses the updatedZoning categories to justify
Retail when other employment types are not requestedby applicants, all assumptions
supportingthe Land Use Policies for Commercial, and the Jobs-Housingbalancesare skewed.
For example, if the Countyapproves retail and does not sufficiently plan for
office/employment centersto attract these high-paying jobs, residents will continueto travel to
where those jobs are in order to afford the high cost ofhousing in the West Slope,particularly
in areas such as EI DoradoHills, whose averagehome price in 2011 was $459,288- (HE, at p.
4;.37).

The followingjobs-housingbalance discussion, taken from the County's 2013-2021 Housing
Element, illustrates the need for this type ofanalysis:

GovernmentCode Section 65890.1 states that: "State land use patterns should
be encouragedto balance the locationofemployment-generating uses with
residential uses so that employment-related commutingis minimized." Per
state GeneralPlan Guidelines, a jobs-to-housingratio of 1.5:1 is considered
"balanced." According-to SACOG,the jobs-to-housingratio for the West
Slope in 2008 was 0.7 jobs for each housing unit, "indicating that many
workers must leave the Countyto work." (HE, at p. 4-31.) Althoughthere
were two specific areas in the West Slope that met this degree of"balance"
(West and South Placerville),the majoritydid not, and furthermore, the HE
acknowledgesthat the jobs-to-housingratios enuinerated in Table HOB ofthe
HE do not considerthe types and distributionofjobs in the Countyand the
affordability ofhousing in each region. For example,EI Dorado Hills has a
concentrationofhigh-endhousing and a largeexport ofworkers from that
same area. AlthoughEI Dorado Hills supplies20 percent ofthe West Slope's
jobs, they do not pay in the range to support habitationin the type ofhousing
available in E1 Dorado Hills. The result is an increasingnumber of individuals
living in more affordableareas that commuteto work in EI DoradoHills. The
mean travel timeto work for El-Dorado County.residentsis 29.4 miij1Jtes each
way (l hour commutedaily). (U.S. Census Bureau 2011, HE at p. 4..32.)

We can find no policy or zoning changewhich seeks to either discouragedevelopment
ofhigh end housing until such time as the types of employmentwhich supports the
purchase ofthose homes can be establishedwithin EI Dorado County; or conversely
positively supports and encouragesestablishmentofstable employmentcenters, thus
supportingmedian income prices. Although theTGPA/ZOU's allowance ofIIlixed
residential/commercialprovides a certain amount ofmore m()derately-pric~~\h~uSing

options for lower-wageearners, it does not appear to address the needs ofattractingor
retaining employmentcenters that offer higher-wageemploymentso residents
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experience the same live-work advantage. For example, where is the analysis ofthe
lossof Blue Cross to Rancho Cordova? Whatpoliciesshouldbe revised in this
Amendment to affect a positiveoutcome of attracting such employers to EI Dorado
Hillsor parts east? To the extent that no policies are proposedto be adopted in this
GPA-ZOU whichpositivelyaffect the dis-symmetry betweenjobs andhousing, what
longterm trafficexport calculations havebeen included in EI DoradoCounty's traffic
studyanticipating the continued bleeding of retailworkers living in.Sacramento
County, and EI Dorado Countyresidents driving to Sacramento Countyfor work?

B. EconomicDevelopment Element

General Plan Policy 10.2.1.5 requires a publicfacilities and services financing plan that
assures that cost burdensof anycivic,public, and community facilities, infrastructure,
ongoing services, includingoperations and maintenance are adequately financed to assureno
net cost burden to existingresidents, The Projectproposesto changethe mandatory "shall" be
required to "may" be required. We objectto this change. Approving this change, without
modification would mean that no infrastructure improvements or upgrades wouldbe required.
Therecan certainlybe circumstances in whicha givenprojectprovides.such net benefitthat
revisions to the standardinfrastructure fee requirements can be modified. However, explicit
criterion should be addedto assure decisionmakersdo not defer such improvements
indefinitely, as is alreadythe case with trafficcirculation improvements as are identifiedin the
Capital Improvements Plan-with improvements deferredfrom.financing timeframe to
financing time frame so that mainlineimprovements have now been deferred out at least
twentyyears.

C. Transportation and Circulation Element

The statedobjectives for the TGPA-ZOU Projectdid notlistanything specific to traffic
circulation or Measure Y issues (FEIR, atp. ES-8), althoughCountyprepared a response to
Caltrans's prior objectionsto County's calculations oflevel ofservice.

The TGPA-ZOU Technical Memorandum No.2 (at p. 8) preparedfor the Project, 'County
Staffstates that the following proposedchanges havebeen removedfromthe Project:

1. Proposedchangesto General Plan PoliciesTC-Xd,TC-XeandTC-Xfregarding
definitions, thresholds and parameters ofanalysis.for these transportation policies.

2. proposed changesto General Plan PoliciesTC-l~ TC-lb and TableTC-;1 regarding
modificationof roadway standards to allowfor narrowerstreets.
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3. Proposed changesto GeneralPlan Policy 5.1.2.2and Table 5-1 regarc1¥lg minimum
level ofservice standardsand the consideration ofmovingTable TC-2(TC-Xd) to
another document.

In the TGPA-ZOUTechnical Memorandum No.2 (at p. 8) prepared for the Project,County
Staff states that the foregoing proposed changeshave be.en removed from the Project for now,
and are to instead be includedin either: (l)t!te MajorS Year Updateto the County'sC~pi1:al

Improvement Program & Traffic Impact MitigationFee:rogram Project;or (2) the Land
DevelopmentManua1lDesign StandardsManualProject. .It is our further understanding from
County Staff that the impacts from the followingproposedchangeswill be analyzed in the
respectiveenvironmental documentsprepared for Projects(1) and (2)·.named above since. they
are no longer included, nor thereforeanalyzed, in the TGPA-Z0U Project.

This decision to defer analysis ofproposed changesto GeneralPlan Policies intendedto
support Measure Y violates the TGPA-Z0U's ObjectiveES.2.2, which reads: Add provisions
to facilitate GP Implementation Measures. These decisionsalso expose El DoradoCountyto
a challengethat it have failedto proceed in the matter requiredby law becauseEI Dorado
County failed-to include infoimation necessaryfor an adequateanalysisofa significant
environmental issue. As you are aware.jhere has beensubstantialcontrovers~,both

historicallyand recently, surroundingtraffic issues.especially on andoff'Highway 50,·rais~,
by MeasureY supporters.and including recent strong-written opposition'fromCaltrans ?ver .
the traffic methodology, calculations,and analysiscontainediJ;l.the CoqIlty's application'ofdts
Travel Demand Model to US 50 segments. Our research llidicafesthat Kimley-Hom's
application ofthis modeling is improperbecause it was never.independently examined,
acceptedpremises mandatedbyEI DoradoCountywithout indep~iiaent examinationand was
prepared in the face of Caltrans's opposition. We understandthat in certain cases, for
example the TIM Fee Program,ElDorado CountytransPArtationengineershave requireC\
traffic calculations which could not be confirmedby priv8:t~ engi~~~3s~.~d;Illay have been
insertedby CountyT~portationDep~eIlt repres~nUltiy~~.iIl ~:attempt to evadeMeasure
Ypolicies previously incorporatedint9theEIDorado COqIltyGeneral Plan.

There is no question that the Measure Y policies regardingtoadwaY:~umaarasand thresholds
ofanalysisare extremelyimportant-tothe people ofEI Dorado County.and thereforea claim
that such analysisis not necessaryas part ofthe FEIR to update GP policies and zoning
criteriawhich obviously will affect traffic flows does not-hold water.

The County must incorporateeIl~onmental considerati0Ill).ofthe projec~..~oIl.~puurization,
designand plannlngat the.earliest'feasibletime, Cal.Code4Reg~pt. :.14;§1~:~04,subd. (b)(1)
and (c).The project itself is themnendment to the<GeIleralPlap.;\Vljich·P9licies affe~t1llg
updated land use categories necessarilywill affect traffic impacts.
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This officeobjectedto proceeding withthe TOPAcirculation analysis in the face of Caltrans's
objections on June 9, 2015. Our concerns are emphasized by Caltrans'sMarch16,2015
directchallenge to County's Kimley-Horn analysis, and Caltrans's revised concerns as stated
in its May 5, 2015 letter. Caltrans's May 5 letterhas removed someofits strongest language,
but the net effect oftheir comments remains the same.

TheDEIRIRDEIR/FEIR Traffic Analysis containsthe following flaws:

Somenotable. comments fromCaltrans's March 16,2015 and May 5, 2015 letterschallenged
the traffic assumptions for the Partial RecirculatedDEIRforthe County'sTOPAIZOU
Project, and challenged the raw data,methodology, and conclusions for the TOPA1Z0U
Project. Caltransstates that the LEVEL OF SERVICEstaJ:1dards are substantially under
calculated along Highway 50, and the report fails to include the projects alreadyon the books,
whichwill add up to 21,000 additional homes in its cumulative analysis. A list summarizing
Caltrans's initial adverse comments of March 16,2015, confirmed in its May5,2015 Ietter,
are:

• TOPAIZOU DEIRinaccurately claimsthat Caltrans, in its September 22, 2014 letter,
.formally concurred with the Travel Demand Model (TOM) used to modeltrafficfor the
DEIR, when Caltrans's earlier letteronlyaddressed the baseyear (not future or cumulative)
model; and said-letter-further pointed out that certainareasof the model do not-meet
validation standards and generate unexpected outputs. Caltrans states that this results in
traffic assignmentoutputs that do not accurately reflectexistingconditions and whichshould
not be used verbatim.

• Caltransrejectsmanyofthe LEVEL OF SERVICE values shownin the TGPAlZOU
DEIRfor US 50, including the segment between the Countyline and.EI D011ldo Hills
BoulevardlLatrobeRoad, whichcurrently operates atLEy:EL OF SERVICEF and will
operate at LEVEL O~ SERVICEF in the fu~e, withoutsigni~cant capacity increasi~g.()r

operational improvements andlorreductio.n in demand. Per Caltrans, the DEIRr~9'~)Ile()~~!

statesthat this segmentcurrentlyopera,tes at LEVELOF SERVICEBand C,ang;~ll~p~~a,te

at LEVEL OF SERVICE D in the future. Caltransbelieves that, evenwith capficityincreases,
achieving LEVEL OF SERVICE D in the future for this segment is high1y'inf~asible. This is
the segmentwhich will beimpacted the most by the Town CenterWestdevelopers' plans to
redevelop without publicoversight.

• Caltransdisagrees with the "MethodofAnalysis"section, statingthat the LEVEL OF
SERVICEcalcwa.tions for US 50 should be calculated using a more appropriate Dlethodology
and realistic existingand futurevolumes.
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• Caltrans wants to ensurethat all minimum acceptable LEVELOF SERVICE for
US 50 was "E" againstwhichactual segments shouldbe judged.

• Caltrans never received an opportunity to reviewcumulative(2035) Travel Demand
Modelscenarios or reviewgrowthforecasts.

• Caltrans objectsto how El DoradoCounty's TravelDemandModelis being applied.
"Caltransdoes not agreewith the "MethodofAnalysis" section. "Caltranssuggests that the
LEVEL OF SERVICE calculations for US 50 reported in the PRDEIRbe calculated usingthe
Operational Analysis for Basic Freeway Segments."

• May 5, 2015 letter BulletPoint 5 underscores that El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe
Roadto the Sacramento Countyline currently operates at LEVELOF SERVICE F duringAM
peak, especially the merge. Caltransobjectsto County's Table 3.9-13,whichindicates that
this same segmentoperatesat LEVEL OF SERVICE C: "reportingthe existingLEVEL OF
SERVICE as C significantly underestimates the traffic at this location ... and adversely
impacts the reasonableness of the future scenarioanalysis. Caltransrecommends the existing
LEVEL OF SERVICE analysis for this segment, and any others with lowerthan expected
LEVEL OF SERVICE for US 50, be recalculated usingmore appropriate input volumes".
Caltrans also strongly recommends recalculation of futureLEVELOF SERVICE analysis f9t.
future build out scenarios, becausetheir reviewindicates that El DoradoCounty is .,,
significantly "underestimating future traffic conditions on US 50", especially giventhat the
future demandanalysis actuallyconcludes that the El DoradoHills Blvd. segment will reduc~
to lowerthan currentlevels even with the additional J5,949 residential units currently .'
planned.

As can be seen by Staff discussionof and comparison betweenthe County's analysis oftraffic
impacts and Caltrans (see "Areas ofControversy/Issues to be Resolved, ES.5, FEIRat pp.
ES20-22; see also MasterResponse#14 to Comments Receivedon DEIRIPRDEIR), County
has alreadyclearly indicatedthat it intendedtoanalyze traffic impacts andLevel of Service
issuesas part of this Analysis. Thus Countycannotdefer final review of road designand
consequent mitigationneededto meet the MeasureY requirements by determining to
incorporate such measureswithout reviewin this documentin the LandDevelopment Manual.
SuchdeferralviolatesCEQA Guideline §15004(c) whichmandatesthat the FEIRdocument

and review shouldbe coordinated to be completed concurrently, not consecutively. How cart
narrowing roads, as an example,have any effect exceptcause alreadyexistingtrafficto be
morecongested? But ifthe Countywants more narrowroads, it needs to evaluate.those
impacts now, not later duringthe administrative formulation ofLand Development Manual.
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Failure ofproviding mitigation required CEQA

Mitigation Measures must be fully enforceable throughpermitconditions, agreements or other
measures. PublicResources Codesection21081.6 (b); 14 Cal CodeRegssection15091(d).
Although El Dorado County couldconceivable complywith these sections by incorporating
mitigation to address the impacts ofthe proposed amendments to general planpolicies, for
examplerelatedto commercial designations, or expansion oftraffic impacts for commercial
development in agricultural areas, by adoption of plans formitigation. But here, County has
notincluded any mitigation measures relatedto traffic or circulation exceptthe tautological
statement ''these policies (Measure Y) will be automatically extended indefinitely... " and a
decrease in the numberof allowed homeoccupation employees.

Where an agencyfails to adopt anytypeof enforceable mitigation, as here, such failure to
providefor mitigation for the increases in commercial uses,as an example, violates CEQA. ..
Federation ofHillside& Canyon Ass's v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83Cal.App.4th 1252. A
projectbased on an EIR, suchas this one, must be adopted at the time of finalproject
approval. 14 Cal.Code Regs. Section 15097(a). Measure Y dealswith certaintypes oftraffic
improvements and programs over a certainthreshold. But Countyhas deferred analysis
completely ofthe impacts of specific changes, except to acknowledge thelevel ofpublic
concernwith traffic, by preparing its response to objections to its methodology as referenced
by Caltrans. Thus, County shoulddefer fmal review and approval of the.TGPA:-ZOU until the
Major5 Year Updateto the County's Capital Improvement Program &Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee Program and LandDevelopment ManualJDesign Standards ManualProjects
are completed, and mitigation proposed, so that all analysis is submitted at.the sametime.

OtherIssues

Separate and distinct from Policymodifications whichwill be reviewed as part of the Land
Development ManualProject, we note the following distinctissueswhichmustbe addressed
because they, like the County's failure-to supportthepolicies advocated.result in failure of
the FEIRas an adequate disclosure document:

e
1. Contraryto General PlanPolicy, EI DoradoCounty's TrafficAnalysis doesnot

examineactual traffic eitherat the intersections or criticalportionsofthe I-50 Interchange.
Countynow takes the positionbecause no direct development will result.that analysis of all
intersections is not warranted. O-Recirc-I-75 [9-232]. Sucha decisionmakes no sensegiven
the lengthyreasoning submitted (see"AreasofControversylIssues to beResolved, ES.5, FElR
at pp. ES20-22;.see also MasterResponse #14 to Comments Received on DEIRIPRJ:)EIR),
whereby Countyarguesstrenuously that its analysis is more complete, and betteranalyzed
than that ofCaltrans,and shouldtherefore be adopted.
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2. Similarly for HOV and Auxiliary lanes, O-Recirc-I-78 states: "General Purpose
Lane capacities are summed with special purpose lane capacities (e.g., auxiliary lanes, HOV.
lanes, truck climbing lanes etc.) to reflect a given roadway segments total capacity for vehicle
throughput." But this gives an artificially optimistic view ofLOS since the general purpose
lanes may be over capacity and the HOV/AUX lanes are running at LOS A or B. Caltrans
disagrees with the County methodology ofcombining general purpose lanes with AUXlHOV
lanes. The summarization technique is misleading and fails to apprise the public ofactual
congestion, which is the purpose of the FEIR. El Dorado County has no excuse for this
failure to use regularly adopted data. El Dorado County DOT already collects directional
numbers, so they should use this data. Caltrans complained about this calculation
methodology in its September 25, 2013 letter. El Dorado County cannot avoid providing
these calculations because the actual raw data have been provided by Caltrans to allow El
Dorado County to make the calculations. Failure to include this data skews the analysis
presented to decision makers, who generally rely directly on staff's calculation, to support the
staff driven conclusions that regional LOS is generally "C" instead of"0" or "F" on various
segments.

3. Critical road segments have not been analyzed, such as the segment ofLatrobe
Road between Town Center and the freeway. This segment is frequently LOS F even with the
new improvements.

4. Additionally, County neglects to analyze the cumulative impact ofthe known
and proposed development within our county. O-Recirc-1-68 and O-Recirc-I-69 demonstrate
that County has not analyzed the cumulative impact ofproposed developments (Central EDij,
Dixon Ranch, San Stino, Marble Valley, Saratoga Estates, etc.) Elsewhere in the FEIR, they'.
admit that these cumulative impacts must be analyzed.

In conclusion, County should defer fmal review and approval.of the TGPA-ZOUuntil the
Major 5 Year Update to the County's Capital Improvement Program & Traffic.Impact
Mitigation Fee Program and Land Development Manual/DesignStandards Manual Projects
are completed, so that all analysis is considered by the Commission at one time.
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Jenna Porter

Brigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc.
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Loomis, CA 95650

Telephone: 916-660-9555

Facsimile: 916-660-9554
Email: jporter@landlawbybarnes.com
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to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
electronic communication or any attachment thereto is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
electronic communication in error, you should immediately return it to us and delete the message from
your system. We would appreciate it if you would telephone us at (916) 660-9555, Noreen, to advise of
the misdirected communication. Thank you.
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'"

Asset Preservation
General Business

August 26, 2015

Via E1IIIlil and Regular Mail

EI Dorado County Planning Commission
Rich Stewart, Commissioner
Gary Miller, Commissioner
Tom Heflin, Commissioner
Dave Pratt, Commissioner
Brian Shinault, Commissioner
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
pmail:planning@edcgov.us

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Re: Agenda Item #11-0356 - August 27,2015 Hearing
Recommendation on TGPA-ZQU Approval and
Adoption/Certification ofFEIR for TGPA-ZOUProject

A. Land Use Element

VIe stronglyoppose any recommendation by this Commissi?l1to a4~pttlt~ TqgA-Z~1!or
adopt andcertifythe Final Environmental Impact Reportforthel'GPA:-~OUproj~ct(the
"Project"),. fo~ the following reasons: StaffproposesWat th~:Plannil1gC9mmtssi??
re.commendapproval of the EIR containing signific~~:environw.entaJ)defi9.!~?des; tlfrQ~~

the mechanism of Findings and Statement ofQverri9ingC?~sidenl~ons.).Ho~ever, W7. .
analysis in support ofsuch Findings must be supported byevi~~l1ce;;,- an,81rsis offa9~.i?'~

investigations undertaken by EI Dorado County, wh!~~ supports th~)analr.sis~?e~~~.i;~~

supportadoptiono{such Overrides. In the case ofat least tlte LandU.se ~~ew~~t'f~.l1?fic
Development Element and the Transportation Element, such hard eyidenceto~!1Pportth~

adoption ofOverrides is wholly lacking.

General·Plan Policies:

General Plan Policy 2.2.1.2 states that the purpose of the Commercial land use design.a.pon'is
to provide a full.range ofcommercial.retail, office, and service uses.

There does notapp~ar;t9 be ane~~olllic studr;or other financial analysis showing how the
p.~rcenta~~s ofreUrlI,ofli9e/empl~~ent cent~1'S and service uses allovved in the new and
revise9Co11l1l:l~rcialzo~es wor~i.~9~~Werto support the General Plan's objectives of.~~~
thejo~s-housi.?gb.alance..~t;2g.~)QeIl~~lfPlanEconomic Development ElementObj~~~!xe.
10.1.9.) Since there is no.study regarding combining these commercial types, the~eis.novvay
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to evaluatewhat the actual percentages ofdifferenttYPe()fcomm~,rcia!ll~~~'wereused or how
tIleywould impact, either posithrelyor.negatively, the jobs hous~g"Bal~ce.isslle;or, for
example, how these combined uses would affect the traffic calculations for Inajor
thoroughfares.

The onlydata this,office has been ableto identify is a non-ad?~tedDraftFrarii~YY?f~

(December 2014).prepared by.the B?ard';Appoint~? COnun~7 ~dEconom!~,peve~?Bpleiii'
i\.d~~.s~ryCommittee'~("CEDAF'), which waspr~septe?1? the,l:l0ardofSupervis?rson
Mat"cpJh 20IS ("CEDAC J{eB?rt"). In the CEDi\.<CJ{epon~dt~tat~sthaJtIl~:<c?untyis
l~gg~~significant1y in the area ofpermanent, high-pa~g job gr?~~ll,pi~(paying"being
defmed as$2S.60 or more per hour to achieve theCounty'smedi~~oll~~holq~come
thresholdj. (CEDAC Report, at p. 1.) .It further states that the foc~ofElD?J:'8.q() County ,
Economic D~x~lopment.wil1be on developingprimap' business seR!O~.'tllatR~brip~, 't

sustainable; skilled ~?highly-skilled,higllwageJo~sto tIleCoun7,~ such as sci~!iRf'

managerial, andtechnical.sectors. (CEDACRepon, atpo,7.) It explainSthatempl?~eesin
these sectors .s~pport demand f()~better, more varied •and.higher quaJitylocal goods~?. . -:
services andthatthe higher payroll taxes and spendingwould reduce. the County's~lianceo#

residential construction as.its prinUiry source of revenue:

1 Citing November·2014reportfromEIDorado County Association,~f:R.ealto~~

The~EDAC.Draft Framework seek~ toattraetay?e~p~pbusinessestij~t~rtt~te ~!Uployment

oppo~!i~sthat.,~e c0IllD,lensurate withl?c~lh,()~~~'costs. Accordin~+~?iS~J)i\<:3,the
average-cost ofa three-bedroom house is.aJ>Br?~imate!~:,~339,0001 , ~daf~!~'?ffour

'would need to earn a household income ofID.0r~~'m~.~3,710 to.~()rdtheaverage P~~~
horne in ElDorado County.Jfowev~r,bothC:E:J)AC~d~eC0W!7'~.~013-2021;Housiiig:
Element ("HE", at J:>.4.;31);report,that, ~'?fFebruary2014,th~~:mwan familyinc()Ine.::
for a four-J>ers(>n family inEI D0J:'8.q0Countyislessthan that, at~?~,loe:.
However,+tIlereisno way to detefIIlitle fr()mrex!~w either ofthe.~q,~~~&Wlanning .
Eleme91,·?r.th~ pr?Bosedzoning.~visions ~··:C?IllD,lercial [ad~,~:~~~e~,~?e;j,2,~.:?!.~1f!,~~,?~
Main+~!t~tC0ID.ID.~rcia1,Limited+<c?nun~rc~re;'~? R~~?~ :<:3:?J11Ifterciai,.·re· .. ·~J~l)~ii
Devel()PID.~pt~()IllD,lerci~!(),S()mml@tycomm~!~ire, and·~tajeingGene! .., e~ia1
~d~!?f~§~iol)a1::~ffi~~(>nun~~~]·ho\V EI DoJ:'8.qg,,,<:3?W!typtm.s t()..increase . e:+..,..~~i?f '.'~
j09S+necessarytokeepresidel1~~..~1Dorado Countyf()rwork" alid discourag ··exodUs or'
tytail.w()fkers [who gen~!ailY llla1cesubstantia1ly le~.~~anthc;:CEPi\.~reR<:> ded
$30.001lfr floor.above] toSacramepto Countywhere they live.

It.appears, but there i~,~? studytoco~prcleny{tluiHheCountY~~h~plq~~~edalLtb~se
types of C?nune~~i~lfSes,without evre,~ti<:>pPf'~yentge wagelsalari,ffl':'?~"~fete~;~
anticipated empt()~el1tpool.wouldber'araW!1u:ff<:>In;Iftij~Co~~'liaSliomo~~Jli~+itS
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assumptions to justify trafficmodeling, and then uses the updatedZoningcategories to justify
Retail when other employment types are not requestedby applicants, all assumptions
supporting the Land Use Policies for Commercial, and the Jobs-Housing balancesare skewed.
For example, if the Countyapprovesretail and does not sufficiently plan for

office/employment centersto attract these high-paying jobs, residentswill continue to travel to
where thosejobs are in order to affordthe high cost ofhousing in the West Slope, particularly
in areas such as EI DoradoHills, whose averagehomeprice in 2011 was $459,28& (HE, at p'
4-37).

The following jobs-housingbalance discussion, taken from the County's 2013-2021 Housing
Element, illustrates the need for this typeofanalysis:

Government Code Section65890.1 states that: "State land use patterns should
be encouraged to balancethe locationofemployment-generating uses with
residential uses so that employment-related commuting is minimized." Per
state General Plan Guidelines, ajobs-to-housing ratio of 1.5:1 is considered
"balanced." According to SACOG, the jobs-to-housing ratio for the West
Slope in 2008 was 0.7jobs for each housingunit, "indicatingthat many
workersmust leavethe Countyto work." (HE, at p. 4-31.) Althoughthere
were two specificareas in the West Slope that met this degreeof"balance"
(West and SouthPlacerville), the majoritydid not, and furthermore, the HE
acknowledges that the jobs-to-housingratios enumerated in Table H013 ofthe
HE do not considerthe types and distribution ofjobs in the Countyand the
affordability ofhousing in each region. For example,EI DoradoHills has a
concentration ofhigh-endhousingand a largeexportofworkersfrom that
same area. AlthoughEl Dorado Hills supplies20 percentofthe West Slope's
jobs, they do not pay in the rangeto support habitation in the typeofhousing
availablein EI DoradoHills. The result is an increasing number of individuals
living in more affordable areas that commuteto work in El DoradoHills. The
mean travel time to work for ElDorado Countyresidentsis 29.4 minuteseach
way (l hour commute daily). (U.S. CensusBureau2011, HE at p. 4-32.)

We can find no policy or zoning changewhich seeks to either discourage development
ofhigh end housinguntil such time as the types of employment which supportsthe
purchaseof those homes can be establishedwithin ElDorado County; or conversely
positivelysupportsand encouragesestablishment ofstable employmentcenters,thus
supportingmedian incomeprices. AlthoughtheTGPA/ZOU's allowanceofmixed
residential/commercial provides a certain amount ofmore moderately-priced housing
options for lower-wage earners, it does not appearto addressthe needs ofattractingor
retainingemploymentcenters that offer higher-wage employment so residents
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experience the same live-work advantage. For example, where is the analysis ofthe
loss of Blue Cross to Rancho Cordova? Whatpoliciesshouldbe revised in this
Amendment to affect a positiveoutcome of attracting such employers to El Dorado
Hillsor parts east? To the extent that no policies are proposedto be adopted in this
GPA-ZOU whichpositivelyaffectthe dis-symmetry betweenjobs and housing,what
longterm traffic export calculations have been included in EI DoradoCounty's traffic
studyanticipating the continued bleeding of retailworkers livingin Sacramento
County, and El Dorado Countyresidents drivingto Sacramento Countyfor work?

B. EconomicDevelopmentElement

General Plan Policy 10.2.1.5 requires a public facilities and services financing plan that
assures that cost burdensofanycivic, public,and community facilities, infrastructure,
ongoing services, includingoperations and maintenance are adequatelyfmanced to assureno
net cost burdento existing residents, The Projectproposesto changethe mandatory "shall" be
required to "may" be required. We object to this change. Approving this'change, without
modification would mean that no infrastructure improvements or upgrades wouldbe required.
Therecan certainlybe circumstances in whicha givenprojectprovidessuch net benefitthat
revisions to the standardinfrastructure fee requirements can be modified. However, explicit
criterion should be addedto assuredecisionmakersdo not defer such improvements
indefinitely, as is alreadythe case with trafficcirculation improvements as areidentifiedin the
Capital Improvements Plan-with improvements deferredfrom financing time frame to

t., financing time frame so that mainlineimprovements have now been deferred out at least
twenty years.

C. Transportation and Circulation Element

The statedobjectivesfor the TGPA-ZOU Projectdidnot list anything specific to traffic
circulation or MeasureY issues (FEIR, at p. ES-8),althoughCountyprepared a response to
Caltrans's prior objections to County's calculations oflevel of service,

The TGPA-ZOU Technical Memorandum No.2 (at p.8) preparedfor the Project,County
Staffstates that the following proposedchangeshave been removed fromthe Project:

1. Proposedchangesto General Plan PoliciesTC-Xd,TC-XeandTC-Xfregarding
defmitions, thresholds and parameters ofanalysis for these transportation policies.

2. Proposedchangesto General Plan PoliciesrC-la,TC-lb andTableTC-l regarding
modificationof roadway standards to allow fornarrower streets.
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3. Proposedchanges to GeneralPlan Policy 5.1.2.2and Table 5-r regarding minimum
level ofservicestandardsand the consideration ofmovingTable TC-2 (TC-Xd) to
anotherdocument.

In the TGPA-ZOU Technical Memorandum No.2 (at p. 8)prepared for the Project, County
Staff states that the foregoing proposedchanges have been removedfrom the Projectfor n()w
and are to instead be includedin either: (1) the MajorS year Update to theCounty'sC,pjtal
ImprovementProgram& TrafficImpactMitiga~ionFe~rrogram Project;or (2)the,Lap.d
Development ManuallDesign Standards ManualProject. It is our further understanding from
CountyStaff that the impactsfrom the following proposedchangeswill be analyzed in the
respective environmental documentsprepared for Projects(1) and (2)'named abovesince they
are no longer included, nor.therefore analyzed, in the TGPA-ZOU Project.

This decisionto defer analysisofproposedchangesto GeneralPlan. Policiesintendedto
supportMeasureYviolates the TGPA-ZOU's.Objective ES.2.2, which reads: Add provisions
to facilitate OP Implementation Measures. These decisionsalso expose EI DoradoCountyto
a challenge that it have failed to proceed in the matterrequiredby law becauseEI Dorado
Countyfailed to include informationnecessaryfor an adequateanalysisofa sigtlificant
environmental issue. As you are aware;there has been substantialcontroversy, both
historicallyand recently, surrounding traffic issues, especially on and ()ffHighway50, raised,
by Measure Y supporters, and includingrecent strongwritten?ppositi9nfrom Caltrans.over
the traffic methodology, calculations, and analysis containediIl:the.County's·applicati()nofits
TravelDemandModel to US 50 segments. Our researchindicatesthat Kimley-Horn's
application ofthis modeling is improperbecauseit 'Va.sneverindependent1yex~ed,
acceptedpremisesmandatedby EI DoradoCountywithout independent examination, .and was
preparedin the face of'Caltrans's opposition. We understandtbat in certain. cases, for
examplethe TIM Fee-Program;El DoradoCountytransportation·engineers\have required
traffic calculations whichcouldnotbe confi1'lned by privateell~c;rs,ap.~,may~~vebeen
m,serted by CountyTransporta~on Dep~ent repres~p~tive~in~r~ttempt to eva£i~Measure
Ypolicies previouslyincorporated intothe EIDoradoCounty,Gen~falPlan.

There is no questionthat the Measure Y policies regarding toadw~YI~tandards and\~sholdsI

ofanalysis are extremelyimportant to the people ofElDorad()CoUJ;1ty, an~therefore a'claim
that such analysis is not-necessary as part of the FEIR to updateGP policies and zoning
criteriawhich obviouslywill affect traffic flows does not hold water.

The Countymust incorporate el1~ironmental~l18id~rati0ns. ofthe projecfs?n~ptualization,

designand planningattheearli~st feasible-time: ·Cal~C()4e4':~e~~ ~t. l4'I~1'~.Q9~,subd.(b)(1)

and (c). The project itselfis the amendmentto theO'~~eralPlalt'V1lichpolicies·affC9~g

updated land use categoriesnecessarilywill affect traffic-inipacts.
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This officeobjectedto proceeding with the TOPAcirculation analysis in the face ofCaltrans's
objections on June 9, 2015. Our concerns are emphasized by Caltrans's March16, 2015
directchallengeto County's Kimley-Horn analysis, and Caltrans's revisedconcerns as stated
in its May 5, 2015 letter. Caltrans's May5 letterhas removedsome of its strongest language,
but the net effectoftheir comments remains the same.

The DEIRIRDEIRIFEIR TrafficAnalysis containsthe following flaws:

Some.notable comments from Caltrans's March 16,2015 andMay 5, 2015 letterschallenged
the traffic assumptions for the PartialRecirculated DEIRfor the County's TOPAIZOU
Project, and challenged the raw data, methodology, and conclusions for the TOPA1Z0U
Project. Caltransstates that the LEVEL OF SERVICE standards are substantially under
calculated along Highway 50,and the report fails to includethe projectsalready on the books,
whichwill add up to 21,000additional homes in its cumulative analysis. A list summarizing
Caltrans's initial adverse comments of March 16,2015, confirmed in its May5, 2015 letter, .
are:

• TGPAlZOU DEIRinaccurately claimsthat Caltrans, in its September22, 2014 letter,
formally concurredwith the TravelDemand Model (TDM)used to modeltraffic for the
DEIR,when Caltrans's earlier letteronlyaddressed the baseyear (not futureor cumulative)
model; and said letter furtherpointedout that certainareas of the modeldo not meet
validation standards and generate unexpected outputs. Caltrans states that this results in
trafficassignmentoutputsthatdo not accurately reflect existingconditions and whichshould
not be used verbatim.

• Caltransrejectsmanyof the LEVEL OFSERVICEvaluesshownin the TOPA1Z0U
DEIRforDS 50, includingthe segment between the Countyline and.ElDOrado Hills
Boulevard/Latrobe-Road, which currently operatesat LEVEL OF SERVICE Fandwill
operate~tLEVEL OF SERVICE F in the future, without-significantcapacity !ncreasing or
operational improvementsandlorreduction in delDaq~. PerCaltrans, the DEIRerroneously
states that this segment~urrently operates atLEVELq~ SERVICE B.andC, anci.~W ~perate
at LEVEL OF SERVICE D in the future. Caltransbelievesthat, even with capacityincreasej,
achieving LEVELOF SERVICE D in the future for this segmentis highlyinfeasible. This is
the segmentwhich will be impacted the most by the Town CenterWest developers' plansto
redevelop without publicoversight.

• Caltrans disagrees with the "MethodofAnalysis" section, statingthat the LEVEL OF
SERVICE calculations for US 50 shouldbecalculated using a more appropriate methodology
and realistic existing and future volumes.
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• Caltrans wants to ensurethat all minimum acceptable LEVELOF SERVICE for
US 50 was"E" againstwhichactual segments shouldbe judged.

• Caltrans never received an opportunity to reviewcumulative (2035) Travel Demand
Modelscenarios or reviewgrowthforecasts.

• Caltrans objectsto how EIDorado County's TravelDemandModelis beingapplied.
"Caltransdoesnot agreewith the "MethodofAnalysis" section. "Caltranssuggests thatthe
LEVEL OF SERVICE calculations for US 50 reported in the PRDEIRbe calculated using the
Operational Analysis for Basic Freeway Segments."

• May5, 2015 letter BulletPoint 5 underscores that EI DoradoHills BoulevardlLatrobe
Roadto the Sacramento Countyline currently operates at LEVELOF SERVICE F duringAM
peak,especially the merge. Caltrans objectsto County's Table 3.9-13,whichindicates that
this same segmentoperatesat LEVEL OF SERVICE C: "reportingthe existingLEVEL OF
SERVICE as C significantly underestimates the traffic at this location ... andadversely
impacts the reasonableness ofthe future scenario analysis. Caltrans recommends the existing
LEVEL OF SERVICE analysis for this segment, and any others with lower than expected
LEVEL OF SERVICE for US 50, be recalculated usingmore appropriate input volumes".
Caltrans also strongly recommends recalculation offuture LEVELOF SERVICE analysis f()J:.
future build out scenarios, becausetheir reviewindicates that EI DoradoCounty is .~

significantly "underestimating future trafficconditions on US 50", especially giventhat the
future demand analysisactually concludes that the EI DoradoHills Blvd. segment will reduce
to lowerthan current levels even with the additional 15,949 residential units currently .
planned.

As can be seen by Staff discussion ofand comparison betweenthe County's analysisof traffic
impacts and Caltrans (see "Areas of Controversy/Issues to be Resolved, ES.5,FEIR at pp.
ES20-22;seealso MasterResponse #14 to Comments Receivedon DEIRIPRDEIR), County
has alreadyclearlyindicatedthat it intendedto analyze traffic impactsand LevelofService
issuesas part ofthis Analysis. Thus Countycannotdeferfinal review of roaddesignand .
consequent mitigationneededto meet the Measure Y requirements by determining to
incorporate such measureswithoutreviewin this documentin the Land Development Manual.
Suchdeferral violatesCEQAGuideline §15004(c) whichmandatesthat the FEIRdocument

and review shouldbe coordinated to be completed concurrently, not consecutively.. How cart
narrowing roads, as an example,have any effectexceptcause alreadyexistingtrafficto be
morecongested? But if the Countywants morenarrowroads, it needs to evaluate.those
impacts now, not later duringthe administrative formulation ofLand DevelopmentManual.
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FailureofprovidingmitigationrequiredCEQA

MitigationMeasuresmust be fullyenforceable throughpermit conditions, agreements or other
measures. Public Resources Code section21081.6 (b); 14 Cal Code Regs section 15091(d).
AlthoughEI Dorado Countycould conceivable complywith these sectionsby incorporating
mitigation to address the impactsofthe proposedamendments to generalplan policies, for
example related to commercial designations, or expansionoftraffic impactsfor commercial
development in agricultural areas, by adoptionofplans for mitigation. Buthere, Countyhas
notincluded any mitigation measuresrelatedto traffic or circulation except the tautological
statement"these policies(Measure Y) will be automatically extendedindefinitely... " and a
decrease in the numberofallowedhome occupationemployees.

Wherean agencyfails to adopt any type ofenforceable mitigation, as here, such failure to
provide for mitigationfor the increases in commercial uses, as an example, violates CEQA. ','
FedemtionofHillside& CanyonAss's v. City ofLos Angeles (2000) 83Cal.App.d'" 1252. A
project based on an EIR, such as this one, must be adoptedat the time offinal project
approval. 14 Cal.CodeRegs. Section 15097(a). Measure Y deals with certaintypesoftraffic
improvements and programs over a certain threshold. But Countyhas deferred analysis
completely ofthe impactsofspecificchanges, except to acknowledge the level ofpublic
concernwith traffic, by preparing its responseto objectionsto its methodology as referenced
by Caltrans. Thus, Countyshould defer final review and approvalof theTqPA..ZOUuntil the
Major 5 Year Update to the County's Capital Improvement Program& Traffic Impact
MitigationFee Programand LandDevelopment ManualJDesign Standards ManualProjects
are completed,and mitigation proposed, so that all analysis is submittedat the sametime.

Other Issues

Separateand distinct from Policymodifications which will be reviewedas part of the Land
Development Manual.Project, we note the following distinct issues whichmustbe addressed
becausethey, like the County's failureto support the policiesadvocated, result in failure of
the FEIR·as an adequatedisclosuredocument:

1. Contraryto General Plan Policy,EI Dorado County's TrafficAnalysis does not
examineactual traffic either at the intersections or criticalportions ofthe I-50 Interchange.
Countynow takes the positionbecauseno.direct development will result,@t analysis ofall
intersections is not warranted. O-Recirc-1-75 [9-232]. Such a decisionmakesno sensegiven
the lengthyreasoning submitted(see "Areas ofControversylIssues to be Resolved, ES.5, FElR
at pp. ES20-22; see also Master Response #14 to Comments R,~~~ived on DEIRiPlWEIR),
wherebyCountyargues strenuously that its analysis is more complete, and betteranalyzed
than that ofCaltrans, and shouldthereforebe adopted.
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2. Similarly for HOVand Auxiliary lanes, O-Recirc-1-78 states:"General Purpose
Lanecapacities are summedwith special purpose lane capacities (e.g., auxiliary lanes,HOV n

lanes, truckclimbinglanesetc.) to reflect a givenroadway segments total capacity for vehicle
throughput." But this gives an artificially optimistic view of LOS sincethe general purpose
lanesmay be over capacityand the HOV/AUX lanesare runningat LOSA or B. Caltrans
disagrees with the Countymethodology of combining generalpurposelaneswithAUXlHOV
lanes. The summarization techniqueis misleading and fails to apprisethe publicofactual
congestion, which is the purposeofthe FEIR. HIDoradoCountyhas no excusefor this
failure to use regularly adopteddata. EI Dorado CountyDOT already collectsdirectional
numbers, so theyshould use this data. Caltrans complained about this calculation
methodology in its September 25,2013 letter. EI DoradoCountycannotavoidproviding
thesecalculations becausethe actualraw datahave been providedby Caltrans to allowEI
Dorado Countyto make the calculations. Failureto include this data skewsthe analysis
presented to decisionmakers, who generally relydirectlyon starrs calculation, to supportthe
staffdrivenconclusions that regional LOSis generally "C" insteadof "D" or "F" on various
segments.

3. Critical road segments havenot beenanalyzed, such as the segment ofLatrobe
Roadbetween Town Centerand the freeway. This segmentis frequently LOS F even with the
new improvements.

4. Additionally, Countyneglects to analyze the cumulative impactof the known
and proposed development within our county. O-Recirc-1-68 and O-Recirc-1-69 demonstrate
that Countyhas not analyzed the cumulative impactofproposeddevelopments (Central EDij,
DixonRanch, San Stino,MarbleValley, Saratoga Estates, etc.) Elsewhere in the FEIR, they!'
admit that these cumulativeimpacts must be analyzed. '

In conclusion, Countyshoulddefer final reviewand approval ofthe TGPA-ZOUuntilthe
Major5 YearUpdate to the County's Capital Improvement Program-a Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee Programand Land Development Manual/Design Standards Manual Projects
are completed, so that all analysis is considered by the Commission at one time.
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Charlene Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ l3J-~"S)

8I28/2015

TGPAlZOU on Agenda for 8-27-15

Tom <tomi@volcano.net> Wed, Aug 26,2015 at 10:17 PM
To: rich.stewart@edcgov.us, gary.miller@edcgov.us, tom.heflin@edcgov.us, dave.pratt@edcgov.us,
brian.shinault@edcgov.us
Cc: charlene.tim@edcgov.us

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Tom Infusino, and I am writing to you on behalf of Rural Communities United. RCU is a group with
members from communities all over El Dorado County who wish to preserve the character of their communities.
We will be addressing you tomorrow regarding the TGPA/ZOU and its EIR.

Attached please find my assessment of the flaws in some of the response to public comments on the DEIR.
Other members of RCU will also be providing their assessments of flawed responses to other comments on the
DEIR and RDEIR. Also attached are my assessment of flaws in the draft finding of facts and the draft
statement of overriding considerations. We encourage you to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that they
direct staff to correct the flawed EIR, the flawed findings, and the flawed statement of overriding considerations.

Also attached are letters submitted in response to the Nap for the changes to the biological resources policies.
These letters suggest the problem with not properly considering the cumulative impacts of the TGPAlZOU and
the changes to the biological resources policies in the TGPA/ZOU EIR.

In addition, we would like to incorporate by reference into the TGPA/ZOU record of proceedings the Dixon Ranch
EIR, the San Stino Nap, and the applications for Lime Rock, Marble Valley, and the Central EI Dorado Hills
Specific Plan; that are on file in your Planning Department. We do so because the cumulative impact analyses
in the TGPA/ZOU EIR do not consistently include the impacts of these foreseeable projects.

Finally, we would like to incorporate by reference into the TGPAlZOU record of proceedings the court decision
setting aside the 1996 General Plan, the court decision discharging the writ for the 2004 General Plan, and the
case settlement regarding the 2004 General Plan. We do so to demonstrating that the TGPAlZOU is eliminating
from the 2004 General Plan the mitigation measures relied upon by the court as the factual basis for discharging
the writ. We attach to this email a summary exhibit displaying similar facts.

Sincerely,

Tom Infusino

https:llmail.google.com/mail/ulOl?ui=2&ik=b8659658af&view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 14f6d9878e9fc74b&simI=14f6d9878e9fc74b 1/2
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7 attachments

Flaws in Draft Finding of Facts.docx
23K

~ SOC unsuported -Infusino 8-27-15.docx
19K

i[] Inadequate Responses_to_Comments TGPA-ZOU Tom Infusino 8-26-15.xls
40K

._ CNPS CSNC comments on bio resources amendment 8-17-15.pdf
2702K

~ Langley_NaP Comments Aug 172015 (00000002) bio.pdf
1876K

Nap Comments_Bio Policies_8 17 15 (00000002) EVD.pdf
793K

_ 2004 GP v. TGPA ZOU 4 2915 Handout_final_ Version 4 29 15.pdf
751K

https:llmail.google.com/mail/ulOl?ui=2&ik=b8659658af&view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 14f6d9878e9fc74b&siml=14f6d9878e9fc74b 2/2

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



Infusino-flaws in Findings 8-27-15

Flaws in Draft Finding of Facts

By Tom Infusino, for Rural Communities United

As with our review of the Statement of Overriding Considerations, we note that the Findings of
Fact are long on conclusions and short on references to evidence in the record. The Planning
Commission should direct staff to fix the flaws in the findings noted below.

P. 9 "These findings satisfy the requirements of Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093 of the CEQA
Guidelines."

Below we point out why this is not the case.

P. 9 "In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Final EIR contains a
comparative impact assessment of three potentially feasible alternatives to the TGPA/ZOU
Project, including the No-Project alternative."

As explained in our comments on the DEIR, the alternatives analysis does not conform to
CEQA.

P. 11 "In addition, Alternative #1 would prevent the County from complying with the provisions
of its adopted General Plan."

As explained in our comments on the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC), the
ZOU failed to achieve many of the purpose of the general plan provisions which it
alleges to implement.

P.1l (See also p. 83): "This alternative, because it can be implemented in a number of different
combinations, actually represents multiple alternatives for consideration by the Board of
Supervisors.

Actually this is dozens of different alternatives. However, it is not designed to reduce the
impacts of the project while still meeting most of its objectives. There was no effort to
design such an alternative, though there are many ways to do so.

For example, there is no absolute need to allow development on 30% or greater slopes
throughout the entire county. It could be limited to community regions, or community
regions and rural centers. Or, it could be precluded in forested areas where fire response
times exceed 10 minutes. These would provide for it are indicated in the General Plan,
but in areas where the impacts would be less.

1
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Similarly, there are ways to limit the intensity of Ranch Marketing activities by requiring
some separation of activ ities; reasonable limits on the number and size of special events ,
restricting groundwater use, etc. Again , the uses could have been designed to meet the
objectives of the General Plan with much less damage.

Furthermore, more common sense limitations on the types of home businesses, and some
limits on the concentration of home businesses, and limits or targets on the number
allowed over the next ten years of general plan implementation, could have allowed the
use as indicated in the 2004 General Plan , but placed some reasonable limits to protect
the environment.

Finally, some common sense fire protection standards, and limitations or targets on the
number of recreational, forest lodging and industrial enterprises to be permitted in the
forest over the next ten years could have allowed the uses as indicated in the 2004
General Plan, but placed some reasonable limits to protect the environment.

The "in or out" nature of Alternative 2 makes it a useless for informing the
decisionmakers or the public about their real options.

P.11-12 "Deleting the amendment to Policy 7.1.2.1 and the adoption of ordinance section
17.30.060 would obstruct the TGPA/ZOU Project objective to "[e]ncourage and support the
development of housing affordable to the moderate income earner."

The record as a whole indicates that hillside development actually increases development
and costs and is unlikely to result in affordable housing.

P. 12 "Proposed Ordinance section 17.40.160.F and Mitigation Measures TRA-2 and LU-5 will
ensure that home occupations will be compatible with adjacent and surrounding properties."

The record as a whole does not support the finding that the ZOU will ensure that home
occupations will be compatible with adjacent uses.

P. 26 "Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, such project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
The mitigation measures and the reasons why they substantially lessen the environmental effect
is described below."

The record as a whole does not support the finding that the County has adopted
mitigation measures in a fashion likely to effectively reduce impacts.

2
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P. 26 "Specific economic, legal, social , technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.

The record as a whole does not support the finding that the County has properly rejected
feasible mitigation measures

P. 28 (See also p. 53): "Specific economic, legal, social , technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers , make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report ."

There are a number of feasible mitigation measures to stem the adverse cumulative
impacts of agricultural land conversion. The TGPA/ZOU could have included new
programs to allow local ranchers to secure oak woodland mitigation funds or carbon
sequestration credits. It could have the county participate in more state and federal
funding mechanisms for purchasing conservation easements. It could have established
new agricultural land conversion mitigation standards. None of these were explored.

PP. 29-30 (See also pp. 56-57) : "Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated
into, such project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR. The mitigation measures and the reasons why they substantially
lessen the environmental effect is described below.

"Specific economic, legal, social , technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report."

Again, the air quality attainment plans for metropolitan areas are filled with air pollution
reduction measures that are not in place in £1 Dorado County, but could substantially
reduce the air pollution emissions. Many of these are in the control of the County, such
as cleaner county vehicle fleets , public transit passes for employees, etc. Others are
within the authority of the County Air Pollution Control District, and should have been
recommended to them for adoption to offset the cumulative air pollution impacts.

P. 38 "Avoidance of this impact is infeasible for legal reasons. Government Code Section 65301
requires the £1 Dorado County Board of Supervisors to "adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan for the physical development of the county . . . and of any land outside its boundaries
which in the planning agency 's judgment bears relation to its planning." The General Plan, as
amended by the TGPA, provides for the long-term development of the county. Government
Code Section 65580, et seq requires the General Plan to "identify adequate sites for housing" and
otherwise plan for sufficient development to meet the county 's share of the regional housing
need. This requires the County to authorize future development to occur. Government Code

3
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Section 65860 requires that the Zoning Ordinance be consistent with the General Plan and
further provides that the "various land uses authorized by the ordinance are compatible with the
objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the plan." The ZOU is being
adopted to achieve this consistency."

There has been no showing that the amount of development in the 2004 General Plan is
required to meet regional housing needs .

Furthermore, as evidenced by the TGPA, there is no need to stand pat on the provisions
of the 2004 General Plan, when further amendment could reduce the adverse impacts of
achieving zone conformity. The County argues that to do so would allow the zoning
ordinance tail to wag the general plan dog. However, the County policy for achieving
development project consistency with the general plan allows for amendment to the
general plan. Thus, the County allows even lower level projects to wag the general plan
dog, regardless of their contribution to environmental impacts or mitigation.

Finally, with regard to the traffic impacts discussed in this context, the record as a whole
indicates that the cumulative impacts of 2004 General Plan implementation and
TGPA/ZOU will be contrary to maintaining the level of service standards in the 2004
General Plan.

P. 39 (See also page 95): "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental
impact report."

With respect to groundwater supply, the County improperly rejected the suggestion for a
groundwater management plan to limit groundwater dependent development in areas
where groundwater is known to be scarce or unreliable. This would have the added
benefit of protecting groundwater dependent ranches by reducing the likelihood that their
water supply would be dried up by non-agricultural uses. There was no showing that this
process would prevent the County from meeting its housing requirements. The excuse
was that it would cost too much. However, communities all over California will be
preparing such plans. Many are applying for State funds from Prop. 1 to fund these
efforts.

P. 45. "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers , make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report."

At issue here are impacts on scenic resources along scenic Highways 50 and 89 in EI
Dorado County from new development of resorts and retreat centers. These roads are in
a heavily forested area of'El Dorado County. Yet there was no effort to require visual
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screening of the new development, even though it would be most feasible in this area of
the County. Again, it isn't that feasible mitigation is unavailable, it is that the County
does not even consider it.

P. 46 "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers , make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report."

This is in the context of scenic impacts associated with development on slopes over 30%.
Again, the County only considered limiting this impact by avoiding harm to habitat. The
County could have implemented the 2004 General Plan by allowing this only in
Community Regions and Rural Centers. Or by not allowing it on forested parcels more
than 10 minutes from a fire station . There is no showing that such mitigation would
conflict too sharply with the project objectives. The County fails to meet its obligation to
adopt feasible mitigation.

P. 58: "By law, the Housing Element is required to accommodate the county's projected housing
needs (Government Code Section 65860, et seq.). This precludes any attempt to limit population
growth in the county."

First, this is not an accurate statement of the law. Housing limitations based upon
resource constraints are not illegal, even if they result in limiting population growth.
California's housing law seeks to provide an affordable, safe and healthy home for all
Californians. Such a home has a safe and reliable water supply, is connected to job and
service centers by efficient transportation, is sufficiently protected from fire danger, and
does not expose its residents to harmful air pollution emission. The TGAP/ZOU seems
to be impeding the County's efforts to meet these housing objectives that transcend mere
raw numbers of units.

Second, there has been no showing that the relaxation of environmental protections in the
TGPA/ZOU are necessary for the County to meet its affordable housing targets.

Third, there are more traditional ways to achieve these targets that would not require the
relaxing of environmental protections. Many of these are already inthe Housing
Element. Others can be found in the housing elements of other counties.

Since the Board of Supervisors is hostile to both environmental protection and affordable
housing programs, they refused to explore these options. However, that does not make
these options infeasible. It simply puts the county in violation of its obligations under
CEQA to use its powers and authority to reduce impacts on the environment.

5
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P. 89-90: "Given that up to 20,000 additional residences might be built within the county based
on the General Plan provisions absent these policy amendments, the number of additional
residences attributable to the TGPA would not be a substantial change in the amount of growth
associated with implementation of the General Plan."

This non-sequitur misses the point. Even if the gross amount development changes little,
it is the timing , location, and circumstances of the growth under the TGPA/ZOU that is
creating the adverse impacts . Allowing high density , commercial, and industrial
development distant from public water and sewer, distant from fire protection services ,
and miles from population centers exacerbates air quality, traffic , groundwater supply
and conflicting land use impacts. Development that once had to wait until local
infrastructure was available, will now be allowed without such infrastructure. That is
what is triggering the impacts.

P. 90: "However, such parcels would continue to be limited by physical site constraints including
availability of reliable groundwater supplies and ability to meet the building code requirements
for individual septic system leach fields. The effects of these policy changes therefore would not
be expected to substantially change population growth associated with implementation of the
General Plan. Finding. "

If the effects of these policy changes will not substantially change population growth then
how is the policy advancing the objective of the TGPA/ZOU? Why the blind allegiance
to 2004 General Plan provisions with no appreciable benefit and serious costs? If the
provision will be used little, why not adopt a mitigation measure that places a numerical
limit on its use, to ensure that the impacts are mitigated , rather than relying on an
unenforceable presumption? The County has the power to mitigate the impact, just not
the will.

P. 91: "Although it is not possible to quantify the potential traffic that may be generated from
future home occupations over the term of the planning horizon because the future number and
type of such activities, and the size of parcels on which they may be undertaken, is unknown and
cannot be known with any accuracy."

Again, the ZOU could have specified numerical targets or limits for this policy so that the
EIR could have properly forecast impacts and mitigated them accordingly. The purpose
of CEQA is to get local governments to design projects that reduce the impacts on the
environment. Here, the County designed its project to defy impact mitigation. The
solutions are within reach, but the unrelenting hand of County government chose not to
grasp them.
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P.93: "This includes a Housing Element that will accommodate the county 's share of the
projected housing demand (Government Code Section 65580). The statutory mandate for
planning effectively requires the County to designate sufficient residential land in its General
Plan to meet the demands of projected future growth. The California Department of Finance
estimates that EI Dorado County's population (including the cities of Placerville and South Lake
Tahoe) will increase from 181,567 persons in 2010 to 205,624 persons by 2035 (California
Department of Finance 2014). According to the Housing Element, the 2010 average countywide
household size (persons/occupied unit) is 2.55. At that rate, another 9,434 residential units would
be needed to accommodate population growth by 2035.

According to the findings, the 2004 General Plan provides for between 17,500 and
20,000 new units of housing. This is about twice the amount needed to meet regional
housing needs for the next 20 years. There is no need to move homes out onto steep
slopes to meet regional housing needs. There is no need to decrease open space
requirements in Planned Developments to meet these needs. There is no need to push
higher density development into areas without water and sewer to meet these needs. The
housing needs argument for rejecting mitigation measures and alternatives is not based
upon substantial evidence in the record as a whole.
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Provisions of the Statement of Overriding Considerations not supported by the record as a whole.

Submitted by Tom Infusino, on behalf of Rural Communities United

In general we note the draft Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) is long on
conclusions but short on references to evidence in the record to support those conclusions. The
Planning Commission should direct staff to correct the deficiencies in the SOC noted below.

P. 4: "No additional feasible mitigation measures have been determined to be available for these
significant and unavoidable impacts."

The record as a whole reflects that commenters repeatedly proposed feasible mitigation
measures that the County repeatedly rejected without legitimate justification.

P. 4: "To the extent that these adverse impacts will not be eliminated or lessened to a less-than
significant level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific legal and social considerations
identified herein support approval of the project despite these unavoidable impacts."

P. 5: "the benefits of the project outweigh its significant and unavoidable or irreversible adverse
environmental impacts."

P.13: "The Board of Supervisors has balanced these project benefits and considerations against
the unavoidable and irreversible environmental risks identified in the EIR and has concluded that
those impacts are outweighed by the project benefits."

The record as a whole is insufficient to evaluate the extent of these significant and
unavoidable or irreversible impacts. Thus, the County is precluded from properly
weighing the projects benefits against its impacts.

P. 5: "The project balances policies regarding population growth, continued viability of the
agricultural industry, economic development, zoning consistency, and environmental protection,
while remaining consistent with the existing General Plan."

The record as a whole reflects that the County is failing to make a reasonable
accommodation of competing regional interests.
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P. 7: "LU-D: Revise the Zoning Ordinance to ensure that all uses permitted by right in any
zoning district are compatible. Allow potentially incompatible uses subject to a discretionary
review process with performance standards to ensure appropriate separation of incompatible
uses. Include in the Zoning Ordinance a requirement that any project located adjacent to an
existing sensitive land use shall be required to avoid impacts on the existing use."

The record as a whole reflects that the ZOU has failed to ensure that uses permitted by
right are compatible, that performance standards will separate incompatible uses, and that
projects shall avoid impacts to existing sensitive uses.

P. 7 "CO-O : Prepare and adopt a riparian setback ordinance. The ordinance , which
shall be incorporated into the Zoning Code , should address mitigation standards,
including permanent protection mechanisms for protected areas, and exceptions to
the setback requirements. "

The record as a whole reflects that the exceptions to the riparian setbacks swallow the
permanent protection mechanisms.

P. 8: "E. Provisions setting forth appropriate by-right and conditional use permit development to
support the agricultural industry."

The record as a whole does not reflect that the by-right and conditional uses are
appropriate.

P. 8: "AF-J: Complete an inventory of agricultural lands in active production and/or lands
determined by the Agricultural Commission to be suitable for agricultural production. Once the
inventory is complete , perform a suitability review . .. and amend the Agricultural District
boundaries as appropriate."

The record as a whole does not reflect that the Agricultural District boundaries were
adjusted based upon an inventory of agricultural lands and a suitability determination by
the Agricultural Commission.

P. 8: "ED-QQ: Establish standards in the Zoning Ordinance that provide compatible home
businesses that complement residential uses in the Community Regions, Rural Centers , and
Rural Regions ."

The record as a whole does not reflect that the ZOU has limited home businesses to those
that are compatible with, and compliment, residential uses.
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P. 11: "The CIPs and the TIM fee program identify the transportation projects needed to ensure
that traffic congestion does not exceed the level allowed under the General Plan and fund those
projects through development fee contributions, respectively"

The record as a whole does not reflect that the TIM fee program ensures that traffic
congestions does not exceed the level allowed under the General Plan.

P. 11: "By updating the Zoning Ordinance and corresponding Zoning Maps, the TGPA1Z0U
project creates an internally-consistent, clarified and modernized Zoning Ordinance consistent
with the County's General Plan. As part of the project, the Zoning Ordinance Update will have
the social benefit of a consistent regulatory environment, creating a sense of certainty for land
purchasers who want to know what to expect on adjacent lands, applicants for development
projects who depend on consistent procedures and standards by which they need to abide, and
decision makers who need to be uniform in applying the code."

The record as a whole does not reflect that the ZOU creates a consistent regulatory
environment, or certainty for land purchasers.

P. 12: "The result of the TGPA changes is a net increase in the amount ofland protected by the
A overlay."

The record as a whole does not reflect that the lands in the agriculture overlay are
"protected" by the TGPA/ZOU.

P. 13: "The TGPA-ZOU project will increase sales tax revenues within EI Dorado County to
some extent by enabling the operation of additional tax generators, including agricultural support
services, ranch marketing, recreation, and rural commerce."

We are unaware of, and the finding does not direct us to, a fiscal analysis of the
government revenue impacts of the TGPA1Z0U. There is no indication that there is a net
benefit to County revenues associated with implementing the TGPAlZOU. With
expansive residential development come extensive infrastructure and service costs. The
Statement of Overriding Considerations cannot count government revenue as abenefit
without also calculating the government costs of the TGPA1Z0U. Increased revenue is
not a benefit if it is eclipsed by increased costs.

P. 13: "The EIR for the County of El Dorado TGPAlZOU project was prepared pursuant to
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines"

The record as a whole reflects that the EIR was not prepared in accordance with CEQA.
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August 17, 2015

Shawna Purvines, Principal Planner
EI Dorado Community Development Agency
Long Range Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Re: Comments on notice of preparation for general plan amendments to biological
resources plan components

Ms. Purvines:

We have reviewed the notice of preparation (NOP) for the biological resources policy update to
the general plan (GP) and offer the following comments on behalf of the California Native Plant
Society and Center for Sierra Nevada conservation.

1) Changes in Objectives 7.4.1 and 7.4.2 and Associated Polices

We raised in earlier comments a concern about the lack of integration between objectives and
policies. We remain concerned that the project description in the NOP and supporting
documents still does not provide the integration provided by the existing general plan. The
project description in the NOPalso does not clearly define some terms, e.g., "special-status
vegetation communities" or more specifically the "vegetation communities" to which the
mitigation ratios in Policy 7.4.2.8 will apply. We ask that the assumptions about which
"vegetation communities" that will be subject to the mitigation ratios be clearly stated and
evaluated in the draft environmental impact report (DEIR).

We also think that the emphasis on Pine Hill plants in Policy 7.4.1 without providing equal
emphasis on other species protected by state and federally de-emphasizes the commitment in
the GPto other protected species. The lack of emphasis on other protected species is
illustrated by Policy 7.4.2.1 which commits only to coordinating wildlife programs with state
and federal agencies. The affirmation from the County in the existing Objective 7.4.1 protect all
state and federally recognized rare, threatened or endangered species and their habitat
consistent with state and federal law should be retained in the proposed action and preferred
alternative.

"Large expanses of native vegetation" are to be "conserved" through the programs
implemented in the GP (Policy 7.4.2.8) yet it is unclear which policies under Objective 7.4.2
specifically implement this direction. Fragmentation of habitats through the development
centered along Highway 50 has long been known to be a significant impact. We ask that the
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DEIR evaluate the impacts of the project description and alternatives on their potential to
fragment existing areas of native vegetation in the county. When evaluating expanses of native
vegetation, we also ask that you consider habitat patches of all sizes and not arbitrarily limit the
evaluation to patches of certain size or exclude areas based on parcel size.

2) In-lieu Fee to ConserveOak Woodlands

The Nap indicates the County's intent to use the Oak Resources Management Plan and
supporting policies to provide an option that allows a project proponent to mitigate for all
projects impacts by paying a fee in-lieu of any other mitigations requirements. We do not
believe that this mitigation approach in the project description is legally sufficient to reduce
significant impacts of development to the extent feasible. We come to this conclusion since the
in-lieu fee program does not address mitigation in the area where the principle impacts occur
the Highway 50 development corridor.

Presently, the in-lieu fee program does not include any Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs) in
the central portion of the county near Highway 50. Yet we know from presentations made by
to the Board of Supervisors (BaS) in February 2015 that there are biological "shortfalls" in the
existing PCA system. The analysis provided indicated that the estimated impacts to woodland
values cannot be mitigated only by the PCAs. In response, the BaS agreed to allow
conservation to occur on lands outside the PCAs and would establish criteria for identifying
additional conservation areas.

Having agreed that the locations of the existing PCAs were not by themselves sufficient to
address impacts to oak woodlands, the proposed in-lieu fee program (designed solely on the
cost to acquire lands in the PACs) is not sufficient to mitigate the impacts on oak woodlands in
the areas where development is expected. Because the in-lieu fee does not incorporate the
higher cost of the "additional areas" needed to make the PCA strategy sufficient, payment of an
in-lieu fee alone cannot be assured to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Also, the ORMP
only states that conservation outside of the PCAs may occur, but fails to identify when it must
occur due to the location of project related impacts.

We propose the following as mitigation measures to provide for conservation and to feasibly
lessen impacts on oak woodlands:

• Require a combination of on-site mitigation and in-lieu fee for those projects in the
central portion of the county that contribute to impacts on oak woodlands; or

• Develop PCAs in the central portion of county that reduce impacts from fragmentation
in the central portion of the County and incorporate the acquisition costs of these areas
into the in-lieu fee program.

There may well be other options for mitigation measures. Our principle point is that for the in
lieu fee program to be relied upon it must include the costs of all the lands needed to make the

CNPS and CSNC comments on Biological resources NOP (8-17-15) 2
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program sufficient to meet the conservation objectives and planning requirements for oak
woodlands. We also believe that it is necessary to mitigate project impacts as close as possible
to the area of impact.

3) Analysis of the Impacts of Development on Oak Woodland Fragmentation

We ask that you complete a spatial analysis of potential impacts of development on oak
woodlands that utilizes the current condition as the baseline. We ask that you not limit the
characterization of current condition by arbitrarily defining "large" patches of oak woodland or
constraining the sizes of the parcels considered. We note that by accepting in the draft ORMP
land dedications of 5-acres or greater having conservation value, any analysis of impacts should
include patches of oak woodland at least this size and greater. We would argue that depending
on the woodland type (e.g., rarity) and location, patches smaller than 5 acres can be biologically
significant.

We also ask that the spatial analysis take into account the variety of woodland types
encountered in the county (e.g., species and woodland density). We have attached information
on habitat values of oak woodland of various types to inform the evaluation of existing
condition and potential impacts.

4) The Project Description is not Stable

Simultaneous with this amendment of the biological policies and objectives is a targeted GP
amendment and zoning ordinance update (TGPA/ZOU). Changes as a result ofthat process have
the potential to increase the impacts on oakwoodland resources. We ask that the DEIR analyze both
the existing GP and the changes proposed in the TGPA/ZOU to ensure that the analysis for this proposal
covers the range of conditions that may be in existence upon implementation.

CNPSand CSNC comments on Biological resources NOP (8-17-15) 3

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



Conclusion

We believe the project description still lacks clarity about the habitat that will be conserved
under objective 7.4.2. We also identified a fundamental flaw in the design of the in-lieu fee
program, i.e., its failure to adequately address the "shortfall" in the existing PCAs. We believe
these deficiencies are sufficiently severe that the project description should be revised to
provide remedies prior to completing a DEIR.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the general plan.
Please include us on future notifications as the process moves forward . Please contact Sue
Britting, if you have questions or wish to discuss our comments.

Sincerely,

Susan Britting, Ph.D.
Conservation Chair
EI Dorado Chapter
PO Box 377
Coloma, CA 95613

Karen Schambach
President
Center for Sierra Nevada Conservation

Attachments: Guidelines for Managing California's Hardwood Rangelands (1996)

Saving, S. c., & Greenwood, G. B. (2002) . The potential impacts of development

on wildlands in EI Dorado County, California. In Proceedings of the 5th

Symposium on California's Oak Woodlands: Oaks in California's Landscape. USDA

Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-184 (pp. 443-461).

CNPS and CSNC comments on Biological resources NOP (8-17-15) 4
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Chapter Three

Resource Assessment and General
Hardwood Rangeland Values
Primary authors: Richard Standiford, Univ. ofCalifornia, Berkeley; and Barry Garrison,
Calif Dept. ofFish and Game

General Assessment of Property
Once you have completed an assessment of the goals for your hardwood rangeland property it is necessary

to assess the various resources to determine if it is possible to accomplish these goals, and where management
activities should be directed.ln this chapter, we will present two general worksheets . Worksheet 3-1 gives a
framework for evaluating the overall hardwood rangeland property, while worksheet 3-2 will help you assemble
basic information about your hardwood stands. Most of the information for )·1 is easily available from a general
reconnaissance of the property, as well as an evaluation of maps and aerial photos. The section on sources of
assistance gives advice on ordering maps and photos if you do not already have these. You should plan on
completing this entire resource assessment exercise because it can provide a foundation upon which sound land
management actions may be built. This is a good activity for all family members or parties interested in a particu
lar property to participate in together. The informanon gained in rhls exercise will ensure that everyone has a
common base of knowledge about the existing resources on a property.

Stand Level Assessment
Once you have completed the general property

assessment in Worksh~et 3-1, take a look at the
information in table 3-1 tor some general resource
enterprises that may WMk on your property. These
possible enterprises can be compared with those
which fit in with your goals developed from the
worksheets in chapter 1, to decide on the management
potential for your hardwood rangeland property.
Then you will be able to direct your attention to
detailed discussions in chapters 4 through 9 of this
book on various hardwood rangeland enterprises. You
may need to collect additional information [or a
detailed assessment of the individual enterprises. This
should help guide your decision abou t which types of
management activities will be best for your situation .

Seenat left is a large madrone tree located on a ranch
in Sonoma County. In the background are blackoak
trees. Madrone trees frequentlv occur 011 montane
hardwood rangelands.
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------------------#
Worksheet 3-1. Hardwood Rangeland Propety Assessment

General Property InfOlmatjQIl
Property name _ Parcel size acres Elevation feet

Describe how propeny was acquired (date, method acquired, original purchase price/basis)

Current Property Value _

Nature of ownership

U Sole 0 Joint o Partnership o Other _

Property location (describe general Ioeation of property; use local maps where possible)

Accessibility (deseribe road access to various palls of the property and locate on map/photo)

Adjacent land uses (describe all adjacent land uses)

o Ag.lopen space 0 Suburban 0 Rural Residential 0 Urban 0 Public laud 0 Protected Areas

Topography (show on map/photo)
Acres on slopes less than 30%_ Acres on slopes greater than 30% _ 19

Distance to markets
Distance to urban areas/clientele base for bunt clubs and customers for firewood: _ miles

Distance to livestock markets: miles

Other markets: _ miles

Legal/political/social constraints (list ordinances, deed restrictions, zoning, and neighbor concerns affecting properly)

Waler
Sources of water (describe all sources of water Oil property and [ocate on map/photo where appropriate)

o Ponds 0 Water troughs 0 Springs 0 Intermittent streams 0 Perennial streams

o Wells 0 Irrigation ditch 0 Municipal water source o Other _

Water quality concerns (describe and locate areas with specific water quality concerns)

General Vegctation InfOlmation
Acres by general vegetation cover types (locale vegetation types Oil map/pboto)

Grassland acres Oak woodlands __ acres Shrub land acres
Irrigated agric. __ acres Residential areas __ acres Wetlands/riparian zones acres

Other forested type __ acres Other ( ) __ acres

----------- GuiblilJei JOY Mallaging Celijornia': Hardwood Range/all'!'- --------,.....--
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,------------
Worksheet 3-1. Hardwood Rangeland Property Assessment (cout.)

Current ManagementlEconomic Uses
Grazing/livestock (check current enterprises that apply, and general Information below)

o Cow/calf 0 Stocker 0 Sheep; ewe/lamh 0 Lease grazing to others

U Other livestock _

Current livestock inventory: __ head on __ acres

Season of use (check all that apply): 0 Fall 0 Winter 0 Spring 0 Summer

Other sources of forage: 0 Public land lease 0 Privale lease 0 Another ranch 0 Other

Tree harvest (describe current tree harvest and marketing programs)

Type of wood products sold: 0 Firewood 0 Sawtimber 0 Biomass 0 Dl1ler

Species of tree sold: 0 Blue oak 0 Live oak 0 Foothill pine 0 Other

Harvest __ cords every ~_ years on_~ acres

20

Hunt Club (describe any hunt club activities you have)

Game species hunted: 0 Deer 0 Turkey 0 Other gainebirds 0 Pigs

Lease description (describe hunt club economic arrangement)

List other economic uses of hardwood rangeland property

Capital improvements (list of all capital improvements and show on map/photo)

o Elk 0 Other

Buildings Fencing Road systems Other Improvements

Resource Constraints
Soils (list all soil series, general productivity, and constraints)

Erodible areas (list all eroded and erodible areas and locate on map/photo where possible)

Threatened and endangered plant and animal species

Guidelin«: for Mallaging California's HardwQod Rangefanrfs -----------
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------------------#
Table ~ -1 . Matrix of resource assessment and m anagement en terprises (for assessmenr chapter)

A s.SoI::'SI:LClH Li ves tock gril:t.in& Hunt club! Co nserv aJit. n land Wood products Special ty products
Cri teria recre at ion
Parcel size >25 acre s >500 ac (deer); > 100 >100 ac, >100 ac. Depends 011 product

ac, (turkeys)

Cover type and Must have patches Mixture of dense and Mus t have some Mu st have stands Sufficient amount oi
pattern of "pen or low open woodlauds special cover type with over 40 percent w;:;.' I;1li l' o typ" for

de nsity woodlands wi th Jarge patc hes be ing lost ncar cover prodnct
tnr toragc or dense con nected pro per ty or a highly

wnodla uds desirable habit at
Water Need water N"''''d water Mav enhance value Not important Mav be important
Access No t im portan t Need road sys tem fur Nor esse ntial unless Need road sysce rn for Need access for

tran s port public access desired hanl ing tr ansportation and
manaa ement

Adjacent land Urban uses may Urban uses rna... Op portunities Of" Urban uses may Urban uses m:;,y
use present social pr eseur SvCi3[ nest in areas close pres en t soci al I 're ~e nr conflicts or

co nflicts oonfl ir rs: Re ly on to urb an/ residential co nfl ic ts oppor tuni ties
ne ighnors for some are as dep ending on
ha bitat needs product

Tonography MOM are as <50 per. Need areas wi th <50 Slo pe clas s has Operate only in Mos t likely need
slop e: per. slope for access lilli e effe ct areas with d O pet. area" <30 pe t. slope

slo oe
D istance tu Unlimited with new Nee d 10 De < 12D Generally near to <1m, mi les Should be <I'Al
ma rket video mar keting m iles urb an areas or areas miles to mark et to

sales with some adverse minim ize
impact transn ortat io n

Cap ita l Fences. wate r NQt critical Not critical Depends ou product Depends on product
impro veme n ts facili ti e s
Legal Local ordin ances . T&E species. Often restricts fu ture Local ordinances, Need to check health
co nst ra int s T&E spec ies huunn g reg ulatio ns laud usc; may be T &E speci es, deed co des, zoning.

co nstraints 011 restr ic rions, Fore st res trictions . T&E
co rnpatibl e P ractice Act speci es
enterpr ises

Resource Need residual Species of interest Presence of critic al Sue must be capable Need to ensure that
constrai nts biomass should he present ill habitat Or threatened of regeneration from product "

surfic ieut numbers and endangered seedlings or man agemeur does
(0 SUppor t harves t species may spro u ting not disrupt slre
(i.c. turke ys. deer, cn han....e val ue ecolo gical
e tc. ) processes

------------- G rf;Jrli/1fS for Mal1aJ in£ Caliiornia': H araw ood R';I',f..-lol1ds -------------
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,-----------------
Assessing Legal Concerns

Today's land management must often comply with numerous laws and regulations that are imposed at all
levels - local, state, and federaL Federal laws and regulations are implemented by either the federal agency which
has Jurisdiction, or are delegated to a state agency. State laws and regulations for the most part are the responsibil
ity of the jurisdictional agency, aJthough responsibilities can be delegated to courtly or district agencies. LocaJ
ordinances are implemented by the county or district agency. An important part of an assessment is finding out
which of these legal concerns apply to your situation, and what these require YI)U to do. Some of the different
types of laws and regulations you should be investigating are described, as well as where you might find more
information.

Water: Water rights and water quality are both the responsibility of the California State Water Resources Board,
who further delegate the water quality responsibilities to nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards. Federal
laws such as the Federal Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Act, and Coastal Zone Act are tailored for irnplernenta
t.on in California by the Porter-Cologne Act. Water rights are involved when considering pond or spring develop
ment and diversions for water supplies. Water rights applications and information for land parcels are obtained at
the county recorder's office. Stream water diversions require a "Hi03 permit" fmm the California Department of
Fish and Game. Water quality considerations for hardwood rangelands most often invoke nonpoinr source
pollution factors, including sedimentation, nutrients, and/or pathogens. Riparian vegeration management is
frequently considered along with these other nonpoint source pollution factors.

WeLland,".; Wetlands jurisdiction is confusing and landowners and managers should check to see what issues are
of local concern and which agency is involved. Laws and regulations are under a state of revision. For most
agricultural lands, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has the lead role for wetlands manage
ment. In some cases. the Army Corps of Engineers. the US Fish and Wildlife Service, or the California Department

22 of Fish and Game may be the lead a~t'ncy.

Air Quality; Any burninj; activities are under the jurisdiction of local Air Quality Management Districts (AQMD).
Check with your II)(aJ AQ11D to determine an air quality restrictions that would apply to management of your
hardwood rangelands.

Wildliff;: The County AgrirultlHal Commissioner handles issues related to controlled materials for predator
control. TI1e California Department (If lish and C(lme is responsible for issuing predation permits for some
animals (deer, mountain iions, bear, ~tc.), and for setting regulations over hunting and fishing. Furthermore, the
Department protects species listed as threatened, endangered, or protected by state law, and it has general juris
diction and public trust responsibility for the state's fish and wildlife and their habitats,

Timbe.r.:: Most tree species on hardwood rangelands are currently not considered "commercial species" and are not
subject to th~ Forest Practice Rules administered by the Stale Board of Forestry However, a number of counties
and citit'_~ hav~ ordinances that affect the harvest of oak trees on rangelands. Several other counties have volun
tary oak tree harvesting guiddines and sugge:;ted best management practices. Check with local experts to see
what local rules and guidelines apply ro your area.

Endangered Species: Doth federal and state laws list plants and animals that are threatened or end angered. The
US Fish and Wildlife Service has jurisdiction over the federally listed species, while the California Department of
Fish and Game has jurisdiction of those listed by the state (see Appendix A and D).Specific circumstances may
prohibit certain management practices or changes in land use if they affect a listed pJant or animal. Check locally
with California Department of Fish and Came, U.5. Fish and WildJifl' Service, or UC Farm Advisors for the
situation in your area. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 4.

Archdeolo~ical Sites: There is increasing public concern about preserving historically and culturally :>!gnificant
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sites. The presence of such sites may impact proposed changes in land use or management. County planning,
Community Colleges, State Colleges, and local museums are good sources of information on archaeological sites
in your area .

Land Use: A number of land use related issues rnav influence certain management decisions. The California Land
Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contracts with certain counties to provide tax relief for agreeing to not develop
land for 10 years . County General Plans often have restrictions on parcel size, land use, and zoning. Easements tor
utilities, conservation, open space, and wildlife habitat are becoming more common. Other laws and ordinances
to be aware of are those relating to the right to farm and fence, trespass laws, as well as private property rights
laws.

Livestock: There are a number of laws relating to livestock including: animal identification (branding) law; laws
relating to diseases such as TB and brucellosis; and Jaws concerned with the disposal of dead animals. Your local
agricultural commissioner can provide information on each of these .

Professional Certification: The State Board of Forestry has the licensing authority over natural resource p rofes
sionais to protect the natural resources ofthe state and to protect the public interest by ensuring competent pro
fessional work, Designations for Certified Rangeland Managers (CRM) and Registered Professional Foresters are
maintained by the State Board of Forestry. Details on qualifications, duties, and a list of certified professionals arc
available.

Values for Hardwood Rangeland Stands
Worksheet 3-2 helps you to collect basic informatlon on hardwood rangeland cover type, canopy cover, slope

class, and associated habitat elements, and will allow you to look up some general ecological and managerial rec
ommendations. Table 3-2 shows how the information on lree cover type and canopy density can be used to refer
you to a specific description. For example, if your stand is n blue oak woodland with a SO percent canopy cover,
you would go to the description for site C, found on page ll of this chapter.

Each of the 12 broad sitG descriptions gives genf'ra: recommendations and assessments on four categories: oak
cover I forestry; recreation; Wildlife diversity; and grazing. These are based on some very broad statewide conclu
sions from practical experiences and research studies. These descriptions, assessments, arid recommendations are
intended to guide you through some general ideas on the potential uses for hardwood rangeland stands on your
property, As you evaluate these recommendations, the rainfall zone. slope class, and prt~sence of wildlife habitat
elements such as snags, riparian zones. or downed woody debris, which Yl)U are assessing in worksheet 3-2) will
allow you to refine these recommendations. These general recommendations must be followed up with site spe
cific information for your local area. Chapters 4 through 9 will help you develop this site specific information for
your property.

Table3-2. Classirtcation for hardwood rangeland sites based on tree cover type and canopy cover.

Tree Cover Type Tree Canop , Cover

10-24% 25 -39% 4{l- 59% 60 - 100%

Blue oak woodland, blue oak-foothill pine woodland A B C D

valley oak woodland E F G H

Coastal oak woodland, montane hardwood J J K L

----------- GlIidt}i~£l' for i\f4t1aj.illj Cal(forllia's Hardu/oo» R~lll.rla!lC/j -----------
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Worksheet 3-2. Hardwood Rangeland Stand Assessment

Property name

Location of Stand (describe general location on property, use maps wherepossible)

Acres in Stand

Aspect o North ..J South

Soil Series

:J Easr :J West

Av. Annual Rainfall U <15" o 15 - 25" CJ 25 - 35" '.J >35"

Slope Class o Gentle (<3rJ9c) U Steep (>30Sfl

Erosion

Ground cover

I.JNone

:J <25%

U Sheet/rill 0 Gnllies

025 -50% 051 .75% :J >75%

Tree Cover 'Iype J Blue oakwoodland, Blue oiik-tooiliill pine woodland
Cl Valle-y oak woodland
o Coastal oak woodland, rnoutane hardwood

24
Tree Canopy Cover 0 Minimal «10%)

o Moderate (40 - 59%)
:::J Sparse (10 - 2.1-%)
[) Dense (60 - 100%)

:J Open (25 - 39%)

AverageTree Size 0 Seedling (<1 in. DBH)
o Pole (6 - II in. DBH)
o Med.lLarge tree (>24 in. DBH)

o Sapling (1 - 6 in. DBH)
o Small tree (11 - 24 in. DBH)
o Multi-layered

Tree Mortality ::J None :..J Light (<5 £,totrees) ::J Heavy (>5% trees)

Regeneration status 0 noneevident l.J Small seedlings «I' tall) 0 Large seedlings (l - 3' tall)
(check all that apply) 0 Saplings (3 - 10' 1311)

Shrub caIJo.)PY cover o Minimal (<10%) o Sparse (10 - 24%) U Open (25 - 39%)
o Moderate (40 - 59%) o Deusc l60 - 100%)

Shrub age class l)TS . ::J <5 years U 5 - 15 years o 15 - 25 years
since fuel reduction) ::J >25 years

HahItat elements o Brush PlieS I] Snags o bead and down logs
(check all that apply) o Riparian znnes

Water sources o None i-l Perennial streams CJ Intermittent streams
Q Springs :] Water developments :] Other

Threatened and endangered plants and animals present:

--------- GuidelinN for Mn.nn.ginj, C ..IU"rnia ', Hart/a/OJ" R.:ngrlandr ----------
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Site A: Blue oak woodland, blue oak foothill pine woodland: 10 - 24 percent canopy
cover

Oak CovcrlForcstnj AsscssmCllt:
Oak volume ranges from 20 to 17ncubic feet per acre, and la-year growth rare ranges from 2 to 40 cubic feet per
acre . These are not good areas lor commercial harvesting activities due to very low stocking and low growth
rates. Many open blue oak savannahs lack oak regeneration, especially on low elevation and/or low rainfall
zones. Managers should compare current levels of mortality to regeneration. In areas where mortality exceeds re
generation, it may be necessary to adopt management procedures to encourage regeneration.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas (lifer only limited opportunities for hunt clubs in their current condition because of low cover and
acorn production. Medium populations of quail can be expected, which can be improved by providing additional
water and cover with brush piles. It may be desirable to increase cover if feasible to improve habitat for deer and
turkeys.

"Vildli;fc Diversity Asscssment:
These open blue oak savannah stands contain both grassland and woodland wild Ii Ie species. In general, the habi 
tat is good for open grassland species such as western meadowlark, but marginal for woodland species such as
Pacific-slope flycatchers. Habitat elements, such as riparian zones, snag5, trees with cavities, and large woody de
(1r(S, have an important effect OI'l biodiversity by making habitats more complex. More complex habitats support
greater numbers of wildlife. According to the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships system (CWHR) there are
21 amphibian species, 33 reptile species, 73 mammal species, and 137bird species which are predicted to occur in
these habitats if various elements Occur.If there are no riparian zones or sources of water, no snags or cavity trees,
and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, tne number of vertebrate wildlife species pred ictad to occur
in these habitats falls to 10 amphibian species, 31 reptiles, 39 mammals, and 101 bird species, This po ints. to the
importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements present in the stand to provide for the highest pos 
sible diversity of wildlife species.

Grazing .1ssessment:
Average forage production capability is 3,000 pounds per acre with a range from 1,500 to 4/500pounds.In low
rainfall areas, the presence of scattered trees has been found to increase overall range forage production. How
ever.. thistles and other undesirable plants may occur under the tree canopy, although this is not common. Poten
rial tor range improvement through seed ing, fertilization, and grazing management may increase productivity
where production is currently at the lower end of the scale and available soil and soil moisture is not limiting.

Site 8: Blue oak woodland, blue oak foothill pine woodland; 25 - 39 percent canopy
cover

Oak Cover/Forestry Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 170 to 425 cubic feet per acre and the to-year growth is 25 to 70 cubic fl:?el per acre . These
areas are generally not good for commercial firewood harvesting. The existing stocking level is gl)l)d for diverse
resource values.. and managers should not take canopy density much lower. Some light thinning may be possible
in dense clusters, but avoid using equipment on areas with over 3D percent slope to minimize erosion. Perhaps 40
to 85 cubic feet could be harvested per acre in higher productivity sites every 20 years. Many areas like these have
an absence of oak regeneration, especially on low elevation and/or rainfall areas. Managers should assess current
levels of mortality and compare thi~ to seedl ing and sapling regeneration. In areas where mortality exceeds regen
eration, it may be necessary to adopt management procedures to encourage regeneration.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas have good overall habitat for mule and. black-tailed deer, wild pigs and California quail. Habitat can
be improved by enhancing acorn production. planting legumes, and maintaining these through proper livestock
and deer management. Any reductions in oak cover will also decrease habitat value for many desired game spe-

----------- G"ideli"rs for MantJ.gin.g CtJl[f~"Jia·.' H~rdJJ". ,,,,/ Rantrlalldr -----------
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cies, Areas with slopes greater than 30 rercent will have lower values Ior hunt clubs because of the difticult ac
cess.

Wildlife DitJ[~rsity Assessment:
These blue oak woodland stands support both grassland and woodland wildlife species, In general, the habitat i~

fairly good for a large number of wildlife species. The occurrence 01 more complex habitats, through the presence
of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities, and large H!<10dy debris, has an important effect
on biodiversity. There are 21 amphibian species, 31 reptile species. 6-1 mammal species, and 128 bird species which
are predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands. If there are no riparian zones or
sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the ... itt, the number of ver
tebrate wildlife species predicted to occur on these habitats fails to 10 amphibian species. 29 reptiles, 30 mammals.
and 95 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements present in the
stand to provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife species.

Grazillg Assessmellt~

Average f~)j"i}ge production capability is 3:/JOO pounds per acre with a range from 1,300 to 4,500 pounds. ln low
rainfall areas, the presence of scattered trees has been found teo increase overall range forage production How
ever, thistles and other undesirable plants may occur under the tree canopy, although this is not typical. Potential
for range improvement through seeding. fertilization. and grazing management may increase productivity where
production is currently at the [ower end of the scale and available soil and soil moisture is not limiting.

Site C: Blue oak woodland, blue oak foothill pine woodland; 40 - 59 percent canopy
cover

Oak CClvcr/Forestry Asscssm,;nt:
Oak volumes range from 425 to 1200 cubic feet Fer acre. Ten year growth ranges from 50 to 130 cubic feet per acre.
Firewood harvest potentia I exists, but avoid using equipment on slopes over.3D percent to minimize erosion..
Harvest levels should approxirnately equal. growth to maintain existing oak cover for diverse resource values. Ap
proximately 85 to 250 cubic feel per acre can be harvested every 20 years from these stands, Ensure adequate oak
regeneration after harvest.

Recreation Assessmen.t:
These areas are excellent for medium to large populations of mule and black-tailed deer, squirrel, wild pigs, wild
turkeys, mourning dove, and band-tailed pigeons. On areas with less than 3(1 percent slope/ the terrain is excellent
for hunter access. Careful tree thinning can complement game habitat. Where controlled fire can be used, it can
help stimulate palatable shrub browse. SeE'dtng clover and other legumes and maintaining it through J.jrazing will
benefit deer, turkey and quail.

Wiidi~!".! Di;,'ersity Assessment:
These blue oak woodiand stands support a large number of wildlife species. The high~r tree density makes these
areas Jess desirable for open grassland species such ,15 western meadowlarks and western kingbirds, but very de
sirable for 'wood land species such as Pacific-slope flycatchers and wild pigs. The occurrence of more complex
habitats, through the presence of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities. and large woody
debris has an important effect on biodiversity. 19 amphibian species, 213 reptile species, 64 mammal species, and
128 bird species dre predicted to occur by CWHR on the must diverse habitats in these stands. U there are no ri
parian zones or water sources. no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the
number of vertebrate wildlife species predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 10 amphibian species, 2C; rep
tiles. 30 mammals, and 95 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat ele
ments present in the stand to provide for the hiflhf;~t possible diversity of wildlife species.

Grazing Assessment:
Average forage production capability is L,OOO pounds per acre with a range from 1/000 tl> VlOO pounds. Tn areas
with less than 20 inches of annua \ rai nfall and during drought years on higher average rainfall areas, range pro
ductivity and forage nutritional value is often enhanced by the presence of this level of oak cover. In higher rain-
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fall areas, the shading effect oi the canopy suppresses total production . Thistles and other undesirable plants may
occur under the IT~~ canopy, although this is not typical. Potential for range improvement on 510pe~ less than 30
percent through seeding, fertilization, and grazing management may Increase productivity by two- to three-fold
where production is currently at the low end (If the scale. Tree thinning will increase forage pl...1du<.:tion under the
removed Ctll10PY in the higher rainfall zones of the state (over 20 inches per year).

Site D: Blue oak woodland, blue oak-foothill pine woodland; 60 - 100 percent canopy
cover

Oak Cover/Forestry Assessment:
Oak vol ume ranges from 1200 to 3800 cubic feet per acre. Estimated growth r~~nges from 170 to 510 cubic teet per
acre over 10 year. Firewood h(lrve$t can be carried out to permanently- reduce cover and improve habitat for se
lected wildlife species and range productivity. Areas with less than 30 percent slope are a good place to prioritize
for harvesting on the ranch, 50Ll to 2500cubic feet per acre can be harvested rrorn these stands to permanently re
duce stands to 40 to 60 percent canopy cover after 20 years. If stand openings are absent, you may wish to make
some small openings through the firewood operation to encourage blue oak regeneration.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas provide excellent habitat for mule and black-tailed deer, squirrel, wild pi;:::, wild turkey. mourning
dove, and band-tailed pigeons. On areas 'with over 3(1 percent slope, hunter access is too difficult for commercial
operations, Thinning stands back to 50 ppr('pnt COver in a patchy pattern can enhance deer habitat . Turkeys do
best with ,1 dense canopy, and California quail d,) best with less tree canopy, but both species prefer dense shrub
layers and tlmr1e water sources.

lVildlife Diversity Assessment:
These dense blue oak woodland stands support a large number of wildlife species, although the higher tree den
sity makes these areas undesirable for open grassland species A few spec ies such 3S Cooper's hawks and oran:;e
crowned 'warblers, actually prefer the dense conditions found in these stands. The occurrence of more cornplex
habitat" through the presence of habitat elements such riparian ZI)m'S , snags, trees with cavities, and large woody
debris, has an important effect [In biodiversity, There are 19 amphibian species. 25 reptile species, 62 mammal sp'"'
des, and 102 bird species v,hich are predicted to occur by ONHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands 1£
there are no riparian zones or sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and nu large woody debris or brush piles
on the Site, the number of vertebrate wildlife species predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 10 amphibian
species, 23 reptiles, 2~ mammals, and 77 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the
habitat elements present in the stand to provide for the highest po ssible diversity of wild life species. Scrne thin
nin; may help enhance overall biological diversity

Gm;: i~g Assessment:
Averace Fora~e production capability is SlOO pounds per acre with a range from 500 to 1,500 pounds. The dense
tree rover suppresses forage production, leaving less available tor livestock operations. Thinning stands on slopes
It:::-:.- than::\O percent will increase forage production under the removed canopy for about J5 yp.C\rs by 50 to 1110
percent e..pecially on poor sites, After tree thinn ing, seeding, fertilization, and grazing management may increase
forage production. Little improvement potential exists on steeper slope:; .

Site E: Valley oak woodland; 10 - 24 percent canopy cover

Oak Corler/Forestry ASSl.'S5111f' nt:
Oak volume ranges from 40 1~1 34() cubic teet per acre . Growth r"nge~ l'rClm 17 to RO cubic over 10 years . TI1e
canopy in these open valley oak savannahs needs to be maintained. These areas are poor candidates for any har
vest activity. Managers should encourage the recruitment of young seedlings to sapling size through manag('ment
activities .

Recreation Assessment:
These a.vas off,:,r on I~' limited opportunities for hunt clubs in their current condition because of !(1W shrub cover
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and acorn production . Medium populations of quail can be expected, which can be improved by providing addi
tional water and cover w ith brush piles. It may be desirable to increase cover, if feasible , to improve habitat for
deer and turkeys.

Wildlife Diversity Assessment:
These open valley oak savannah stands contain both grassland and woodland wildlife species . In general, the
habitat is good for open grassland and open woodland species such as western meadowlark, and marginal for
woodland species such as Pacific-slope flycatcher. The presence of more complex habitats, through the presence
of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities, and large woody debris, has an important effect
on biodiversity. There are 19 amph ibian sp ecies, 32 reptile species, 72 mammal species, and 132 bird species which
are predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands. If there are no riparian zones or
sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the number of ver 
tebrate wildlife species predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 8 amphibian species, 30 reptiles, 38 mammals,
and 99 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements present in the
stand to provide for the highest po ssible diversity of wild life species.

Grazillg Assessment:
Average forage production capability is 3,500 pounds per acre with a range from 2,000 to 5,000 pounds. In low
rainfall areas, the presence of scattered trees has been found to increase overall range forage production . Thistles
and other undesirable plants may occur under the tree canopy, although this is not typ ical. Potential for range im
provement through seeding, fertilization, and grazing management may increase productivity where production
is currently at the lower end of the scale and available soil and soil moisture is not limiting.

28 Site F: Valley oak woodland; 25 - 39 percent canopy cover

Oak Cover/Forestry Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 340 to 1100 cubic feet per acre. Ten year growth ranges from 60 to 150 cubic feet per acre.
Although these are not good areas for commercial harvesting, there is some potential for light thinning due to the
relat ively high productivity of valley oak stands. It may be desirable to utilize trees being lost to mortality if not
needed to provide snags in the stand . Perhaps 40 to 170 cubic feet per acre could be harvested every 20 years on
slopes less than 30 percent. The existing stocking level is good for diverse resource values, and managers should
not take canopy density much lower. Attempts should be made to encourage recruitment of oak seedlings to sap
ling size through management practices. Rapid growth of seedlings is possible.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas have good overall habitat for mule and black-tailed deer, wild pigs and California quail. Habitat can
be improved by enhancing acorn production , planting dover and other legumes, and maintaining these through
proper livestock and dee r management, and enhancing shrub cover. Any reductions in oak cover will also ds
crease habitat value for most commercial game species. Areas with slopes greater than 30 percent will have lower
values for hunt clubs because of the difficult access.

Wildlife Diverl>'ity Assessment:
These volley oak woodland stands have both grassland and woodland wi ldlife species. In general, the habitat is
fairly good for a large number of wildlife species, The occurrence of more complex habitats, through the presence
of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities, and large woody debris, has an important effect
on biodiversity. There are 19 amphibian species,30 reptile species, 71 mammal species, and 128 bird species which

are predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands. If there are no riparian zones or
sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the number of ver
tebrate wildlife species predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 8 amphibian species, 28 reptiles, 37 mammals,
and 96 bird spl:!cies.111is points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements present in the
stand to provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife species.
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Grazing Assessment:
Average forage production capability is J)){)O pounds per acre with a range from 1,500 to 4,..";00 pounds.Jn low
rainfall areas, the p resf:oC:f- of scattered rrees has been found to increase overall range forage production . How
ever, thistles and other undesirable plants m<ly occur under the tree canopy, a lthough this is not typical. Potential
for range improvement through seeding. fertilization, and grazing management may increase productivity where
production is currsntiv at the 1,1 .....er end (If the scale and available soil and soil moisture is not limiting

SHe G: Valley oak woodland; 40 - 59 percent canopy cover

Oak Cover/Forestry Assessmeltt:
Oak volume ranges from 1100 to 2900 cubic feet per acre . Ten year growth ranges from 120 to 420 cubic feet per
<:<:re Some th inning on a sustainable basis is possible, especially in stands with large numbers of small trees to im
prove individual tree growth rate. There is some possibility to utilize harvested trees for solid wood products,
such as white oak lumber or barrel staves. 170 to 680 cubic f~et per ac re co uld be harvested every 20 years on
stands w ith less than 30 percen t slope. It is important to ensure "that adequate oak regeneration results after the
harvest.

Recreation Assessment:
These areal; are excellen t for medium to large populations of mul e and black-tailed deer, squirrel, wild pigs, wild
turkeys, mourning dove , and band-tailed pigeons. On areas with less than 30 percent slope, the terrain is excell ent
for hunter access . Some careful tree thinning can complement game habitat. Where controlled fire can be used, it
can help stimulate pa latable shrub browse. Seeding clover and other legumes and maintaining these through
grazing, as well as increi:1:-ifll; shrub cover, will benefit deer, turkey and quail.

Wildl~feDiversity Assessmelrt:
These valley oak wood land stands support a large number of wildlife species. The tree densi ty makes these areas 29
less desirable for open grassland species such as western meadowlarks and western kingbirds, but vel)' desirable
for woodland species such as Pacific-slope flycatchers and orange-crowned warblers. ThE: occurrence of more
complex habitats, through the presence of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, rrees with cavities, and
large woody debris, has an importan t effect on biodiversity There are 17 amphibian species, 27 reptile species, 63
mammal species, and 123 bird species which are predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in
these ~tilnds. If there are no riparian zones or so urces of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody de-
bris or brush piles on the site, the number of vertebra te w ild life species predicted to occur on these habitats falls
to 8 amphibian species, 25 reptiles, 29 mammals, and 93 bi rd sp ecies . This points to the importance of maintaining
diversity in the habitat elements present in the stand to provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife spe
(le"~ .

Grazing Assessment:
Aver<lge forage production capability is 2,000 pounds per acre ~vith il range from 1,000 to 2,800 pounds. On such
sites, the shading effect of the canopy usually suppresses tota l prod uction. Thistles and other undesirable plants
may occur LInder the tree canopy, although this is not typiCClI. Potential for range improvement on slopes less than
30 percent through seed ing, fertilization, and grazing rnanagernent mtly increase productivity by h",7O- to three
fold where production is currently at the It)W end of the scale . Tree thinning will increase forage production under
the removed c,~norY in the higher rainfall zones of the state (over 20 inches per year).

Site H: Valley oak woodland; 60 - 100 percent canopy cover

Oak Cover/Forestn) Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 2900 to 5100 cubic feet per acre. Estimated ten year gro•vth rille ranges from 220 to 420
cubic feet per acre . Harvest could be carried out to increase individual tree diameter and crown growth rate on ar
eas with Jess than 3l) percent slope and high stern density and small diameter trees . Th is may help improve acorn
production and create cond itions favorable for seedling establishment. Seedlings are likely to be absent or very
slow growing due to little sunlight reaching the ground . Harvest levels of 420 to 17(XJ cubic feet per acre can be
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carried out every 20years. There is some possibility to utilize harvested trees for solid wood products, such as
'white oak lumberor barre] staves. It is important to ensure that adequate oak regeneration results after the har
vest.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas offer good opportunities for habitat for mule and black-tailed deer, western gray squirrel, wild pig,
'wild turkey, mourning dove, and band-tailed pigeons. On areas with over 30 percent slope, hunter access is too
difficult for commercial operations. Thinning stands to 50 percent cover in a patchy pattern may enhance deer
habitat if shrub cover is increased. Turkeys do best with a dense canopy, and California quail do best with some
what Jess canopy,

WildlifC! Diversity Assessment:
These dense valley oak woodland stands !>upp~)rt a large number of wildlife species. ThE: tree density makes these
areas undesirable for open grassland specie". A few species such as orange-crowned warblers and house wrens,
actually prefer the dense conditions found in these stands. The occurrence of more complex habitats, through the
presence of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities, and large woody debris. has an im
portant effect On biodivsrsitv. There are 17 amphibian species, 24 reptile species, 61 mammal species, and 96 bird
species which are predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands. If there are no ripar
ian zones or sources of wa tel', no snags or cavi ty trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the
number of vertebrate wildlife 5r~cip.s predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 8 amphibian species, 22 reptiles.
27 mammals, and 74 bird species This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements
present In the stand to provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife species. Thinning may enhance bio
logical diversity.

Crazing Assessment:
Average forage production capability is 1,200 pounds per acre with a range from 800 to 1.50(1 pounds. The dense

30 tree cover suppresses forage production, leav ing less available for livestock operations. Thinning stands on slopes
less than 311 percent will increase forage production under the removed canopy for abou I l~ yea rs by 50 to 100
percen t at [ower levels of current produc hun. After tree thinning, improvement potential th rough seeding, fertiJi
zation, and grazing management may increase furage production. Little improvement potential exists on steeper
slopes.

Site I: Coastal oak woodland, montane hardwood; 10 - 24 percent canopy cover

Oak CoverlForest'Y ASSl:'s.~metlt:

Oak volume rangE:s from 35 to 250 cubic feet per acre and growth rnnges from 17 to 50 cubic feet every 10 years.
These areas are not good locations for firewood harvests dUE: to VE:ry open stocking. Regeneration concerns are
not as pronounced in live oak stands due to rapid resprouting in most areas of the state.

Recreation J1ssessmmt:
These areas may offer only limited opportunities for hunt clubs in their current condition because of low tree
cover. Medium populations of quail can be expected, which can be improved by providing additional water and
cover with brush piles. It may be desirable to increase cover if feasible to improve habitat for mule and black
tailed deer and turkeys. The presencE: of sprouting live oaks allows greater latitude in quail management than de
cidunus oaks with similar cover.

l\li/,llife Diversity Assessment:
These open live oak savannah stands contain both grassland and woodland wildlife species. In general, the habi
tat is good for open grassland species such as western meadowlark and western kingbirds, and marginal for
woodland species such asPacific-slope flycatcher and western gray squirrels. The presence ofmore complex habi
tats, through the presence of habitat elements such riparian zones. snags, trees with cavities, and larg~ woody de
bris, has an important effect on biodiversity. There are 18 amphibian sp€cies, 35 reptile species, 74 mammal
species, and 135 bird species which are predicted to occur by ClNHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands.
If there are no riparian zones or sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush
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piles on the site, the number of vertebrate wi ldlife species predicted to occur on these habitats falls to 7 amphibian
species, 33 reptiles, 38 mammals, and 101 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in
the habitat elements present in the stand to provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife species.

Grazing Assessment:
Average forage production capability is 2,700 pounds per acre with a range from 1,800 to 4,000 pounds. Oak
canopy in these lightly stocked areas may enhance forage production in low rainfall areas or during drought
years. These low canopy levels have only minimal impact on forage production in higher rainfall zones, although
thistles and other undesirable plants may occasionally occur under the tree canopy. Potential for range improve
ment through seeding, fertilization, and grazing management may increase productivity where prnductiun is cur
rentLy at the lower end of the scale and available soil and soil mnisture is not limiting.

Site J: Coastal oak woodland, montane hardwood; 25 - 39 percent canopy cover

Oak Caver/Forestry Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 250 to 850 cubic feet per acre, with a ten year growth of 50 to 100 cubic feet per acre.
Rapid regrowth of stump sprouts and fairly high growth potential of live oaks \\10111.d allow some commercial har
vest to take place. Harvest levels of 85 to 250 cubic feet per acre every 20 years are possible on areas with less than
30 percent slope. It is important to ensure that regeneration from seedlings N stump sprouts is adequate to re
place trees being harve"ted.

Recreation Assessment:
These areas provide good overall habitat Ior deer. wild pigs and California quail. Habitat can be improved by en
hancing acorn production, planting clover and other leg-umes and maintaining these through proper livestock
and deer management, and enhancinj; shrub cover. Some selective thinning of dense stands may improve habitat
for some game species, althllUgh leaving some denser areas will maintain habitat values for species using denser 31
cover. If brush is present, brush piles can considerably imp T(lV€ quail habitat. Areas with slopes greater than 30
percent will have lower values for hunt club" because of the d ifficu It access.

Wildlife Diversity Assessment:
These Eye oak woodland stands support both grassland and woodland wildlife species. In general, the habitat is
fairly good for a large number of wildlife !'pede!'. The occurrence of more compLex habitats, through the presence
of habitat elemen rs such riparian zones, snags, tree" with cav ities, and large woody debris, has an important effect
on biodiversity. There are 18 amphibian species. 34 r"'ptile species, 74 mammal species, and 131 bird species which
are predicted to occu r by CWHR on the most d iverse habitats in these stands. If there are no riparian zones or
sources of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the number of ver
tebrate wildlife species predicted to occur in these habitats tails to 7 amphibian species, 32 reptiles, 38 mammals,
and 98 bird species. This points to the importance of maintaining diversity in the habitat elements present in the
stand to provide forthe highest possible diversity of wildlife species.

Grazing Assessment:
Average forage production capability is 2r-l)no pounds per acre with a rilnge From 1,500 to 3,500 pounds Tree cover
will cause some suppression of wintsr and spring production except in areas of low rainfall. Thistles and other
undesirable plants may sometimes occur under the tree canopy. Potential for range improvement on slopes less
~h"r, 30 percent through seeding, fertilization, and grazing management may increase productivity by two- to
three- fold where production is currently at the low end of the scale, Tree thinning may increase forage produc
tion under the removed canopy in the higber rainfall zones of the state (over 2() inches per year).

Site K: Coastal oak woodland, montane hardwood; 40 - 59 percent canopy cover

Oak Cover/Forestry Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 850 to 2200 cubic feet per acre. Growth rates of 100 to 190 cubic Feet per acre are ex
peered every 10 years. These stands are excellent candidates for sustainable wood harvest operation if slopes Me
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less than 30 percent. There is SOITI€ potential for utilization of trees for sawtimber in larger straight-stemmed trees.
Harvest levels of 170 to 510 cubic f~et per acre every 2£1 years are possible. It is important to ensure that regenera 
tion from seed lings or stump sprouts are adequate to replace trees being har\'e~ted.

Recreation Asse!'smcttt:
These areas are excellent for qu ail and moderately good for deer, wild pigs, wild turkeys, and band-tailed p i
geons. On areas with less than 30 percent slope, the terrain is excellent for hunter access. Some careful tree thin
ning can complement game habita t. although som e dense areas should be left for cover and breeding purposes. Tf
brush is absent, brushpilcs can imp rove quail habitat considerably, If possible, prescribed burning can stirnu late
shrub layer browse. Seeding clover and other legumes iH\J maintaining it through grazing, and enhancing shrub
cover will benefit deer, turkev and qua il.

Wildllfc Dii.'ersity Assessment;
These live Oil}.; woodland stands support a large number of wildlife species . The tree density makes these areas
less desirable for open grassland species such as western meadowlarks and western kingbirds, but very desirable
fo r woodland species such as Pacific-slope flycatchers and orange-crowned warblers. The occurrence of more
complex habitats, through the presence of habitat elements such riparian zones, snags, trees with cavities, and
I.arge woody debris, has an important effect on biodiversity There are 16 amphibian species, 30 reptile species. 66
mammal species, and 126 bird species which Me predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in
these stands. If there are no riparian zones or sources of water, no snags PI' cavity tree::-. and no large woody de
bris or brush piles on the site, the number of vertebrate wildlife species predieted to occur in these habitats falls to
7 amph ibian species, 28 reptiles, 30 mammals, and 95 bird species . This points to the importance of maintaining
diversitv in the habitat elements present in the stand to provide for the highest possihle divers ity of w ildlife spe-
cies.

Grazing Assessment':
32 Average forage production is 2,000 pounds per acre, ranging from 1,000 pounds to 2,800 pounds. Porage produc

tion is usually suppressed by tree canopy except in low rainfall zones. Thinning may increase forage under some
removed canopies by 100 to 200 percent. Brush understory may occur in some locations and is suitable for man
agement burns. Potential for range im p rove ment through seeding, ferti lization, and grazing management may in
crease productivity where production is currently at the lower end of the scale and available soil and soil
moisture is not limiting.

SiteL: Coastal oak woodland, montane hardwood; 60 - 100 percent canopy cover

Oak Cov erlForestMj Assessment:
Oak volume ranges from 2200 to 5100 cubic feet per acre. Crowth ranges from 190 to 310 cubic feet every 10 years .
These very dense stands could benefit from thinning to improve overall biological diversity, acorn production,
and forage yields. Restrict harvest to areas with less than 30 percent slope. Harvest levels of 510 to 1700 cubic feet
per acre can be carried out every 20 years. There is some potential to utilize larger diameter logs for sawtimber,
especially if boles have few branches. It is important to ensure that re~eneration from seedlings or stump sprouts
are adequate to replace trees being harvested .

Recreation Asscssment:
These areas offer good opportunities for habitat for deer, western gray squirrel, wild pig, wild turkey, mourning
dove, and band-tailed pigeons. On a reas w ith over 30 perren t slope, hunter access is too difficu It for commercial
operations. Thinning stands back to 50 percent cover in a patchy pattern may enhance deer habitat if shrub and
herbaceous cover are improved. Turkeys do best with a dense canopy, and California quail do best with some
what less canopy, but both prefer moderately dense shrub layers.

Wildlife Diversity ASSl~ssment:

These dense live oak woodland stands support a large number of wildlife species. The tree density makes these
areas undesi rable for open grassland species. Afew species such as orange-crowned warblers, actually prefer the
dense cond itions found in these stands. The occurrence ('If more complex habitats, through the presence of habitat
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elements such riparian zones, snag::;, trees 'with cavities, and large woody debris, has an important effect on
biodiversity. There are 16 amphibian species, 26 reptile species, 64 mammal species, and 99 bird species which are
predicted to occur by CWHR on the most diverse habitats in these stands. If there are no riparian zones or sources
of water, no snags or cavity trees, and no large woody debris or brush piles on the site, the number (It vertebrate
wildlife species predicted to occur in these habitats falls to 7 amphibian species, 24 reptiles, :!8 mammals, and 76
bird species. This points to the importance of rnaintarning diversity in the habitat elements present in the stand 10
provide for the highest possible diversity of wildlife species. Some thinning may help enhance overall biological
diversity.

Grazing Assessment:
Average forap.> production capability is 9D0 pounds per acre with a range from 500 to 1,500 pounds. The dense
tree cover suppresses forage production, leaving less available for livestock operations. Thinning stands on slopes
less than 3l) percent will increase forage prod uction under the removed canopy for about 15 years by 50 to 100
pcrcen tat lower levels of current produc tion. A fter tree thinn ing: imp rovernen I potential th rough seeding, tert ili
zation, and grazing management may also increase forage production. Little improvement potential exists on
steeper slopes.
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Chapter Four

Oak Woodland Wildlife Ecology,
Native Plants, and Habitat
Relationships
Primary authors: Greg Giusti, Univ. of California, Mendocino Co.; Tom Scott. Univ. of
California, Berkeley; Barry Garrison, Calif. Dept. ofFish and Game; and Kevin Shaffer,
Cali]. Dept. of Fish and Game

T he five habitat types occurring in California's hardwood fa ngelands (also known as oak woodlands) provide
habitat for at least 313 species of birds, mammals. reptiles, and amphibians: more than 2000 plant species; and

an estimated 5000 species of insects. Figure 4-1 graphically shows the diversity of vertebrate wildlife species
predicted for each of the five major habitat types describe d in chapter 2. A complete list of all 313 species and
their habitat associations is given in Appen dix A. The management and long-term sustainability of California's
hardwood rangeland habitats w ill best be served if ecological components and their inter-relationships are
recognized and addressed by owners and managers. This chapter provides information on oak woodland ecology

Figure 4-1. Numbers of amphibians. hlrds . mammals, and reptiles predicted to occur in the five Cali fornia hardwood railHcland habitat. by
Version 5.0 of tbe California Wildlife Hab itat Relationships System (CWHR). This list only includes those specie< in the C\','BR System

that are predicted tlj use one or u\OTP. tree size and canopy cover classes for breeding, feeding, and/or cover.
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and wildlife-habitat relationsh ips to serve as a guide for lan d management activities. The presence and
susiainability of speci fi c plant and animal species on hardwood range land properties needs to be evaluated with

scien tific information.

Wildlife Habitat Relationships
Hab itats are the specific locations where the factors needed for wildlife survival and reproduction are pro

v ided. Successful long-te rm perpetuation of California's hardwood rangeland wildlife i:. best ach ieved by manag
ing habitats because they are the foundation on which wild life depend. Californ ia's five major hardwood range
land vegetatic>n types (see Chapter 2) and associated riparian types provide habitat f(lr the lar gest number of
vertebrate wildlife species in the state, when compared to habitats dominated by conifers, shrubs, grasses and
wetlands. Hardwood rangeland habitats must be able to supply food , water, protection from weather and preda
tors, and locations to reproduce in order to support viable wildlife populations.

In eastern Tehama County, deer use of the lower elevation blue oak and blue oak-foothill pine woodlands are
an example (I f wildlife habitat relationships. These areas are important winter habitat with food and cover (or
deer that have migrated from higher elevation conifer and meadow habitats around Mount Lassen where they
spend the spring and summer to produce fawns. Their autumn migrations take them through montane hardwood
habitats where they feed on acorns and browse 10 ;;ain weight to r the strenuous rutting period where bucks (male
deer) compete for breeding opportunities. Breeding takes place during the fall and early winter on the lower
elevation oak woodlands. Does (female deer) feed on acorns and herbaceous vegetation of oak woodland winter
ing habitats to provide energy for fawning. These activities are critical and their populations would be dramati
,~ally reduced if hardwood habitats failed to provide these key breeding, food, and cover resou rces.

Habitat Scale Concepts
One vva)' to understand the management complexities of hardwood range lands is to look at the relationships

among its component parts. Wildlife biologists typically evaluate woodland habitats on five levels, providing a
convenien I system for explaining woodland ecology Although each level has its applications, It is critical for you J5
to select the management level that is appropriate fl)r your goals. From smallest to largest, these levels are:

1. lndio uiual : The interactions of individual plants o r animals with their surroundings is the most tangible level
of woodland ecology. Survival and reproduction are results that you can observe from the interactions of
individual plants Or animals.

2. Population : The interactions among individuals of the same species and the interactions with their woodland
environment form the population level of organization. A population is typically describe."! by the shared
characteristics of its individuals, including where they occur, the range (If things they eat, when and how they
produce young, and how they disperse or migrate. We use this composite picture to define the wildlife
habitat relationsh ips between a species an d the areas where it occurs. Although this composite picture is
somewhat abstract. population data allows biologists to pred ict the consequences of management activities in
wood lands.

3. Communitv. The interactions among species that occur together in a community form the next step in the
hierarchy Species interactions define this level; some species prey on others, some compete w ith each other
for resources, some share resources or rervcle nutrients for one another, and some interact in hundreds of
other ways . Examples include a deer browsing on oak seedlings, bees pollinating wildflowers.. or [avs plant
ing acorns, Community interactions are often difficult to detect, and may occur over long time periods.

4. ECQ5!15!t'IJI : The physical processes and structure that link living things to each other and their ecosystem is the
next level o f organiza tion. Ecosystems are often defined by their resident or dominant species, such as the
hardwood rangeland vegetation types discussed previously. Th is level of management ls somewhat abstract,
with boundaries that often blend into adjacent ecosystems.

5. Landscape: ThE: geof;raphic patterns of all the other levels creates the landscape level of organization. Some
aspects of landscapes are quite tangible, such as the boundaries of awatershed. Others are abstract, such as
the patterns of gene flow across the oaks in the coast ranges.

If you protect .1 400 ·y~ M-'..1 1 d oak in your backyard, then you are operating at the individual level of conserva
tion. However, it is often impractical for landowners to manage their woodlands tree by tree . If your goal i'i to
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maintain a specific density or age distribution of oak trees on your property, then you're working at the popula
tion level. Ii you control exotic plants to reduce their effect on oak seedling survival, then you're altering commu
nity level interactions among your understory plants. Altering fire frequency to re-establish oak understory
wou ld be em ecosystem level of action. Finally, fires burn many different patterns across a landscape, from sma 1l
parches to catastrophic sweeps of multiple watersheds. Using prescribed burning to create a mosaic of burned
and unburned habitats would be a landscape management action.

Habitat Structure
Favorable hardwood rangeland habitats supply food, water, and cover to sustain wildlife species Each

habitat element provides unique niches, favoring particular wildlife species. Conversely, the absence of a particu
lar element in a habitat may limit species diversity.

Examples of elements of a hardwood rangeland habitat that are important to consider include riparian zones,
vernal pools, wetlands, dead and downed logs and other woody debris, brush piles, snags, rock outcroppings,
and cliffs . Figure 4-2 gives the relative number of wildlife species that are predicted to use various elements founJ
on hardwood rangelands. The complete species list in Appendix A shows the specific species that are predicted to
use these elements on hardwood rangeland habitats .

Riparian areas are those habitats influenced by the presence of adjacent seasonal or yearlong v...-atercourses .

They tend to have a higher biomass level of vegetation due to better water availability throughout the growing
season. In general, they have higher tree crown cover, a more diverse assortment of vegetation species, and
herhaceous material that stays green later into the summer. As shown, riparian habitat elements are used by
almos t 90 percent of all hardwood rangeland wild life species. illustrating the importance of conserving this
habitat element where present.

Figure 4-2 , Number of amphibians, birds, mammals. and reptiles predicted to use several tmportant habitat elements of California
bardwood rangeland habitats by Version 5.0 of the California Wildlife Hauitat Relationships System (CWHR). This list includes those
species in the CWHR System that are predicted to usc ()U~ or mOI~ of these elements [or breeding, feeding . and/or cover,
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Over one-third of all bird species on hardwood rang~landsmake use of sna gs, or standing dead trees in the
stand. This suggests that management strategies to maintain an appropriate number of snags will result in greater
wildlife species diversity.

Ariother important aspect of hardwood rangeland habitat structure is the spatial arrangement of the vegeta
live cover. The vertical and horizontal distribution of vegetation are both readily visible and easily measured.

Vertical Distribution
Vegetation often occurs in layers from grasses, to shrubs, to trees, This vertical layering affects the duration

and intensity of light reaching the ground, which in tum, affects the insects, plants and subsequently those
vertebrates dependent on them. Multi-layered habitats provide a diversity of elements offerin]; more niches for
wildlife . MO$t hardwood rangeland species, including California quail, western fem'e lizardsr rufous-sided
towhee and acorn woodpeckers, depend on multi-layered vege tation structure. Land m<tna&ers should consider
the consequences of activ ities that tend to simp lify or eliminate vegetation layers.

Horizontal Distribution.
The distribution of different types of habitat or successional stages across a landscape creates diversity in all

habitat elements needed for breeding, food and cover. Considering horizontal distribution is important for species
that relv 01'1 large blocks of land, such as black-tailed deer, mountain lions, and red-tailed hawks.

Alteration of the horizontal distribution of hab itats across large landscapes from fire. weather.. residential
development, rangeland conversion, or oak harvesting, can result in smaller, fragmented habitat patches . Small,
isolated patches can eventually become islands of habitat that have a similar biologica l function to oceanic islands,
The movement of populations of species isolated on these islands are restr icted, SO these pop ulations are more
susceptible to local extinction than populations which have free access to larger habitat patches. Less mobile
species, such as many amphibians, have greater risks of local extinctions than those with greater moblllty, such as
bird species.

Maintenance of free interaction between reproduc ing adults is key to the survival of any wildlife srecies.
Connecting patches of habitat through hahitat li1/kngc5 or corridors improves the interaction of breeding ind ividu- 37
als between otherwise isolated popu lations. These linkages reduce predation and minimize impacts of harsh
environmental conditions. Riparian areas often serve as linkages to hardwood rangeland habitats.

Resources Ch ange Through Time
Important wildlife habitat attributes from oaks such as acorn-producing trees, snags, Jogs, and large and/or

dead branches requ ire considerable amounts of time to deve lop, even though they may persist for decades once
they develop these characteristics. Land use practices that remove these attributes without allowing replacement
will negatively alter the wildlife community For example, it may take almost a century for mo st oaks to grow
from acorn -produced st't'd linhs to mature trees capable of producing abundant acorn crops. Oaks must be mature
and several centuries old before they are large enough to have large diameter branches. Also, dead branches often
result from heart rot which typi cally c1ffects older, less healthy trees that are more susceptible to decay agents . An
oak tree typi cally must live its ent ire life ( 1( severa l centuries before it dies and becomes a snag. Once developed,
snags persist for man y decades before they icllldown and become logs. Logs will persist for many decades until
they decay and become part of the soil. Furthermore, individual tree s may produce more acorns, have more large
branches, and make larger snags and logs than other trees. Therefore, trees with these desirable characteristics
should be identified and retained so that wildlife communities will benefit. For example, observing acorn produc
tion of individual trees for two or three years over several weather cycles should allow most landowners to
identify trees that produce large acorn crops relative to other trees on their lands (see chapter 9).

Habitat Use
The functional relationships among plants, animals and their physical environments are the foundation (If

ecosystems. Most wildlife species can use a variety of habitat type~. The deer mouse is an eXilmple of a habitat
generalist. It is thought to be the most widely distributed and abundant mammal in North America, and occurs in
virtually every terrestrial vegetation type. Deer mice feed On a wide varietv l)f plant and animal materials. They
store food for use during periods of Shortages, and build nests in almost any Iorrn of confined cover, such as
rocks, leaves, or logs. The deer mouse can get its water from Iree water sources.. dew, or from its food.

However, some wildlife species are so specialized that they occur in a relatively small number of habitats. The
acorn woodpecker is an example of a habitat spe cialist. Although it has a wid espread d i.stribution, its habitat use
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patterns are relatively restricted, coinciding with acorn-producing tree and shrub oaks in oak and oak-pine forests
and woodlands.

Everywildlife community consists of both habitat generalists and specialists. Habitat generalists are more
tolerant of a variety of land use practices than the habitat specialists. The challenge to any manager or landowner
is to ensure that habitat needs art provided [or all members of the wildlife community This can be achieved by
designing land use activities that ensure the continued presence oi habitats and habitat elements needed by all
members of the wildlife community.

For example, consider a large tract with a mosaic of oak woodlands, brush patches, riparian areas, savannas,
pastures and grasslands. Cyclic, seasonal vegetation changes provide a diversity of food resources, including
forbs, insects, fruits, and seeds, including acorns, that allow species with differing foraging strategies to co-exist.
Birds that frequent oak woodlands throughout the year, both resident and migratory species, will partition these
resources to minimize competition for them. If the necessary habitat elements are present, herbivores (plant
eaters), insectivores (insect eaters), carnivores (meat eaters), omnivores (plant and meat eaters) and even highly
specialized piscivo res (fish eaters) can co-exist on this tract because of the way each group selects its food.

Species grouped according to a particular habit are referred to as a guild. (see Figure 4-3). For example,
herbivorous species that eat seeds and are restricted to habitat ed ges are in a single guild. This includes song
sparrows, California towhees, and rufous-crowned sparrow~. If the necessary food and habitat dements are
removed from an area, all species associated with this guild will also be removed. Similarly, insectivorous species
that forage on wood would be negatively impacted if all standing and dead trees were removed from the site.
Pileated woodpeckers, white-breasted nuthatches, and hairy woodpeckers are examples of species in this guild.

Wildlife use habitats at two broad levels usually defined as macro and micro levels. Management activities
must consider both levers to sustain the biological integrity of hardwood rangeland habitats. The ir~cro-Ievel

consists of all the habitats and theirinter-relationsh ips. Macro-level characteristics include habitat patch size and
shape, edges with other habitats, and adjacent habitats. Macro-level features are used over a wide area during a
time period that ranges from several weeks to several years.

Micro-I~\'et habitat characteristics are more focused on the individual features of the plants and the physical
38 environment within an individual stand of trees. These features includ e species of plants, snags, rocks, wa lee

acorns and other rood items, tree size, and amount of vegetation cover. Micro-level elements are items an ind i
Vidual wildlife species uses throughout their daily and yearly cycles tor breeding, feeding, and cover.
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Wildli fe respond to many different environmental characterist ics when they select hab itats to use. The three

primary characteristics known to be important to many wildlife are: 1) hab itat structure (e.g., size, height, amount
of vegetation cover); 2) vegeta~km species composition; and 3) presence of micro-hab itat elements.

Acorn woodpeckers are a gl)Lld example illustrating the selection for tIle three broad habitat characteristics :
structure, composition, and elements. They are found almost exclusively in open canopied, tree-sized habitats
with substantia1numbers of oaks, demonstrating selectivity in the structure and composition of their habitat.
Their selection of hab Hats dominated by tree-sized oa ks to provide live trees and snags large e-nough for granaries
and nest cav ities . demonstra tes habitat selection nn the basis of micro-habitat element characteristics. All three
characterisncs are inter-related to varying degrees, and the overall importance of a particular characteristic varies
by season and geographic location.

Studies have also demonstrated the importance (If habitat characteristics in California's hardwood habitats to
other species, The importance of blu e oak woodlands to wintering deer in Tehama County were d iscussed earlier
in this chapter. Black bears showed grea ter use or habitats dominated by canyon live oak in the San Bernardino
Mountains in sp ring, summer. and fall bec ause these habitats provide cool environments, sufficient water, and
low levels of human activity.

Wildlife habitat use changes over time and across landscapes. The migratorv and wintering habitat use
patterns of deer previously discussed is <\ good example. Black-tailed deer along the Coast Ranges are year-round
residents and do not have pronounced migratory patterns. Yet, these res ident deer u"e many habitats throughout
the year, relying on oak-dorninated habitats when acorns are available .

Golden eagles disp lay fairly pronounced locational habita t use patterns . In hardwood rangelands, the ir
nesting habitat includes area with large diameter, tall footh ill pines with large branches, or tall cliffs with ledges
for ne~l~ Therefore, their nesting habitats arc typically bJue oak wood 1311'.1,;, blue oak-foothill pine woodlands,
shrublands. or other habitats located in canyon" or along- cliff". Hmvrever, they feed in grasslands and open oak
dominated woodlands with sufficient populations of prey such as California ground squirrels, black-tailed hares,
other medrum-sized mammals, and ground-dwelling birds. These di fferent nesting and feeding habitats must
occur tog-ether over a lar ge area in order to support a pair of nesting golden eagles.

Native Plants within Oak Woodlands
Oak woodlands are a diverse and dynamic ecosystem in California. In fact, for many people, oaks are a

symbol of this Sta te. Within oak woodlands, the several species of oak are the most str: bng plants present. But
they represen t only a small por tion l1f the plant diversity which occurs in oak woodlands, As stated above, over
2,000 species of Californ ia na tive pLants occurin oak woodlands The "cope (If this book does not allow for
detailed description of the many native plants of oak woodlands. For t. h~ mnre common plants associated with
oak woodlands, refer to Appendix C This section provides informa tion on fundamental habitat relationships of
plants that are considered to be sensitive to land use practices in oak woodlands These species are a small, but
special portion of thOSE: 2,U\10t- plant sp ecies that coexist with oaks .

Sensitive Plants
There are 1::10 known sensi tive plant species that occur in oak woodlands . Sensitive is defined as plant species

that ,ue considered rare, threatened, or endangered within California, whether or not lhev are state or federally
Iisted.Manv (If these plants are naturally rare because unique biological needs lim it their Jistributil1r1. Others may
have been affected by human act ivities such that they have become rare , threatened, or endangered within
California. Appendix B lists 130 sensitive plant species and their known oak habitat relationships If a particular
oak habitat exists on your property, you may have a particular sensitive plant species depend ing on the plants'
distribu tion and special habitat relationsh ips (see Im.',~:,;fiSllfin.g ihe Occurrence of Sensitive Plants)

Different Designations of Sensitive Plants
Appendix B designates sensitive species in three categories: federally listed, state listed, and California Native

Plant Society (CNPS) categories 1Band 2. Eight oak woodland plant species are federally listed as threatened or
endangered, while the State of California has listed 42 as rare, threatened, or endangered. The federal Endangered
Species Act establishes protection for federally listed species. Plants state-listed as rare, threatened, or endangered
are protected under the Na tive Plant Protection Act or the Californ ia Endangered Species Act. Ci\.TPS ma intains all
inventory that eval uates native plants on their rarity; endangerment, and distribution. This chapter lists only two
of their five categories: ] D and 2_Caregory "lD' is defined as ran! ormrJangerM in Califomia andeisetohere, while
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category '2' is defined as rare. arid endangered in california; more common elsetohere. For a more thorough list of
sensitive plant species and a detailed explanation (If CNPS's inventory system, you may refer to the e1~r::tronicor
printed California Native Plant SO(lety'~ INVENTORY of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants uf California (5th.
Edition) . You may also wish to attain a copy the California Department of Fish and Came's (CDFG) SpecialPlants
LL~f_

Investigating the Occurrence of Sensitive Plants
As stated above, the list of plants in Appendix B does not reveal whether a particular plant species does occur

on your land. The table does inform vuu if a particular plant has been found in a particular oak habitat(s). Addi
tionally, the table lists unique ecological characteristics of each plant species, This information is a starting point
tor you to determine the possibility of one or more rare plants being found on your land . in many cases, the type,
periodicity, and intensity of the land use determines whether rare, native plants exist, [ust as is the case for
wildlife,

When determining what plants occur on your land, surveying your land for all plants (floristic survey) allows
you gain detailed knowledge Jb~1Ut the occurrence, distribution, and abundance or all plants, whether they be
oaks, common trees, shrubs, grasses, and herbs, or sensitive species. In some cases, plant survey information may
already exist for vour property. In addition, there are other sources of useful information , These sources would be
the local university OJ college, the regional resource conservation district, individuals or firms involved in biologi
cal consulting, your regional CDFC Plant Ecologist or District Biologist, and CDFG's Natural Diversity Database
(NODB). NODB maintains location information for sensitive plants, animals, and natural communities for all of
California. Regional COFG staff have access to NDOB information, and you may contact Noon directly if you
wish to investigate what is already known about sensitive plants in your area. However, if the NOOB does not
include any known records of sensitive plants on your property, this is no guarantee that sensitive plants dOIH do
not occnr there. Only plant surveys can determine that.

Management of Lands for Sensitive Native Plants
In a nutshell, there is no recipe for maintaining an area's native flora. For certain species with certain needs,

avoidance or minimum activity for a period of time may be crucial (i.e., removing cattle while plants are flower
ing and setting seed). On the other hand, management [or native plants might involve a certain activity for a
pClrticula r period of time (i.a., prescribed burning tn allow seeds to SPTl.)ut; maintaining grazing so to reduce exotic
grasses which in tum allows native species to exist, etc.), Each sensitive plant has specific needs, (lnd it is best to
consult with your local botanists, field biologists, and other plant and vegetation experts when deciding on land
management activities to meet your needs and the needs of the sensitive plants that may exist on your land.

A Worksheet for Evaluating Woodland Habitat Impacts
There are many ways landowners can manage their oak woodlands for wildlife llJ to maintain native plants.

One can choose to manage on the basis (1 f vegetation composition, percent canopy cover, or even a single wildlife
species such as deer.Yet. when assessing various management enterprises,land managers should consider a
broad scale approach to management. This system-wide management approach considers both ecological and
economic effects prior to implementing a management plan. This is really just a new way of saying "don't put all of
you.r eggs in one basket ".

When evaluating lhe impacts of various management actions, there are often unforeseen consequences. It is
easy to recognize the consequences of harvesting individual oaks (e.g. they become firewood), but more difficult
to recognize the potential consequences at the population (e.g. loss of acorn producers), community (loss of bird
nesting locations), ecosystem (increased light to forage plants), and landscape (increased edge with grasslands or
loss of habitat linkages) levels. Worksheet 4-1 is provided to help assess thest:! broader effects by examining the
resources present in the area proposed for management and the anticipated changes of the proposed enterprise to
the wood land ecosystem. It is suggested that you work through this process tor any enterprise you are consider
ing, to allow y~)U to assess the concepts presented in this chapter.

This worksheet is designed to help assess the impact of the proposed hardwood rangeland enterprise on a
particular habitat element. In column one of the worksheet. you should assess the particular habitat element in
the Mea proposed for a particular enterprise. Column two is used to describe how significant that element in the
pnterprise area is in relationship to the broad region or landscape surround ing the enterprise area. Column three

----------- Guidelines for Mat\at)IIJ CalijrJrnia') Hardwood Rangelanas -----------
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is used to describe anticipated changes that are expected to occur as a result of the particular enterprise. Column
tour is used to list the anticipated regional impacts expected as a resul t of undertaking a specific enterprises In
order to undertake this exercise, you will need a map of your property and basic knowledge of its resources . It is
best to have an aerial photograph of your land and the surrounding landscape, but you may use other estimates if
a photograph is unavailable . The material you have developed from chapter 3 will help you get started.Tnstruc
tions on the use of the worksheet and definitions of terms used will follow,

C"iJrliM.I· JM M,wa,iilig Colijornia 's Hardu/ood Ral',ielalld, -------------
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The Potential Impacts of Development on
Wildlands in EI Dorado County, California1

Shawn C. Saving 2 and Gregory B. Greenwood''

Abstract
We modeled future development in rapidly urb anizing El Dor ado County, Californ ia, to
asse ss ecological impacts of expanding urbanization and effectiveness of standard policy
mitigation efforts. Using raster land cover data and county par cel data, we constructed a
footprint of current development and simulated future development using a modified
stochastic flood-fill algorithm. We modeled combinations of con straints from the 1996
County General Plan and parcel data-slope, stream buffers, oak canopy retention, existing
development, public ownership, regional clu stering, and acqu isition programs-and overlaid
development outcomes onto the land cover data. We then calculated metri cs of habitat loss
and fragmentation for natural land cover types. Rural residenti al development erodes habitat
quality much more than habitat extent. Policy alternati ves rang ing from exis ting prescriptions
to very restrictive regulations had marginal impact on mit igating habitat loss and
fragmentation. Historic land parcelization limits mitigation of impacts by the current General
Plan prescriptions that only apply when a parcel requ ires subdivision before development.
County-wide ordinances were somewhat more effective in preserving habitat and
connectivity. These solutions may not offer enough extra protection of natural resources to
justify the expenditures of "political capital" required for impl ementation . Custom, parcel
based acquisition scenarios minimized habitat loss and max imized connec tivity . Better
analysis of public policy and planning design may be a more effe ctive "s mart growth" tool
than generic policy prescriptions.

Introduction
The California Department of Finance projects the State's population to increase

from 34 million to over 45 million by the year 2020 (California Department of
Finance 2001) . During the past 20 years , the spatial distribution of California's
population has also changed as more people moved to the periphery of the dense Los
Angeles and San Francisco Bay metropolitan areas and to the historically lower
density Central Valley and Sierra Nevada foothills (U.S. Census Bureau 1991,2001).
Since the eastern half of many of these Sierran counties is predominantly national
forest above 1,500 meters, the vast majority of this addit ional population will reside
in the lower elevation foothills, a region dominated by oak hardwood savannah. The
hardwood rangeland region of the Sierra, extending from 100 to 1,500 meters in
elevation, is almost exclusively privately owned and has historically been used for
grazing and some dryland farming (Duane 1996, Greenwood and others 1993). The
switch from large parcel, low to moderate intensity agriculture to small parcel, high
intensity urban and ex-urban land use promises great change to the natural

I An abbreviated version of this paper was presented at the Fifth Symposiumon Oak Woodlands: Oaks
in California's ChangingLandscape, October22-25,2001, San Diego, California.
2 GIS Specialist, Fire and Resource Assessment Program, Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
State of California, 192020th St., Sacramento, CA 95814.
3 ScienceAdvisor, ResourcesAgency, State of California, 14169th St., Sacramento, CA 95814.
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ecosystems of the foothills region. These 5-acre to 40-acre ranchettes will likely
contain the majority of naturally functioning hardwood landscape in the near future.

One such region of rapid change is El Dorado County in the Central Sierra
Nevada Mountains. We conducted a policy analysis of the EI Dorado County General
Plan by modeling development in the western, foothill portion of the county. We
were interested in two topics: I) ecological impacts on wildland habitat resulting
from expanding urbanization under the County's General Plan; and 2) the
effectiveness of commonly proposed land use policy initiatives to mitigate those
impacts. Several models exist for projecting development expansion at the county
and regional scale (Landis 1994, 1995, 1998a, 1998b; Johnston 2000, 200 I; US
Environmental Protection Agency 2000) . These models focus on dense urban
development (1 - 2 acre parcels or smaller) using economic formulas of land values
and empirically derived "attractors" of development such as proximity to existing
infrastructure (roads, sewer, water, etc.) to guide development probabilistically and
incrementally over time. However, in rural areas (5 - 40 acre parcels), where
attractors are less obvious or more difficult to model, or where tractable economic
factors are not the primary drivers behind development decisions, these models
generally ignore rural development or resort to random allocation (Johnston 200 I) .
In EI Dorado County, the General Plan designates 23 percent of the county for
development in this rural density range . In order to adequately predict impacts in
these regions, we needed to place the existing and potential footprint of development
as explicitly as possible. We developed a cell-based, empirical model that
characterizes development patterns from existing development and then extends
those patterns across the landscape onto vacant lands. Because we were primarily
concerned with the relative impacts of the county's General Plan and alternative
policy proposals, we chose to extend development to full "buildout" of the General
Plan, approximately a 20-year time horizon, rather than incorporating an economic
component which might allow the phasing of development over time.

We began by determining where development existed in 1996, the most recent
year for which digital parcel data were available. We then predicted where
development would be at full buildout of the General Plan under various scenarios
(e.g., uncontrolled vs. smart growth, strict vs. loose environmental land use policy,
and combinations thereof). For any given scenario, our model can assess the
implications for a variety of issues ranging from natural ecosystem functions to local
and regional economies to general quality of life. At present, we have analyzed a
wide range of land use policies in the County and their relative impacts on two major
areas of concern, wildland habitat quality (characterized by extent, fragmentation,
and configuration) and economic costs and losses due to wildfire . This paper presents
our research on the former .

Study Area
EI Dorado County is a predominantly rural county in the Central Sierra region of

California stretching from the floor of the Central Valley east of Sacramento to the
crest of the Sierras and the southern portion of Lake Tahoe (mean latitude 38.75° N,
mean longitude 120.5° W). The county's 463,500 hectares cover a wide diversity of
habitats including low elevation annual grasslands and blue oak (Quercus doug/asii)
savannah at the western edge , mid-elevation oak woodlands and mixed oak-conifer
shrub complexes in the central region, and Sierran mixed conifer forest dominated by
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Figure 1-Location of study area with major highways and cities.

ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), Jeffrey pine (Pinus j ejJreyi), and lodgepole pine
(Pinus contorta) in the eastern half. According to the 2000 Census (U.S . Census
Bureau 2001), 156,299 people lived in EI Dorado County at an overall density of
33.7 persons/km", However, because the eastern half of the county is almo st entirely
national forest except for settlements on the southern littoral edge of Lake Tahoe, the
average density for private lands is 63 .3 persons/krn ", Housing density is 28.9
units/km". Our study area encompasses 220,954 ha and is restricted to the
predominantly privately owned western foothills region of the county (fig. 1).

From the time Gold Rush pioneers settled in the 1850s, the population of El
Dorado County fluctuated between 6,000 and 20,000 people until the 1950s . Since
that time the decadal growth rate has ranged from 20 percent to 100 percent, with
growth rates of 46.8 percent and 24 .0 percent in the 1980s and 1990s , respectively
(U.S. Census Bureau 1991,2001). State Department of Finance proj ections indicate
this magnitude of growth continuing for the next two decades resulting in 252 ,900
residents by 2020 (California Department of Finance 2001) .

Methods
Study Design

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the potent ial impact of EI Dorado
County's General Plan on wildland habitat in the county (primarily oak woodland)
and how policy alt ern atives might mitigate these impacts. We modeled several
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alternative scenarios, three iterations each, by varying one or more of the General
Plan prescriptions, as well as the possible spatial configuration of future development
(table 1), and overlaying the result ing footprint of development onto the land cover
data and measuring the core extent , fragmentation and configuration of wildland. As
we intended this work to be directly relevant to issues facing the county, many of
these scenarios were devised from suggestions by residents and county officials.
Thus, we did not attempt to analyze every possible combination of variables,
especially as it became apparent that one of them was not proving to be effective in
mitigating the impacts on wildland .

We used three main geographic information system (GIS) datasets as inputs : 1)
1990 Hardwood Rangelands Pixel Data (Pacific Meridian Resources 1994) for land
cover and current footprint of development (jig. 2a); 2) 1996 County Assessor's
parcel data for land tenure information; and 3) 1996 Adopted County General Plan
for future potential development densities (jig. 2b). We converted the parcel and
General Plan data to 25 m raster grids and snapped them to the Hardwoods data. We
conducted all spatial modeling with ESRI's ARCIINFO and GRID software (vers.
7.1.1 - 8.1) on UNIX workstations except the fragmentation metrics, which we
calculated using APACK v. 2.15 (Mladenoff and DeZonia 2000) on a Windows2000
operating system. An in-depth detail of our methodology has been previously
published on the CDF-FRAP website (Greenwood and Saving 1999). Here, we
present only a basic overview.

Creating the Footprint of Development
In order to model future development, we first had to construct a pixel-based

footprint of current development which showed as explicitly as possible where
structures and other human disturbances to the natural landscape exist. Remote
sensing-based pixel data , such as the Hardwoods data , serve this purpose to some
degree, especially in rural areas (Merenlender and others 1998, Ridd and Liu 1998),
but provide no context of land use . Such data also miss development obscured by
tree canopy and tend to confuse some urban and non-urban land cover types (e.g. ,
rock outcrops and concrete) (Bruzzone and others 1997, Fisher and Pathirana 1990,
Quarmby and Cushnie 1989). From the parcel data we determined the land use of
each parcel and thus derived two binary layers-development status (developed or
vacant) and intensity of use (intense or not intense) at the parcel level. For developed
and intense parcels smaller than I hectare (2.5 acres), we included the entire parcel in
the footprint. However, for larger parcels we turned to the Hardwoods data to .
identify specific areas of human disturbance within the parcel. We compared the
classes Urban and Other (U/O) from the Hardwoods data to the development status of
the parcel data . Where a UIO pixel(s) existed inside a developed parcel, we included
those UIO pixels in the footprint of current development . Where a UfO pixel(s)
existed in a vacant parcel, we considered those pixels "false positives" and did not
include them in the footprint of current development, although they did remain in the
land cover layer as Barren. For dev eloped parcels with no UIO pixel(s), we simulated
a pattern of development in the parcel using the same technique to project future
development patterns (see below) . Thus , we created a picture of current development
composed of three elements: 1) small , intensely used parcels; 2) scattered pixels of
development in larger parcels ; and 3) stochastically placed pixels in developed
parcels within which we could not determine the explicit location of development
(jig. 2c) .
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Slope/Stream Restrictions Canopy Retention l Other Restrictions Total Area (ha)

Scenario Description Extent Area (ha) Description Extent Area (ha) Description Extent Area (ha) Restricted6

500 Present Condition

503 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv. 19,567 as per OP subdiv . 5,980 - 122,774 3'
504 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope all 26,983 as per OP subdiv . 5,980 - - 128,389 'tl

III

505 50 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv . 23,319 as per OP subdiv . 5,980 - - 125,988 !l.
!II

506 50 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope all 31,819 as per OP subdiv. 5,980 - - 132,694 0-0
Clustering''

l1)

507 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv . 19,567 as per OP subdiv. 5,980 LOR, subdiv . 12,526 122,774 <
l1)

508 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv. 19,567 as per OP subdiv . 5,980 Clustering4 LOR, subdiv. 12,526 122,774
0
'tl

Increased 2 subdiv.
3

509 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdi v. 19,567 7,096 - 123,920 l1)
:l..
C/l

513 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdi v. 19,567 as per OP all 6,409 123,368 III
<

514 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope all 26,983 as per OP all 6,409 - - - 128,944 :;'
co

515 50 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv. 23,319 as per OP all 6,409 - - - 126,564 III
:::J

516 50 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope all 31,819 as perOP all 6,409 133,217
c.- - - o
iil

520 50 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope all 31,819 as per OP all 6,409 Clustering4 LOR, subdiv 12,526 133,127
l1)
:::J:e

543 25 m stream setbacks, < 40% slope subdiv. 19,657 as per OP subdiv . 5,980 Acquistiorr' AOC 2,071 124,513 0
0c.

(f)
CI>

<
£'
o
CI>
:::J

55 Table I-Descriptions ofthe combinations ofrestrictions used for each scenario tested.
o»
"Tl
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.j>.
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I Canopy retention restricts development by limiting the amount of development. In most cases, this does not mean complet e restriction

but rather a reduction in density only (table 2 ). See Greenwo od and Saving, 1999.

2 For details, see Greenwood and Saving, 1999.

J Proportion (B) of developed cells increased from 9% to 14%. Adjacency (C) increased from 55% to 95%.

4 Proportion (B) of developed cells increased from 9% to 14%. Adjacency (C) increased from 55% to 98%.

5 We manually selected parcels to be restricted from development in Areas of Concern (AOC).

6 Includes all restrictions plus existing developed parcels, parcels closed to development, public ownership, and areas designated

Open Space (OS) in the General Plan .
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Figure 2-a) Land cover types from 1990 Hardwoods Pixel Data (Pacific Meridian
Resources 1994), b) 1996 EI Dorado County Adopted General Plan land use classes
collapsed to 6 categories (see table 2 for land use codes), c) footprint of current and
future development under General Plan scenario (503), and d) map of current
wildland habitat in the study area.

The first step in creating the footprint offuture development required knowing
where development could not occur. From the General Plan we derived a restriction
statu s for each parcel. A parcel was closed to future development if it were already
developed and already at the minimum allowable lot size for that General Plan
density class . Alternatively, a parcel was open to developm ent with restrictions
impo sed by the General Plan (i .e., discretionary permit review) if it were developed
or vacant but at least twice as large as the allowable minimum lot size, meaning the
lot could be further subdivided . Finally, a parcel was open to development without
restriction (i.e ., ministerial review) if it were vacant and already at the minimum
allowable lot size for that General Plan density class and therefore could not be
subdivided further.

The General Plan contained three major restrictions applying to discretionary
permit review that we were able to model spatially - 25 m (I pixel) stream setbacks,"

4 The Adopted Gene ral Plan calls for 100' stream setback s. Since our model is raster based , we used a
one pixel (25 m) buffer as the closes t estimate.

448 USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech . Rep. PSW-GTR-184. 2002.
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Table 2-Canopy retention guidelines from Adopted General Plan. Values represent
percentage ofcanopy that must be retained for each combination of General Plan Land Use
Class and Current Oak Canopy Closure percentage. Where 100 percent ofthe canopy must
be retained, no development can occur on oak pixels.

Current oak canopy closure (pet)
General Plan land use class <19 20-39 40-59 60-79 80-100

Multi-family Residential (MFR) 90 85 80 70 60
High Density Residential (HDR) 100 90 80 70 65
Medium Density Residential (MDR) 100 90 80 70 65
Low Density Residential (LDR) 100 100 90 85 80
Rural Residential (RR) 100 100 100 95 90

no development on slopes over 40 percent, and an oak canopy retention guideline
based on the density class of development and the existing canopy cover (tables 1, 2).
We created a separate mask for each of these restrictions which could be turned on or
off or, in order to simulate an ordinance, be applied to all parcels open to
development regardless of restriction class. We also created similar masks reflecting
50 m stream buffers and increased canopy retention. Lastly, some areas were off
limits to development in every scenario-areas classified as Urban or Other in the
Hardwoods data, parcels that were developed and closed to future development,
public lands, private reserves, easements, and open space designated in the General
Plan.

Once we determined where development was allowable, we then determined the
spatial configuration of development at the 25 m pixel scale. McKelvey and Crocker
(1996) developed a stochastic flood-fill algorithm to create theoretical landscapes
burned by fire using two aspects of spatial configuration-proportion (B) of
landscape burned by fire, and the spatial adjacency (C) of the burned pixels.
Adjacency is defined as the probability that if a cell is burned, an adjacent cell is also
burned. 5 We modified their algorithm to create binary neutral landscapes that mimic
the development patterns for each housing density class in the General Plan. By
overlaying the Urban and Other pixels from the Hardwoods data onto classified 1990
Census block housing density data, we calculated proportion (B) and adjacency (C)
for landscapes settled at different densities. The proportion of Urban and Other
pixels ranged from 27 percent for housing density classes greater than 1 unit/acre
down to 3 percent for density classes less than 1 unit/40 acres (table 3). Adjacency
values varied to a lesser degree, ranging from 62 percent to 50 percent over the same
housing density range (Greenwood and Saving 1999). By masking non-developable
areas and inserting portions of these theoretical landscapes into the appropriate
General Plan density region, we created potential footprints offuture development for
the study area (jig. 2c).

5 McKelvey and Crocker refer to the adjacency measure (C) as contagion. To avoid confusion with the
contagion indices of O'Neill and others (1988) and Li and Reynolds (1993), we have chosen to use the
term adjacency.
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Table 3-General Plan land use classes and allowable lot sizes with proportion ofcells (B)
from the Hardwoods data classified as Urban or Other and likelihood of adjacency (C) of
Urban and/or Other cells.

General Plan land use class
Allowable
lot size (ac)

Proportion of urban
or other cells (B)

Probability of
adjacency (C)

Multi-family Residential (MFR),
HighDensity Residential (HDR)l <= 1 0.27 0.62
Medium Density Residential (MDR)2 1 - 5 0.14 0.61
LowDensity Residential (LDR) 5 - 10 0.09 0.55
Rural Residential (RR) 10 - 40 0.06 0.55
Natural Resources (NR) 40 - 160 0.03 0.50
1 Includes these General Plan Land Use Classes - Adopted Plan (AP), Commercial (C), Industrial (I),
Public Facilities (PF), and Research and Development (RD)
2 Includes Tourist Recreation (TR)

For most scenarios, we assumed the spatial configuration of development for a
given density class would not be significantly different in the future than at present.
In other words, the values of Band C for a given density class did not change.
However, the model did not limit us to this assumption. The General Plan allows for
the doubling of total housing density in the Low Density Residential (LDR) class (5 
10 acre parcels) if the development is highly "clustered." Our landscape generator
allowed us to easily simulate how this development pattern might appear (scenarios
507 and 508). We created two clustered density patterns for LDR by increasing B
from 9 percent to 14 percent to simulate the density bonus, and by increasing C from
55 percent to 95 percent and 98 percent to simulate clustering (table 1).

Quantifying Impacts to Wildand Habitat
For this analysis, we defined habitat as all land cover types in the 1990

Hardwoods Pixel Data that were not Urban, Other, or Water. We combined Urban
and Other pixels, along with developed cells from the footprint of future
development, into one class called developed. Water was masked from the analysis
environment. We defined wildland habitat as habitat more than 50 m (2 pixels) from
a developed pixel, in patches greater than 100 hectares and containing no
constrictions, or narrow necks, of wildland habitat narrower than 50 m. Urban
habitat were those areas of natural vegetation within 50 m of a developed pixel.
Marginal habitat were all areas not defined as urban or wildland habitat (narrow
constrictions or patches less than 100 hectares, and> 50 m from developed pixels).
This overlay of the footprint of development onto the natural land cover creates a
landscape mosaic of wildland, marginal and urban habitats.

A quick review of the landscape ecology literature reveals many highly
specialized metrics for capturing specific characteristics of a landscape. Several
studies (Hargis and others 1999; McGar~gal and McComb 1995, 1999; Ritters and
others 1995; Tinker and others 1998) have shown that the simplest, most basic
measures are the easiest to understand: and serve well to compare and contrast
landscapes. We calculated the following fragmentation metrics for wildland habitat
for each scenario--total area, number of patches, mean patch size, largest patch size,
mean shape index (Frohn 1998, McGarigal and Marks 1995, Ritters 1995), corrected
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mean perimeterlarea (PIA) ratio (Baker and Cai 1992), and total edge density. Ritters
(1995) inverts McGarigal and Marks' (1995) mean shape index for raster data,
calling it "average normalized area, square model," to make the values range from
1.0 for a perfectly square patch to 0.0 for patches that are long and narrow. The
APACK software calculates Ritters' metric. As this metric measures the same
landscape attribute as McGarigal's mean shape index (shape complexity - patch
shape relative to a square), we have chosen to use McGarigal's name, mean shape
index, when referring to it rather than Ritters' more cumbersome moniker. Although
these metrics provide an objective means of comparing landscapes, they do not
quantify all aspects of landscape configuration. Therefore, we also assessed model
results through visual inspection of the output maps of wildland habitat extent.

Results
General Plan

Figure 2d shows the present extent of wildland habitat in the study area. The
dominant feature of the landscape is a single patch of wildland (mean area of three
iterations, 159,535 ha) that extends across the county from north to south and bridges
the Highway 50 corridor. The influence of development is substantial yet would
appear not to have significantly disrupted the contiguity of wildlands outside of the
Highway 50 corridor and the communities of Pilot Hill and Georgetown. Figure 3a
shows how the county's wildlands might appear if the General Plan were completely
built out (scenario 503). The most apparent impact is the increase in number of
patches and the cleaving of the wildland into distinctly separate northern and
southern regions. Compared to present conditions, mean number of patches per
iteration double from 10.0 to 19.67 and mean patch size accordingly drops from
16,182 ha to 6,337 ha (table 4). Mean largest patch size similarly declines to 59,603
ha. As patch sizes drop, measures of total edge density and corrected perimeter-to
area (PIA) perforce increase. Mean total edge density rises from 46.6 mlha to 68.4
m/ha while mean corrected patch PIA ratio increases from 8.97 to 9.76. Mean shape
index decreases from 0.070 to 0.043 indicating that not only does wildland shrink and
fragment, it also becomes more complex spatially due to low density development
perforating the existing wildland matrix. It is important to note, however, that the
significant loss of wildland does not mean that large portions of the county have been
paved over. While the mean loss of wildland is 23 percent, only 4.5 percent of
wildland is actually converted to urban use. For oak woodland land cover types, 40
percent of wildland becomes marginal or urban woodland but only 4 percent is
physically lost to development. In other words, areas that once functioned under a
more natural state and presumably provided functional habitat for species are
degraded, either due to proximity to urban land uses or by isolation from larger
patches of contiguous natural vegetation.
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Table 4---Mean values of wildland habitat landscape metrics for three iterations oj
the Present Condition (500) and General Plan (503) scenarios.

Totalarea
Number of patches
Mean patchsize
Largest patch size
Mean shape index
Mean patchPIA ratio, corrected
Totaledge density

Present condition
scenario 500

161,825 ha
10.00
16,182 ha
159,535 ha
0.070
8.974
46.57 m/ha

General Plan
scenario 503

123,267 ha
19.67
6,337 ha
59,603 ha
0.043
9.762
68.38 m/ha

General Plan Alternatives Increased Development
Restrictions

Figure 3 (b-d and g-k) shows extents of wildlands for the General Plan
alternatives meant to mitigate impacts through increased restrictions to development.
The most noticeable aspect of the maps is their similarity to the General Plan
scenario. The north and south patches remain highly separated in all scenarios except
for scenario 543 where a few small patches come close to reconnecting the north and
south patches. The differences become more apparent when the metrics are
examined. All scenarios maintain a greater area of wildland than the General Plan.
Scenarios that increase the areal extent of development restrictions (504, 505, 506,
509, 513, 514, 515, 516) generally indicate a decrease in fragmentation (mean
number of patches decreases slightly and mean patch size increases slightly) (fig. 4).
However, the range for number of patches and mean patch size for these scenarios is
high, indicating site-specific sensitivity to placement of development. Scenarios 506
and 516 show the greatest increase in wildland mean total area (126,716 ha and
126,877 ha, respectively) and mean largest patch size (60,906 ha and 61,105 ha,
respectively). Scenarios 506, 509 and 516 have the highest mean patch sizes (6,805
ha, 7,021 ha, and 6,952 ha), although 509 has a large range (1,238 ha). These results
are consistent with those expected as the scenarios 506 and 516 restrict the largest
amounts of land from development (132,694 ha and 133,217 ha, respectively). Patch
shape complexity shows little difference in all scenarios as mean shape index remains
virtually unchanged as does the mean corrected patch PIA ratio. Mean total edge
density declines slightly with 506 and 516 having the greatest decrease (67.02 m/ha
and 67.00 m/ha, respectively).

General Plan Alternatives Development Clustering
For scenarios 507 and 508 we examined the efficacy of clustering development

for mitigating wildland habitat loss. For General Plan density classes of Low Density
Residential (LDR), we increased adjacency (C) values to 95 percent and 98 percent,
respectively. Because the General Plan allowed for a density bonus to the next higher
density class, Medium Density Residential (MDR), we also increased the proportion
(B) of developed pixels in LDR from 9 to 14 percent for both scenarios. Neither
scenario shows a demonstrable increase in wildland habitat retention over the
General Plan scenario, while some metrics indicate increased fragmentation. Mean
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Figure 3-Maps of wildland habitat after full buildout for all scenarios. Areas of
the same shade are a contiguous patch.

total area for scenario 507 (123 ,310 ha) is virtually the same as the General Plan and
only slightly higher for scenario 508 (123 ,831 ha) (jig. 4). Mean largest patch size
(507 = 59,502 ha, 508 = 59,847 ha) and mean corrected patch PIA ratio (507 = 0.044,
508 = 0.047) show similar behavior while mean total edge density does decrease
slightly for 508 (67 .39 m/ha). Mean number of patches (507 = 20.67, 508 = 19.0)
remains within the range of values of those of the General Plan . Mean patch size
actually goes down for 507 (5,979 ha) and remains unchanged for 508 (6,517 ha) .
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Figure 4-Values of wildland habitat landscape metrics for three iterations of the
General Plan scenario (503) and alternatives (504-543) . a) total area, b) number
of patches, c) mean patch size , d) largest patch size , e) mean shape index, f)
mean patch PIA ratio, corrected , and g) total edge density.

One of the iterations for scenario 508 has the highest mean shape index of all
scenarios (0.057) but another iteration of 508 has the second lowest (0.035). Neither
scenario was effective at maintaining the north-south connection (figs. 3e, 3j).
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Figure 5-- Map of wildland habitat after full build out for parcel acquisition
scenario (543).

General Plan Alternatives "Kitchen Sink" and Planned
Acquisition

Given that scenarios 504-516 were ineffective at increasing wildland habitat
retention over the General Plan scenario or at maintaining the north-south
connection, we tested two additional approaches. Scenario 520, dubbed the "Kitchen
Sink" scenario, combined all of the most restrictive policies yet tested - 50 m stream
buffers, 40 percent slope restriction, oak canopy retention for all developable land
regardless of restriction status, plus clustering as per scenario 508 (B = 14 percent, C
= 98 percent) (table 1). In contrast, Scenario 543 took a completely different
approach leaving all original General Plan restrictions intact but expanding the area
of non-developable land by restricting select parcels from development in key areas
of concern. This scenario simulates a planned acquisition approach through the use
of easements and/or outright purchase of development rights by the county. We
selected several vacant parcels in the Indian Creek canyon area where it crosses
Highway 50 between Placerville and Shingle Springs in an attempt to reconnect the
northern and southern portions of wildland. In those selected parcels, we only
restricted development on oak pixels and areas within 50 meters of oak pixels. This
left some parcels still potentially developable.

As expected, scenario 520 retains the highest mean total area (127,376 ha) of
wildland because it restricts the greatest area ofland from development (133,217 ha)
(table 1). Mean number of patches (16.67) is the lowest for all scenarios and
subsequently mean patch size (7,721 ha) is the highest (fig. 4). Mean largest patch
size (61,332 ha) is also the highest of all scenarios. Shape complexity does not
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decrease, however. Shape index is the same (0.043) as the General Plan scenario and
mean corrected patch PIA ratio is the highest of all scenarios (10.74). In contrast,
mean total edge density is the lowest of all scenarios (66.1 m/ha). Scenario 520 also
does not come close to maintaining the north-south connection (jig. 3l).

As we made no attempt to preserve amount, but rather configuration, of
wildland, scenario 543 only preserves an average of 1,296 more hectares than the
General Plan (mean total area = 124,563 ha) and actually has slightly more average
patches (20.0) and a smaller mean patch size (6,229 ha) (jig. 4). However, mean
shape index is the second highest for all scenarios (0.046) while mean corrected
patch PIA ratio is only slightly better than the General Plan (10.013). Mean total
edge density is the same as the General Plan (68.57 m/ha). Most importantly,
however, scenario 543 comes the closest of all scenarios to maintaining a connection
between the northern and southern wildland patches (jig. 5).

Discussion
Our study demonstrated that the General Plan for El Dorado County will not

allow the county to become one giant suburban subdvision. The General Plan
allocates 43.0 percent of private land to development in the 1 unit/5 acre to 1 unit/40
acre density range (LOR and RR). Moreover, only 4 percent of the existing oak
canopy will actually be removed by, or converted to, development. However, the
configuration of this development is of concern as full buildout could force as much
as 40 percent of the County's existing wildland oak woodlands into marginal or
urban habitats. When counties are faced with such impacts, a popular mitigation
approach is to implement prescriptions in the General Plan that regulate, and/or limit,
how and where development can occur (e.g., stream setbacks, slope restrictions, etc.).
However, such prescriptions can only apply to development that will undergo
discretionary permit review, that is, parcels that have yet to be subdivided to the
smallest allowable density in the General Plan. In the case of El Dorado County, 31
percent of vacant land that is open to development in the county (86 percent of
parcels) had been subdivided prior to the adoption of the General Plan and is
therefore not subject to these prescriptions. These parcels only require ministerial
review (i.e., a building permit) before construction can occur. To impose a restriction
that would regulate where development could occur in those parcels would require a
county-wide ordinance. Our model allowed us to test both alternative General Plan
prescriptions and county-wide ordinances. The former had little effect decreasing
wildland habitat loss or fragmentation over existing General Plan policies. We
attribute this to the large portion of the county not subject to the prescriptions due to
prior subdivision. Ordinances showed greater wildland retention over the General
Plan but that increase was still small. Scenario 516, the most restrictive ordinance
scenario, only preserved 3,610 hectares more wildland than the General Plan and
made little difference to patch configuration, shape complexity or edge density. The
political expense in implementing ordinance-type solutions would seem to far
outweigh the potential ecological benefits to oak woodlands.

Clustered development is a popular prescription proposed by the smart growth
community. By holding overall density constant for an area but decreasing the space
between structures, less space is scattered between structures which could otherwise
serve as habitat and perform other ecosystem functions. The perceived advantages
are so great that in order to promote clustering, El Dorado County offers a density
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bonus for clustered development in the Low Density Residential category (5 - 10 acre
parcels). We modeled two clustering scenarios allowing densities to increase to the
Medium Density Residential level (1 - 5 acre parcels). Neither scenario improved
wildland habitat condition over the General Plan and some metrics for scenario 507
(mean number of patches, mean patch size and largest patch size) were actually
worse. The increase in density, and therefore the increase in the amount of land
developed, offset any benefit that would be gained from clustering. Furthermore,
clustering can only occur in vacant parcels open to development with restriction in
LDR. This occurs only in a few small areas in the northern portion of the county.

Scenario 520, the Kitchen Sink scenario, employed the strictest policy
restrictions we tested, plus clustering. Looking solely at the fragmentation metrics
(fig. 4), this scenario offered the most improvement in wildland habitat condition
over the General Plan. Yet when examining the maps, we did not notice any
significant difference in wildland amount or configuration (fig. 31). Most notably, the
north-south separation was still very pronounced. Implementing county-wide
ordinances which mandate 50 m stream buffers, 40 percent slope restrictions and oak
canopy retention on all undeveloped parcels, plus requiring clustering in LDR, is
highly unrealistic, not to mention, very politically expensive. Again, we contend that
the political costs of such a scenario are probably greater than the ecological benefits.

Alternatively, we examined a limited parcel acquisition, or easement, strategy
(scenario 543) for areas of concern which removes key parcels from the potential
development landscape. One such area is the Indian Creek Canyon region. Here, a
stringer of oak woodlands presently connects the northern and southern wildland
patches. Although this scenario did not actually maintain the connection, several
small patches do extend through the area indicating that the concept has the potential
to maintain this critical corridor. This area of the county is highly desirable for
development, therefore making this scenario potentially fiscally expensive.
However, unlike the ordinance approach, an acquisition approach would encounter
fewer stakeholders directly and would offer owners compensation for the loss of
development rights on their property. Involving private conservation groups or land
trusts could greatly reduce costs to the public sector.

Rural residential development erodes habitat quality much more than habitat
extent, requiring a more nuanced approach to assessing impacts than when natural
habitats are simply removed or paved over. At these low densities, we were unable to
use polygons of housing density to determine the relationship of naturalness to
density. At certain scales, the landscape still looks much as it once did. Rather, we
modeled the real impacts of site alteration which required an entirely unique set of
variables and characteristics such as determining the exact footprint of development
(e.g., Do lightly used roads count? Do outbuildings?) and establishing the sphere of
influence from a structure (e.g., How far from the structure is natural vegetation
disturbed? How far does sound travel? What impact does it have? What influence
do pets have and at what distance?). We can easily adjust these variables in our
model to examine their sensitivity and ability to assess other issues besides wildland
connectivity such as impacts to specific species habitat requirements, watershed
degradation from increased sediment generation, and changes in wildfire probability
due to vegetative fuel alteration. Most people can agree that high density urban and
suburban development do not provide much high quality habitat for most species, but
seldom can stakeholders, land managers, public officials, or even scientists agree on
the thresholds or the degrees at which rural development begins to impact the
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landscape. As more of the landscape of California transitions from large extents of
wilderness owned by relatively few private individuals to a landscape divided up
amongst thousands of owners regularly dotted with houses every few thousand feet,
understanding these impacts and enacting policies that are effective, fair, and feasible
become ever more important and challenging.

Future Directions
One aspect of development and conversion of natural land cover that we have

not addressed is agricultural expansion. In El Dorado County this primarily involves
vineyards. Agricultural expansion has the potential for far greater impact to habitat
extent and connectivity than residential development as a greater area of land in
larger contiguous patches is generally more greatly disturbed. Agricultural expansion
can also be more difficult to predict. Heaton and Merenlender (2000) have developed
a model to determine site suitability for vineyard expansion in Sonoma County which
could be adapted for use in El Dorado County.

More investigation of the effects of riparian corridors on habitat connectivity is
needed, including the effectiveness of stream setbacks and the development of
methods to characterize linear features, as opposed to the two dimensional patch
features analyzed here.

Better knowledge of the likelihood of development would enhance our ability to
tailor solutions to specific areas of concern. The incorporation of economic models
of development such as Johnston's UPLAN (2001) and Landis's CURBA (l998a,
1998b) would provide more realistic future scenarios as well as the ability to model
development in stages over time rather than only at full buildout as we have done.
Implementing other constraining factors to development such as water availability
and habitat conservation plans could also improve our predictions of future
development.

Conclusion
Fine-grained spatial models with highly detailed datasets are required for

evaluating impacts of development on ecological, economic, or social systems at the
local level. Such large-scale, high-resolution models also enable stakeholders to more
easily relate the data portrayed on maps to their perception of the landscape in which
they live. However, most site-specific models of development have been created for
dense urban areas, using complex economic formulas of land value and empirically
derived patterns of past development trends. These models prove less than reliable at
predicting low-density development of the rural ranchette variety which is now so
prominent in the Sierra foothills and which has such great impact on habitat quality.
We have developed a model that is both fine-grained and capable of predicting
potential rural ranchette development and its impacts. Moreover, by having a tool
that can operate under various assumptions and constraints, we can actually test a
proposed solution's efficacy at achieving a desired goal, which in this case is
maintaining wildland connectivity. We have also used our model of predicting
footprint of development to assess impacts of wildfire on future structure loss. Our
explicit model of development could prove useful for studies of water quality and
cumulative impacts for watersheds by incorporating elements such as sediment
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generation from road development, nutrient loading from septic systems, and
conversion of natural land cover to impervious surfaces.

Existing land tenure (the historic parcelization of land) limits effective control of
development by General Plan prescriptions that are only applicable when a parcel
requires subdivision before development, thus leaving solutions that require large
expenditures of political capital such as ordinances or downzoning. The political
expense in implementing such solutions would seem to far outweigh the potential
benefits. For El Dorado County, our study concludes that the most effective way to
maintain wildland oaks in large contiguous patches would be a land acquisition
program focused on those critical areas of connectivity, often referred to as habitat
corridors. More importantly, broad-brush, "best management practice" type solutions
(i.e., the conventional wisdom) applied evenly across the landscape are not
necessarily the most effective approach. Site-specific design may be a more effective
tool in minimizing negative impacts of development than generic policy
prescriptions. "Good" policy should be a process by which better analysis of the
problem leads ultimately to better design of the solution.
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Cheryl Langley
5010 Mother Lode Drive

Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Ms. Shawna Purvines, Principal Planner
EDC Development Agency, Long Range Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

August 17, 2015

RE: Notice of Preparation for the Biological Resources Policies Update & Oak Resources Management Plan

Ms. Purvines:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Biological Resources Policy Update (BRPU). I request
the following information be included in the draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR).

Impact to Efficacy of the 2004 General Plan

• Discuss how the removal of specific biological resources mitigation policies will impact the
"legitimacv" and "viability" of the 2004 General Plan, since its approval was based in part on the
presence of specific mitigation measures (e.g., the Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan, etc.).

• Because both the INRPM and Option A have been eliminated under the BRPU, include a
discussion that specifies how the Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP) satisfies the court
decision brought relative to the Oak Woodlands Management Plan. How can both elements
(INRMP and Option A) be deleted and yet satisfy mitigation requirements under that decision?

Targeted General Plan Amendment/Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA/ZOU) Approval/Implementation
Multiple TGPA/ZOU policy changes will impact on oak woodlands-such as the TGPA!ZOU sanctioned
conversion of open space to agricultural land-and will not be evaluated under any ElR: not under the
TGPA/ZOU EIR, and not under the BRPU/ORMP EIR.

Impact to biological resources will be significant and adverse because agriculture is exempt from oak
woodland protection measures (as well as other measures that protect biological resources-riparian
protections, and so forth). The TGPA/ZOU will also amend Policy 2.2.3.1 (open space in -PD zones); this
will "...reduce the open space available for wildlife habitat in -PD zones and thereby increase the
potential to adversely impact special-status species." It will also exempt Residential Agriculture from
the list of zoning regulations that provide for maintenance of permanent open space, allow
development on slopes ~30 percent, adversely impact riparian woodland, and impact the groundwater
resources oak woodlands rely upon.

In addition, Dudek estimates of oak woodland acreage impacted are based on the 2004 General Plan,
not on TGPA/ZOU policies. Specifically, Dudek excluded an estimate of oak woodlands on slopes ~30

percent, but the TGPA/ZOU will enable development on these slopes. Thus, the estimates in Dudek's
Oak Woodland Impact and Conservation Summary Table 5 are short-lived, if the TGPA!ZOU is adopted.

• Discuss the impact on the BRPU/ORMP if the TGPA/ZOU is approved. That is, discuss whether a
revision of the BRPU EIR will be required to accommodate the additional impacts the TGPA/ZOU
will have on elements in the BRPU.
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• Explain how the BRPU can legitimately be separated from the TGPA/ZOU evaluation. (The
current BRPU is evaluated only in the context of the 2004 General Plan.)

• The TGPA/ZOU was evaluated as if Option A, the INRMP,and multiple other mitigations were
"viable." Because these mitigations have been stripped away under the proposed BRPU, will the
TGPA/ZOU EIR be recirculated if the proposed ORMPis adopted? Please explain.

• Provide information on the TGPA/ZOU impact to oak woodlands (including its impact on oak
woodlands in agricultural-zoned lands, and as a result of the reduction in open space
requirements, allowance of construction on sites with> 30% slope, the depletion of
groundwater that oak woodlands rely upon, etc.)

Support Information for Approaches A, B & C
County staff prepared documents for the November 21, 2014 Biological Resources Workshop that
included three approaches (A, Band C) to facilitate the completion of the ORMP project description and
environmental review (County documents 7A and 7B). On page 5 of Staff Memo 7B, staff included a
table that presents three approaches and their relative level of "significant and unavoidable impacts."
When asked how these impact levels were derived, staff did not (or could not) answer. References
(supporting documentation) were not supplied at that time, nor subsequent to the workshop. Despite
the absence of supporting documentation, the Board of Supervisors made the decision to proceed with
Approach A.

Thus, it is not known what information the impact levels were based upon. This information was not
available to the public, and it is reasonable to assume it was not available to the decision making body
(Board of Supervisors).

• I am requesting that the evidence/studies/science that served as the basisfor the level of
impact determinations for Approaches A, Band C be made available and included in the dEIR.
Please include any and all documentation, (letters, emails, etc.) used to support the impact
determinations (such as communications with outside agencies, etc.).

Mitigation Performance
According to A Planner's Guide for Oak woodtonds?

...ecologists now recognize that replacing a century old tree with I, 3, or 100ne-year
old seedlings does not adequately replace the lost habitat value of large trees. It has
become evident that simply focusing on mitigation plantings based on a tree to
seedling ratio is not a sufficient strategy to ensure the viability of oak woodlands.
[R]eplacement seedlings as a mitigation measure for removal of older stands of trees
cannot meet the immediate habitat needs of forest-dependent animal species.

It is apparent that preservation of oak woodland on-site is the preferred "mitigation." Short of on-site
preservation, the purchase of oak woodlands that will remain undeveloped in perpetuity is to be
preferred over on-site (or off-site) planting of saplings. Revegetation on- or off-site is a poor substitute
for mature woodland, especially when value as wildlife habitat is part of the equation. It is likely that

1 Giusti, G.A. et al (editors). 2005. A planner's guide for oak woodlands. University of California, Agriculture and
Natural Resources, Publication 3491, second edition.
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the loss of oak woodlands cannot be adequately mitigated under the current ORMP, especially in the
absence of Option A retention requirements.

Mitigation Strategy
The proposed mitigation options need to be defined-or actually- redefined.

According to A Planner's Guide for Oak woootonas?

[T]he ultimate goal for planting mitigations should be tree establishment and long-term
survival. The impact should be compensated for by replacing or providing substitute
resources, such as planting large container-grown trees, rather than seedlings or
acorns to expedite the recovery of the lost habitat component, or off-site mitigation
actions, or mitigation banking. However, off-site measures should be considered
sparingly and should not be viewed as a convenient way to achieve mitigation
objectives; off-site mitigation proposals should be carefully considered so that the
strategy is not abused.

If replacement planting is chosen as a means of mitigation in the ORMP, the mitigation must meet
performance standards:

• Pleasespecify performance standards for mitigation plantings. For instance, in the Interim
Interpretive Guidelines (IIGl (7)(bl, page 10, and IIG (7)(cl, page 11, replacement plantings are
"designed" to achieve oak woodland canopy coverage equal to the canopy removed no more
than 15 years from the date of planting. What is the performance standard for the mitigations
described in the ORMP?

Acorn planting as mitigation for the removal of mature stands of oaks is wholly inadequate. While it has
been stated during ORMPworkshops that acorn planting is sometimes the preferred method of
achieving oak mitigation, there are many caveats that make this method of oak woodland replacement
ineffective.

According to McCreary/ the planting of acorns will be impacted by a whole host of factors such as
conditions at the planting site, including the kinds of animals present. Because acorns are an important
food source for a whole host of animals, acorn plantings are difficult to protect. McCreary also warns
that the type of care necessary for survival and growth may not be logistically feasible for remote
planting sites," making a difficult prospect more even more susceptible to failure.

2 Giusti, G.A. et al (editors). 2005. A planner's guide for oak woodlands. University of California, Agriculture and
Natural Resources, Publication 3491, second edition.

3 McCreary, D.O. Undated. How to Grow California Oaks. University of California Oak Woodland Management.
Available at:

http://ucanr.edu/sites/oak_range/Oak_Articles_On_Line/Oak_Regeneration_Restoration/How_to_Grow_Californi
a_Oaks/

4 McCreary, D.O. Undated. Living Among the Oaks: A Management Guide for Woodland Owners and Managers.
University of California, Agriculture and Natural Resources, Oak Woodland Conservation Workgroup; publication
21538.
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Oak Regeneration and Acorn Plantings
The issue of oak regeneration comes into play when acorn planting is chosen as the path to oak
woodland replacement.

According to A Planner's Guide for Oak Woodlands: 5

...the same factors that prevent or limit natural regeneration can also take a
heavy toll on artificial plantings. To be successful, relatively intensive site
preparation, maintenance, and protection must usually be provided for several
years.

There is substantial evidence suggesting that several species, including blue oak,
valley oak, and Engelmann oak (Quercus engelmannii) are not reproducing at
sustainable levels in portions of California. Simply stated, there are not enough
young seedlings or saplings to take the place of mature trees that die, raising
questions about the future of these species in the state.

Numerous causes have been cited, including increased populations of animals
and insects that eat acorns and seedlings, changes in rangeland vegetation,
adverse impacts of livestock grazing (direct browsing injury, soil compaction,
and reduced organic matter), and fire suppression. Some people also suspect
that climate change is a factor. ..

This troubling condition-that of poor regeneration-means the viability of acorn plantings, too, will be
problematic, making replacement of woodlands via the planting of acorns a fragile, ineffective
strategy.

According to McCreary, 6 an effective alternative to directly sowing acorns is growing oak seedling in
containers and then planting the saplings out in the field. McCreary indicates propagating oaks in this
manner results in starts that " ...have higher survivorship than directly planted acorns, but they also cost
far more."

Regarding acorn planting, I have the following requests for information:

• Please identify in the dEIR other counties that utilize acorn planting for mitigation and describe
the success rate (efficacy) of such plantings for each species of oak. Describe locations at which
such mitigation has taken place, and the date of plantings. Please include photographs of the
site.

• The Biological ResourcesStudy and Important Habitat Mitigation Program Interim Guidelines
(November 9, 2006), pages 15-16 (under Discretionary Project Reporting Requirements) specify
a 15 year (annual) monitoring period for oak regeneration projects that utilize acorns. This
monitoring period has been changed to 7 years (based most likely on Kuehl bill requirements).
Explain in the dEIRthe reason for the monitoring period reduction. (That is, explain why what

5 Giusti, G.A. et al (editors). 2005. A Planner's Guide for Oak Woodlands. University of California, Agriculture and
Natural Resources, Publication 3491, second edition.
6 McCreary, D.D. Undated. Living Among the Oaks: A Management Guide for Woodland Owners and Managers.
University of California, Agriculture and Natural Resources, Oak Woodland Conservation Workgroup; publication
21538.
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was once acceptable/recommended has been reduced, given the more "protective" nature of
the longer monitoring period).

• The IIG (7)(c), page 11 indicates maintenance and monitoring shall be required for a minimum of
10 years after the planting of trees (saplings, etc.) Explain in the dEIRwhy this maintenance
and monitoring period has been reduced under the ORMP, given it was once
acceptable/recommended and is more "protective."

Mitigation Efficacy
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 15126.4al(B) "Where several measures
are available to mitigate an impact each should be discussedand the basis for selecting a particular
measure should be identified." And, according to the Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix'
conservation planning grounded in science-based information supports the development of sensitive
planning scenarios. But, while mitigation strategies are identified in the ORMP, the strategies
themselves do not represent vetted processes. Efficacy of the measures must be proven; evidence
must be provided.

• Please include in the dEIR references for the science-based information used as a basis for
mitigation strategies proposed in the ORMP.

• Include a discussion of mitigation efforts undertaken in the County. Discuss failed mitigations,
and the reason(s) for their failure. (Such as the mitigation plantings adjacent to Serrano Village
D2-see the following photos.)

• Describe mitigation efforts (oak replanting efforts) that have been successful in the County.
Describe the location of the plantings, the type of oak replanting that took place (l.e., acorns,
container plants, etc.-including the size of the container plants), when they were planted, and
the current status (size, condition, mortality rate, etc.) Please include photographs of the site.

• Given the many examples of failed mitigation efforts in the County, discusswhy the public
should have confidence that future mitigations will be successful. (That is, past performance is
the best predictor of future performance.)

The following photos were taken of mitigation plantings by Serrano Village D2 in "tree
shelters." (Thisvillage was built around 2001-2003.) Photos taken June, 2015.

7 Giusti, G., et al. 2008. Oak Woodland Impact Decision Matrix: a guide for planner's to determine significant
impacts to oaks as required by 581334 (Public ResourcesCode21083.4). UCIntegrated Hardwood Range
Management Program, 2008.
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This is a photo of a "tree shelter"

around a blue oak; it was probably

planted around the time of adjacent

village construction (2001-2003) .

Photo taken June, 2015.

6

Note the low success
rate of blue oak

plantings, even with tree
shelters
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The tree shelters
in this area

(as seen in foreground)
are mostly devoid of
trees (approximately

12-14 years after
planting).

Revised Definition of Woodland
"Oak Woodland" needs to be redefined to include not only standing living oaks, " ...but also trees
of other species, damaged or senescent (aging) trees, a shrubby and herbaceous layer beneath the
oak canopy, standing snags, granary trees, and downed woody debris in conjunction with [oaks]."8
Existing oak woodlands need to be evaluated under these criteria and, if on-site retention is not
possible, mitigation for the loss of all woodland components through either conservation
easement or fee title acquisition in perpetuity of biologically equivalent (or greater) woodland
must take place to ensure replacement of viable woodland/wildlife habitat. (Napa County, for
instance, evaluates all woodland components and employs a 60/40 retention in sensitive water
drainages: 60% tree cover; 40% shrubby/herbaceous cover.)"

• Explain why the ORMP defines oak woodland in the following manner, and not in the manner
described above in the Tuolumne County document (that acknowledges oak woodlands as
wildlife habitat):

------ -
Oak WoudlanJ~: An oak stand with a ureat T than 10 P lT CCl1l canopy CO\ cr or that may havc
historica l!y supported ereatcr than lO p .rcenl canopy CO\ er (Cal ifornia Fish and Game Code
Section 13h I l.L _

Source: ORMP, page 27.

• Discuss how the definition of oak woodland in the ORMP serves to limit mitigation effectiveness,
and how the definition from Tuolumne County (above) expands mitigation viability.

8 Michael Brandman Associates. 2012. Tuolumne County Biological Resources Review Guide. December 4,2012;
page 32. Available at: http://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/204
9

Napa County. 2010. Napa County Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan. October 26,2010; page 20.
Available at:

http://www.countyofnapa.org/WorkArea/1 inkit.aspx?Linkldentifier=id&Item10=4294973990
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Exempt Actions

• Exemption for Personal Use of Oak Woodland Resources. ORMP, page 7: "When a native oak
tree, other than a Heritage Tree, is cut down on the owner's property for the owner's personal
use." This provision for "personal use" is problematic.

o Explain what deters a property owner from "pre-clearing" oaks under the guise of
"private use."

a Include a discussion-and some options for defining "personal use"-that may include
restricting personal use to certain zoning classifications (i.e., residential parcels of 10
acres or less, for example) and eliminating from "personal use" land zoned for
commercial, industrial, and other properties subject to planned development, area
specific plans, etc.

a Include a discussion that evaluates incorporating measures that restrict for a period of
time-say 10 years-the rezoning of land that has been pre-cleared, even if oak
woodland was removed while the land was under a zoning district that allows oak
tree removal for personal use (parcels of 10 acres or less, for example) .

This discussion is necessary (as is the provision of a measure designed to prevent such
behavior) because it is well known-and documented-that sites within the County
have been cleared of oak trees immediately prior to development proposal.
(Documentation provided upon request.)

• Exemption for Non-Commercial Agricultural "Operations." ORMP, page 7: "Agricultural
cultivation/operations, whether for personal or commercial purposes (excluding commercial
firewood operations)."

a Include in the dEIR why this measure is necessary, and how much oak woodland is
potentially impacted by this measure. The EI Dorado Irrigation District (EID) is already
on the threshold of eliminating a reduction in water rates for such operations, thus
threatening their viability. Thus, while EI D policies undercut such activity, the ORMP
allows for the removal of oak resources minus mitigation. A reasoned outcome is that
oaks are removed for a "hobby" agricultural operation that has little chance of being
maintained.

Commercial Wood-Cutting Operations
There are too few restrictions placed on commercial firewood cutting operations. This lack of
restrictions places oak woodland-especially blue oak woodland-in jeopardy.

The following is an excerpt from page 11 of the ORMP:

8
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-- ------,
I Commervial fi rewood cuuing opcrutions shall also require a tree remova l perm it i f nul upprux ed

under an oak woodl and f.:1110 \ al permu. In reviewing a j rcc removal permit appl ication for
commercial fi rewood cuu ing operations, the County sha ll consul...-r the I lJ l l l, \\" in~ :

• Whether Ih.: rem 0 \":J.l of the tree: S) \\ ould have a II - I •

f I r I'

• Whether repla nting would be n':l'l:s~ary to ensure I L ... '(

• \V hethcr the remo vul wo uld create the , I and

• W heth er ;lI1V o ther lim iuuic» o r con d ition s sho uld be im posed in accorda nce with II ,

1 '1 I

• Please include in the dEIR the specific criteria (thresholds) used to determine the following:

o "significant negative environmental impact";
o "adequate regeneration";
o "potential for soil erosion"; and
o "sound tree management practices."

• Include in the dEIR a discussion of specific criteria/thresholds/restrictions applied to restrict
removal activity to a level that precludes impact to a level of "significant environmental
impact," and that supports adequate regeneration, avoids soil erosion, and institutes sound
management practices.

• While commercial firewood cutting operations would be required to obtain a permit
under the proposed plan, there is no mention of minimum retention standards. Shasta

and Tehama counties adopted resolutions calling for 30 percent crown cover retention.'

Photo Source: Standiford,
et aI., 1996. Impact of
Firewood Harvesting on
Hardwood Rangelands
Varies with Region.
California Agriculture,
March-April, 1996,
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Blue oak firewood

en route to

Bay Area markets.

Photo Source: Cobb, J. 2015. California
Oaks, letter to the California Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection and the
California Air Resources Board dated June
29, 2015 (Attachment 1).

In-lieu Fee Use

• Define in the dEIR exactly what the in-lieu fee will be used for. Include a discussion of the
benefit of a clause that addresses unexpended funds in the following manner: change existing
language from "revenues shall be allocated for some other purpose" to "revenues shall be
dedicated to land conservation or natural lands stewardship." This suggested language
provides some flexibility while keeping the use of the funds focused if the County has difficulty
expending all the funds specifically for oak woodlands within the five year time frame.

Willing Sellers in Community Regions/Rural Centers

• Discuss how allowing willing sellers in Community Regions and Rural Centers to "sell" their
property into conservation easement status would impact County conservation efforts. Discuss
the reasoning behind not allowing willing sellers in these designations to sell, and discuss
whether or not this restriction is based upon habitat evaluation (study) .

Site Concurrence

• Include an evaluation of the viability/impact of site concurrence by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) in the process of establishing conservation
easements. At least one county (Tuolumne) recommends dedication of such lands to a land

conservation group approved by the county with concurrence by CDFW.
ii

Such concurrence
would ensure easements provide the maximum benefit to wildlife .

• Discuss how this site concurrence by CDFW may assist developers with ident ificat ion of
appropriate conservation zones.

Advisory Body

• Evaluate in the dEIR the establishment of an advisory body (like PAWTAC) to review mitigation
plans, mitigation implementation, and efficacy. (Ideally this advisory body would make
recommendations to appropriate governing bodies, work with land conservation groups, and be
responsible for homeowner education (protection of oaks in the landscape).

10
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Initial Study
Following is a discussion of the Initial Study. The dEIR will evaluate environmental impacts in the
following areas:

The :11{ for h proposed projec t will focus on the r source area /issucs germane to this
part icular projec . The EIR will evaluate the potentially , i nificani environmental impacts of the

prop :> '0 proj ct and wi II evaluate whe her the ~ arc feasible rni igation n casures that may
le 'sen or avoid such impacts. As the propose i project would amend the C umy 's ieneral Pia

and influence evelopment a tivities through ut the ounr and dot: not in I de an. ' specific
construct ion or development, the impact analysis will be pro ira nmatic and cumulativ in 11< turc,

The E1R vill also idcn iC and eva uate alter iatives to tl propos projc r. The ErR \ 'ill
eval uate potentially sigt ifi cant environmer tal effects related to the following environmental

14.0
I

I

PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND SCOPE OF THE EIR

lies:

• esthetics
• gri ultural and Forestry Resourc <;

• Biological R t.:5ULlfCC:

• ireenhouse Gas Emissions
• Lmd IJ'e a d Planning

The following issues are not to be covered (although Greenhouse Gas Emissions [GHG] are listed in
both areas-to be covered, and not to be covered, I assume from additional discussion in the Initial
Study that GHGs will be covered, but would like this clarified).

As evaluated in th; Initial ' lud ', it is not anticipated that impac s would occur within~ 1
fo llowing environmental topic areas, and therefore these . pecific environn ental issues will not
be evaluated further in e EIR.

• ir Quality

• Cullum R 'sources
• Geology/So ils

• (I f ' '000 ise Gas 'missions
• l lazard and Hazardous Materials
• Hydrology! Noll r uality

• Mineral Resources

• Noise
• P pul lion/Housing

• Transportation
J
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Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions
While GHGs are listed on both the "to do" and "not to do" lists, the Initial Study acknowledges GHG
emissions from the removal of oak woodlands "could contribute to adverse climate change and could
impair the ability ota region...to achieve GHG reductions required under state law,"

less Than
Potentially Significant with less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact NoImpact

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project.
a) Generate greenhouse gase ISS ons. either

dircc y or indl ecUy. tha may a...e a Significant k8,'] D D D
impact on me envrooment?

b Conta ct \', ttl an applca € plan . polICyor
requlat on adapted for t e purpose of reducng the [gJ D D D
emissions of gteennoose9ases?

EI Dorado County Biological Resource Policy Updateand Oak Resources Management Plan Project

a. hI T1 1~ I WJ~(.'l propusc» amendments hI hi logi '~\I rcxourccs pol icrcs contained in the

'o untvs Gene ral Pla n ;JII J ado ption of a ll )R\IP. \\ ln lc. th..: proje ct J\Jl:~ nul include

new .o nxuu 'l io n o r land u~':; that wou ld g~ Il\.Ta l~ gr ' .nhouse ga::- ((jH G ) ' l1l i :> ~i 4JI1S.

J ~\I..' lopmeru that procee d- unJ ....T the pro posed .icn....ral Plan am endments an ti O R\ IP

cuuld a lter ~ IlJ, or r ' 111 ' 1\ .... \ ..:gela l ion co mmuniti...·~ . inc ludin~ oak \\ iodlands . :.md o r oa k

l f l.'I.: S . 0 11 \ LfS ll1I1 Lwoodlands and other natur al \ C;!d <.Jl i n c .mrn uniue s III dcvclupcd

IJ S~ :-' could g~n l' ralL GH G cnu ssion-, dunng the t:'1,JlI, lnt...·ti n proc..... :-.,~ . Further. oak

\\"ooJ LIIIJ:. and oth..:r nuturu ] \ ..... ucuuion com mu nities serve as a arbon sink. in lhat th 'Y

rcrnoxc G H i:- rum the unnosphere and :-. l u f l:.~ ca rbon . Thc ref re_r~ I1lO \ al of wuodlands

und other natura l vcucraiion com rn uniu c- cuukl rl' ka ,,~ GHGs into Ih,,' uimosph..... rc and

r....due.... til ' natural absorption l,t" (JI-K, -mis- iou«. he e effects . uld contribute to

adverse climut .hanue Ife 'I;, and could Impair the ability of the reui n and th tate to

uchicv ,H I reductions r quired under state law. The ' ...: n·...·.... b will be eva luated in the

- II

And yet. the following notation in the Initial Study stands in contradiction:
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Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Inccrporated Impact No Impact
III. AIR QUALITY - V.'nereuaLJabl€ /'Ie sig ~ t : C3 n S8 cntena ;::stat,l ;he,j Jj' t~l e app.!icat le ar quail 'j mans.... C' rr.anl or ad

po:lutic.n cclllro1 cistr ct maybe reheduccn ic rr>ake the t"llc,wiI19 {jelerm ;oaOOilS. Wc-uld 11e : rOle c~

3) Cooflict \~ i 1tl or obstruct im~ 'em8nlar n of We 0 D D rzJa)~[! i cat le air cualil'j n-ian~
-
b Violale anyair quality s ndard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projec adair 0 D D rzJ
quality violation?

c' R8SIJIt n 3 cum 1 ,,~ ·...,J1 cons able no:; inc ease
0 ' any c .ena pollu' -m or 'Io'riell° le pr eo: reglOO
5 f' o0-a::ain lent I € a ape ica c" f: eralor D 0 0 IZlstats amb ent 31 r~u a l i o~ sta aro 11Ilclucing
releasi 9 ernes OS 'lh "11 sxceed q .:r ti:ative
:hrest·olds for ozor ep<€CUfSor; (l

0.1 Expose sensiti','e receptors to s bs:anllal D 0 0 !Zloolutant : oncentraiions?

e) Crea".:> 0t> jeroor able coors c."eO:ling a sl>bstanlJ...,1 D 0 0 ~numc-r ':1 P€Q~ lg -;

• Include in the dEIR a discussion of this contradiction.

• Discuss the impact on air quality caused by the increase in development-residential,
commercial, industrial, etc.-and the associated increase in emissions from increased vehicular
traffic, construction activities, etc. (Developers are now constrained under Option A
restrictions. in combination with the lack of an in-lieu fee option; now that numerous
mitigation options will be available, growth/development will inevitably occur.)

• Include in the dEIR a complete evaluation of Air Quality issues, including GHGs, and other
emissions from commercial woodcutting operations, and the large-scale removal of oaks for
planned development projects, specific area plans, agricultural operations, etc.

• Include in the dEIR a complete evaluation as required under AB 32, as described below.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (See also Attachments 1 & 2).
The goal of AS 32-the California Global Warming Solutions Act-is to reduce carbon dioxide (C02)

emissions by 2020 to 1990 levels, with a further 80 percent CO2 reduction by 2050, The bill emphasizes
the evaluation of CO2 associated with the conversion of forests to other uses. Oak woodland CO2

emission effects must be considered for projects that convert native forests to non-forest use. Both
direct CO2 emission impacts from dead tree disposal and cumulative impacts due to the loss of future
increases in live tree carbon sequestration represent a biological emission subject to CEQA analysis and
mitigation. Live tree biomass (including roots), standing dead tree biomass, and wood lying on the
ground are to be evaluated to measure oak woodland biological emissions under CEQA.

CEQA CO2 questions to be answered include:

• how much potential CO2 sequestration over the next 100 years will be lost due to impacts to live
native trees three (3) inches or greater diameter at breast height (dbh); and

• how much sequestered CO2 will be released if the live trees, standing dead trees or woody
debr is are burned?
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The County must analyze and mitigate CO2 biological emissions associated with the land use changes
that result in the loss of oak woodland sequestration capacity (the conversion of oak woodlands to
non-forest use) and CO2 release from burning oak debris/wood. If such an analysis is not done, the
County disregards not only CEQA, but the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines, California
Attorney General opinions and Court decisions. (See Center for Biological Diversity, et al. v. City of
Desert Hot Springs, et al. (2008) Riverside County Superior Court - Case No. RIC 464585 and Berkeley
Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee vs. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Ca.App.4th 1344, 1370
71.)

Because California has designated CO2 emissions a grave human health risk, local jurisdictions cannot
invoke ministerial or overriding considerations in determining proportional mitigation for carbon
biological emissions due to oak woodlands conversion to non-forest use. It is considered an abuse of
discretion to declare an inadequately mitigated oak woodland conversion a public benefit when in fact
woodland conversion represents a demonstrable public health hazard.

• Provide a complete analysis as required under AB 32.

Cultural Resources

Disregarding oaks and oak woodlands as important cultural resources is an error. Many cultural
resources are closely associated with oaks and oak woodlands, and this important aspect needs to be
evaluated in the dEIR.

--- - - - - - .__.. .._ --- - - - -- - -- - - ---.._- -_...._.-- - - -r o, .--- -0

A. CULTU~\L/HISTOPJCi\L
I

rt iluct r the N (Hi, e mericun pe ple who
h isturicu l! lived in I a] a UI1( lend to be co -
Ill::HCU with oak" od lun d s. wh ich p rov id cd [h-:1I1
\\ j th l he acorn : th ~ y relied up ( In I"t r rl' l-,d . Accord in g
to It cal hisr. rian Lrn Wcb cr, shum uns l, r th e \\' L1PI'()
pcop lc wou ld ull cr I'ra: crs lor the health l tl" rhc oa k
tr LLS . 3nJ thc \\' apl 't 11, rued mun rhs (II" thc : car aft er
the seasonal p hascs o f oaks . ' Present day oak rands
Dr indiv id uul tree rna. have historical significance
du e t I a t e\ en ts r structure that \ ere assoc iatcd
with rhein Man h ist rical nee unt: mention (he
trees nd the use l:p ci lic trees as lan dmar . or us
boun d ar v murkcrs. he ear lies t Ellr. f' L' J I1 scttlcr s

I rou nd re fuge lr. III the h ot vallev SUIl 1", r thcm sclvcs
un d th eir livcstock u ud cr l aks M Id bene fited
cc on. 111 iC' :.I JI Y I" 0 111 i h~ II sc 0 I' oaks I'tH' bu ild in g

m.ucr ia l and tircw ood. a k w o c d lnn d s J !Sl) crca tcd
vcu ucs lor rccrcut iou and pu blic ~ \ L'l1 i S . ~ :.J P :.J ou ntys rcma nn ug oak w ocd lan ds
c nt inu e i . rv C:iS :.J renund cr four cultural an d hisrori ul he ita J~.

Source: Napa County. 2010. Napa County Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan. October 26, 2010. Page 8.
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• Discuss in the dEIR the cultural significance of oaks. Identify specific oaks/oak
woodlands/woodland areas that have historical significance in EI Dorado County, and describe
the basis for their significance.

Geology and Soils
While the Initial Study cites no impact to geology and soils from the anticipated removal of oaks and oak
woodland, it is nonetheless known that numerous significant impacts can occur.
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Removal of oaks-especially on sloped land-can cause serious soil erosion, and can cause slope
instability (landslides). The presence of oak trees can also facilitate the uptake of moisture from septic
systems and improve their performance (VI)(e).
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In fact, the ORMP, page 8, cites the potential for erosion during woodcutting operations, and cites (page
4) the following benefits from the preservation of oaks and oak woodlands:

1.4 ECOll lJlII it.' .Activity, La lid. {lilt! E co,\y,'1t.'1II J'ulues ofOak Resources

.. :..! riL' UI l UDI: and recreation-based lIJu ri~ 111 ar..' i 11 or iant economic gcnerat rs in EI D ra l '

c umy. uk res urccs pro ide value tor 111 'S ~ a .tivitics. includine f rag ' value r I' ranching,
I soil retenuon and wutersh 'J functi n bene firs IhlJ l l'onlrilij'j:.e to auriculturul l.J 'li\ itic-; and

;H: ~lh~LJC \ aIu ' for a~n - t{)llli : 111 . Oa l, rcsour T . contribute I il retenu n und provid ' watcrsh .d
h -nefi ts. \ 'hich havt: O": lld l b II) the agricultural community. D~- I.'r .uul other :..! :II11": ~ll..'l' i l's art:
J , ...:I1J..:11I on uk woodlund hubitu and pr ',,, iJI.' r....crc.ui mal huruine p ortunitics. which 'an
!..! .ne uc rev1.' 1lU....~ r r runchinu land l H \ ucrs throuuh hunting lcasc-; Oak 1'1.' . ources contribute 111 a
high-qualii, visit I~J r r .crcutiun I urists. II hos , :h: t i, iucs may include cam ping. fishing. hikin;.! .
bird- vulchinu. and 1.'4U -sir ian trail riding.

Studies havI.' a lso concluded that the presence r oak r .sources enhan ces propc y value by
providing shade. wind brcu ' S. sound absorp ion, land usc buffers. erosion control , and ucsih ' l i "

h -uuty. Oak r .sources also cuntribut . to h .althy lands and wal l' . heds . ThL:!, do this by providing
habitat 1'01' animals. maintaining waler quality. and impr vinu soil churucteristics. Oak resource- I

I
have also been identified as a valuable compo nent in gre .nhousc ga~ r xlu .tion . trapping and I
sto rinu ; unos ph.... ril' carbon d i ~x iu L: . _ _ J

Other sources also identify oaks and oak woodlands as providing erosion control and soil stability.

C, E ROSION C ONT R L
I )

a ': h elp c n trol s il er s ion in sev ral w ays . Oak w ot d luud canopy intcrcc pts
ruind rops and di ssir ale s rain tal l encrg y. red ucing r t cn tiul su r tace I2' r s ion . ( nk lea l-tall
and twi gs rhu uccu mu lute Oil he S il sur face und er ouk wood land can o] y ulso IH O, id e
I'll r ther protect ion a,;a inxt the crosi C' action 0 1' fain tall. In al ,i il iLI II . tree root an d III cir
as s l1,j ted sym biotic ~l'i I fungi p romo te thc f, rma tic 11 a nd stability or fine nd COUf. e
su i] agg reg res w hich heir to promc tc :01 1 c, hc s i n nd stab ilit , reducing the fisk 01
land . hd c: nd cu ll J ri ll er sit n. - ak \\ ood lund rocatcd 011 SL ils ..nd s IO I' l' ~ prr nc t l'

eros ion can al o hc l] pr e cu t degrada tion in water quality and uphold soil land
r' WJ lI ct i l i I), . The r b nl ill g 0 I' u: ks in an~ :t <; h iSl or iL':t lIy k il l \\' n I II S II I [' Uri l al-. wond ]and
llta clI rr co n I)' t:xh ibil 3L'cl'k rLlI L' J l'roSiO ll !'rom lack I !' lr t: l' C \ CO l" L·;.lII lll'1p llJ st:Jb i liz t: :tnd
[.1r l.' co n t I'll n II t:r l' r t silill in III l' ~ l' a r l' a s.

---- - - - - - - - - - - - --
Source: Napa County. 2010, Napa County Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan. October 26, 2010. Page9.

• Provide in the dEIR a complete description of the potential impacts of oak tree/oak woodland
removal, including the impact on soil stability, erosion, septic tank performance, etc.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials
In EI Dorado County, the removal of oaks and oak woodland can disturb layers of soil and rock
containing asbestos,
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• Include in the dEIR a discussion of oak woodlands that are located in areas known to be asbestos
bearing. Describe and map those areas, and include the land use designations in those areas,

Hydrology/Water Quality
The removal of oaks/oak woodlands will have broad impact on hydrology/water quality; the dEIR needs
to discuss/disclose these impacts. In fact, the ORMP, page 4 describes the benefit of oak tree/oak
woodland retention on hydrology:

/ .4 £ COIIOIII;C Activity, Lund, ami Eco :)'S 1£'1II J'alue....· of Oak Resources

\ griLulllffi: and rccrcurion-b h ":U l iurism ar..' imp rtunt 1..·\.'t)(10I11 iL gt:llI:ral rs in El [J irudo
-·mll1l y . - uk r ': urces I1r ide value for til ' ~ ..: activities. i 1LluJin~ f rag..: value for ranchinu.

I so il retcnuon and watershed function benefits hut 1.·,mlrj[llli.1.: tu ;J t!ril.' ullUr:.lJ ad i \ itics. and
ucsthcti \ a luc lur i1y n - t l.l l ll i : m. Oak rc: <..l UI' ' I.:, con tribute ILl II reterui n and provide wate rshed
I -nefi ts, which !la\ ..' benefi ts ) the ugric ltural couununity . Deer and other ~1 111 o.' ~ p..>:II.'S arc

, endcm on l uk woodland hubitu all pl\ ) '. iJt.' recreational huruinu opportunities. \\ hich can
~ .nera tc re cnucs C r ranchinu lund \\\ ncr: ihr IIH.!!1 huntine I..:~h o.'~ , ( a . fl.' S iurces contribute III a
i~ i gh-lJu :tl il ) vixi t lo r r ecrcuiiun luUf isL... . \\ h ()~e ;J...-Li, iuc.. may 111 .ludc camping. fi ~ h i n ~ , hi king. I

irJ -\\ utchinu. . nJ CljU ' slrian If:.l il rid1l1 t.: . -.J
I

Studies hm l.' a b o concluded thaI the pre: 'ne t" of oak resource.. enhances property value by
providingsuadc. wind brcu ·S. sound absorption. land L SI.: ulfc rs. -rosion .ontrol. an ti ucsth .tic
beauty. uk res uro 'al contribute to h althy lands and watersheds. hey do thi: by providing
habitat fo r animals. maintaining water quality, and im proving so il characteristics, Oak resources

Ihave a lso been identified as a valuable corm on -nt in ere -nhouse ua: r xlucti on. trapping and

Isturin!!atmosp heric l.' a r~on di~:,.jJ I.' ._

And yet, the Initial Study does not acknowledge this benefit, nor the impact the removal of oaks/oak
woodland will have on hydrology-and, by association-water quality,
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• Include in the dEIR a complete discussion of the impacts of oak/oak woodland removal on
hydrology/water quality.

• Discuss the impact on oaks/oak woodland that will occur as a result of new development that is
groundwater dependent, and the impact on County residents that rely on groundwater
resources.

Below is a discussion of some issues related to oak/oak woodland removal and hydrology/water quality
from other sources.
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B. FLOOD PROTE .n N - l
TIlL' :\ upu r{ j\ 1.' 1' is h isto r icully !" fl'll l e to 1]lluJ ing, ca us ing J : II ag lo to home s an d I
vmcva rds \\ ith in 11 , tloodp luiu: uk WI udlunds pia. a! an in minun izing the strength I
and c fl e I o f th e r ivers tloodw ater s. uks , IcW the roding energ Lrain Iall with their I
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rains torm . In creasing the a mount of time mill takes to 1'1.' ch the gr lind and eoninburc
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thcrr contrrbu t ion to organic matter III the sc il impro ve ' its \ ate r hi tdmg cnpaciry .' s a
rc'\u I , th . h :1\ e II high cap acity for d ClU in ing p eak flo" 1'1'0 111 rainlitll C\Cnts Ihal --l

r
W u ld oth crw isc run in larger \ olumcs an d - ll t-h~~he r veil CIties inu urcams,
cc nrnbuung Il flood ing. cr s ron. and sed iment und nut ncnt con ccn trutil ns th at l III

harm \ . 11::1' qualit y. The greatest flocd p ror ecrion / nucnu ntion bene fits related t tree
can cr cov er t rc III wate rshe ds th ut qu ickly conccnr ruic flows a nd I sc U fisk l f fl sh

I noOd lllg and III arcus \\ he re runo ff con vey alit:I.' I : ulrea dy lie, I' cnpa ciry. n ab. trl''':- , a b l'
cap tu re a nd trun sp ir 0 m o is tu re !"r UIlI th e soil Ju r ing d ie grow ing seaso n . Cum pu r cd III

1111 nua I Cgl·I:llioll. oaks call ext ract w atcr tro m {he suil p ro ti le t il :I gll' :ltci dep th .
C ns equenrly. s ils under oak \V od lund unupy arc able to absor b and h ld greater
arn eurn s l f rnmfnll rhan cqu iv lent soils with on ly an nuul grns sland Cl cr. This extra I
1! tl I' ge c puciry furthe r reduce the porcnu I rl I' ll uod ing d uri n g the rum sea son and
prr m, t l'~ rround w aicr 1'1.", aruc . __ _ ~

Source: Napa County. 2010. Napa County Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan. October 26,2010. Page 8 - 9.
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~due.: m.:rcu ry I c\ el~ . ak . und olher vcg':lal io n als help rcduce !'>oil eOnlal11ina liO~
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inlcrct:pling scdil11l."nb c nla inin g thesc pollulan t. . Ih 'r.:hy prcvcntinu Ihcsl." malcria l:
from reachinci sur fa c \ ' atcr: . Oaks an d a. s i:llcd Icrman nt vcgc talion along
\\ alen ay!'> C<ln al. 0 redul."c pOlcnlia l \\ alerway conlaminat ion frol11 airborne pes licidc or
he rh i !{k d r ift. s in l." oak foliage can intercep l airborne peslicidesl herbicidc .

-- - --------- ------ - - -- -------'
Source: Napa County. 2010. Napa County Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan. October 26, 2010. Page 9 - 10.
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Noise
The large-scale removal of oaks for some projects-commercial woodcutting operations, planned
development projects, specific area plan implementation, agricultural operations, etc., will have an
impact on noise levels in the County.

• Please include in the dEIR a discussion of noise from the activities described above, and describe
the mitigation measures that may be employed to reduce the impact (e.g., limitations on the
hours of operation of chain saws, dozers, or other tree removal equipment).

Population/Housing
There will inevitably be an increase in the amount of housing (and therefore population) as a result of

the adoption of the ORMP. As stated under Air Quality, developers are now constrained under Option

A restrictions, in combination with the lack of an in-lieu fee option. Now that numerous mitigation

options will be available, growth/development will inevitably occur.

• Discuss the impact of the increase in population on County services, etc., that will result from

ORMP adoption.

Public Services/Utilities
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The removal of oak trees/oak woodland can have a significant impact on the need to construct storm
water drainage facilities (see discussion under Hydrology/Water Quality).

• Include in the dEIR a discussion of the impact of oak/oak woodland removal on hydrologic
patterns, and how that may result in the need to construct new storm water drainage facilities,
etc.

Project Alternatives
I respectfully request that the following project alternatives/alternative elements be evaluated:

Project Alternative 1. Retention of the Option A oak retention schedule. Oak retention should be
the priority. Other alternatives/mitigations should be utilized only after it has been determined
the project cannot meet the Option A retention schedule through any reasonable means. A
discussion of the necessity of Option A retention follows.
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The Standiford StudlO (NOTE: This study was relied upon for development of the County's IIG.) According to
Standiford, the results of this study (cited in the footnote below) call into question whether planted
stands adequately mitigate the loss of mature stands. The mitigated blue oak stand wildlife species list
(specific to the Sierra Nevada foothills) was compared to a natural blue oak stand, averaging 10 inches
dbh, with a 30 percent canopy cover. The natural stand was assumed to have small and medium size
downed wood, snags, acorns and trees with cavities and was projected to have 102 vertebrate wildlife
species The number of vertebrate species projected to occur in a mitigated stand-after 50 years-was
73 species (1 amphibian, 40 bird, 19 mammal, and 13 reptile species). The results of this study
underscore the fact that blue oak woodlands develop habitat conditions slowly, and that it may take in
excessof 50 years to replace mature habitat that is lost in a particular project.

The results suggest it is important to evaluate if tree planting is a viable method of mitigation, especially
because many important habitat elements such as cavities, acorns, snags, and woody debris may not be
mitigated-at least in the 50-year interval evaluated in the study. Thus, it is important to conserve oak
woodland in a natural state, whenever possible.

At the June 22, 2015 Biological Resources meeting, the Board of Supervisors agreed it was important to
evaluate the addition of oak retention standards to the ORMP process.

A motion w s m d o by Supcrv i o r R nOlIIi. scccnu ed by Suparv is or Vaark nmp

10 Approv this matt r . Adopt Resolutio n's 105-2015 and 10 ·2015 and d irec t

slaff to :

Ccrr s ider proje c t a llc rna li... <I." pari of thl! c nvtro n men ta l rov iow proc o..s
IIH:.liJdm g :

1) Add ng 0 saurc rot nuon I:lnd rd :

2} Op Uo n ror Ind ivid ua l Oak Troc (lOT) r plae mont mil g:llion (o .g . ace m tc 15

g:l. lo lI POll d tr 0) and as sec atc d allaly s is of th e im p l icati on s fo r I I Q In ·1I u

F N xu s tudy ba ed o n I II s o pt ions, and

.l} Oilk r ou rcc m l lignt io n roqu lr m nts r I l od 10 d scrouo nar y and min s tc r lal

proje c t .
----------

Mitigation options should only be entertained for those projects that absolutely cannot come to
fruition without some deviation from Option A retention standards. Incentivizing oak woodland
retention rather than requiring retention is not an acceptable option, nor is establishing a policy that
allows 100 percent removal of oaks.

For reasons cited in the Sandiford study (previously described), the following project alternatives should
be considered as well.

Project Alternative 2. Redefinition of "Oak Woodland" to include other associated tree and shrub
species (understory) to maintain wildlife habitat value; require mitigation to replace these elements
as well.

Project Alternative 3. Redefinition of a Heritage Tree as 24" dbh-if not for all oaks, for blue oaks
(Quercus douglassi). (A discussion follows that identifies why this change is essential.)

The Standiford Studyll (NOTE: This study was relied upon for development of the County's IIG.)

10 Standiford, R., et al. 2001. Modeling the Effectiveness of Tree Planting to Mitigate Habitat Loss in Blue Oak
Woodlands. USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PSW-GTR-184, 2002.

11 Standiford, R., et al. 2001. Modeling the Effectiveness of TreePlanting to Mitigate Habitat Loss in BlueOak
Woodlands. USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PSW-GTR-184, 2002.
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This study modeled development of blue oak (Quercus douglasii) stand structure over 50 years after
planting. The growth model was based on actual blue oak stand age and structure data (Standiford
1997). For this study, data was collected from 55 sample blue oak trees in a ten-year old blue oak
plantation at the Sierra Foothill Research and Extension Center in Yuba County, California .

In this study, two different management regimes were utilized, a high management intensity scenario
that assumed these stands would average 2 inches dbh after 10 years, and there would be a 90 percent
seedling survival. A moderate management scenario assumed that the stands would average 1.5 inches
dbh, with an 85 percent seedling survival. These assumptions are based on actual plantation growth
(McCreary 1990, 1995a, 1995b; McCreary and Lippit 1996; McCreary and Tecklin 1993) and
observations of operational restoration projects.

For a planting density of 200 trees per acre 10 years after planting (under a high management intensity),
it was anticipated trees would average 2 inches dbh with 90 percent survival; under moderate intensity
management, trees were anticipated to average 1.5 inches dbh with 85 percent survival, and 20 years
after planting: 2.5,2.0, respectively.

Canopy cover after 50 years was projected to range from 7 to 33 percent, with an average dbh after
50 years ranging from 3.4 to 4.1 inches. Even under fairly aggressive restoration efforts the largest
mean diameter of the stand was quite small, only 3.9 inches, with a canopy cover of 33 percent.

The following photographs serve to illustrate the growth rates for blue oak.

The blue oaks depicted below are 10-16 years old.12

• Large blue oaks are likely 153 to 390 years old (White, 1966).

• Growth is extremely slow or even ceases after trees reach 26 inches dbh (McDonald,
1985) .13 (dbh=diameter at breast height: 4 feet 6 inches from ground.) Thus, many blue
oaks-although extremely old-will never reach Heritage Tree status.

12 Phillips, R. L., et al. 1996. Blue Oak Seedlings May be Olderthan they Look. California Agriculture, May-June
1996. Available at: http://ucanr.edu/repositoryfiles/ca5003p17-69761.pdf
13 Ritter, L.V. Undated. Blue Oak Woodland. California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, California
Departmentof Fish and Game, California Interagency Wildlife Task Group.
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•

The blue oaks on this page illustrate a
point. Although one has achieved

Heritage Oak status, one can see the
tremendous size requ ired to arr ive at

Heritage Oak status.

This blue oak IS NOT a Heritage Oak,
it is 32.5" dbh.
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Because blue oaks are slow growers, Tuolumne County has wo rked to establish a separate standard for

blue oaks under their old growth oaks or "specimen oaks" category. 14 Given this acknowledgement
that blue oaks-given their slow growth rates-warrant separate consideration, it seems reasonable
that EI Dorado County establish a separate size requirement for blue oak for Heritage Oak designation.

In addition, it is known blue oak regeneration is a problem in many areas of the State. In fact,
"Few areas can be found in California where successful recruitment of blue oaks has occurred
since the turn of the century" (Holland, 1976J.15

For these reasons-slow growth, poor regeneration rates, and the fact that blue oak growth
often ceases after trees reach 26" dbh-it is necessary to establish a threshold for Heritage Oak
designation for blue oak that is less than the 36" dbh threshold now proposed. It is only
reasonable (and necessary) to protect this resource with a separate Heritage Oak threshold
designation.

Growth Estimates for Black and Live Oak
The growth rates discussed previously for blue oak demonstrate what can be expected in terms of
replant growth rates in the Western portion of EI Dorado County . But other oak species exhibit slow
growth rates as well. According to McDonald, 16 black oak (Quercus kelloggii) growth rates (from
acorns) are estimated to be 3.4 inches dbh at 20 years and 9 inches dbh at 50 years. Interior live oak
(Quercus wislizeni) is also reported as slow-growing." These oaks, too-all oaks-would benefit from a
redefinition of "Heritage Oak" to 24" dbh.

Project Alternative 4. Require sapling/specimen tree replacement for oak mitigation;

eliminate the option for acorn planting.

Project Alternative 5. Establish a minimum retention standard for commercial firewood cutting
operations, and define standards for site protection.

Project Alternative 6. Application of a more robust mitigation ratio. A revision of the mitigation
ratios to a 2:1 mitigation ratio (at a minimum), and up to 5:1 in the case of environmentally
sensitive areas, would motivate the developer to look more seriously at oak woodland retention,
and would ensure the preservation of more oak woodland.

14 Michael Brandman Associates. 2012. Tuolumne County Biological Resources Review Guide. December 4,2012;
page 38. Available at: http://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/204
15 Ritter, L.V. Undated. Blue Oak Woodland . California Wildlife Habitat Relationsh ips System, California
Department of Fish and Game, California Interagency Wildlife Task Group . Available at :
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD=67340
16 McDonald, P.M. Undated . California black oak (Quercus kelloggii). Available at:

http://www.na.fs.fed.us/pubs/silvics_manual/volume_2/quercus/kelloggii.htm.
17 Fryer, Janet L. 2012. Quercus wislizeni. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online) . U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fire Sciences Laboratory (Producer). Available:
http://www.fs.fed .us/database/feis/ [ 2015, February 6).
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Requests for Clarification

• Provide in the dEIR a detailed map of the Important Biological Corridors (IBCs) and Priority
Conservation Areas (PCAs) . This is necessary to provide the public with the information
necessary to determine which parcels are included-or excluded-from the IBCs and PCAs.

• BRPU Decision Point 3: "Determine whether to require undercrossinqs for future four- and six
lane roadwavprojects to provide for wildlife movement, and if so, determine specific
standards for undercrossinqs (i.e., size, location)."

It is crucial to provide wildlife undercrossings (or overcrossings) particularly (although not
exclusively) where roadways cross streams, creeks, seasonal creeks, other drainages, and
riparian areas. Wildlife are most likely to frequent, and most likely to attempt roadway
crossings at these sites. Providing wildlife undercrossings/overcrossings supports both wildlife
preservat ion and motorist safety . However, some clarification is necessary in this instance.

r----
A rnot iou \l Ia s mad by Supervisor Ranalli . ccondod by Sup rv isor Fren tzen to

r qu ire. wh nne s ary, und ercrossings for future four (4)·. SI X (6)· and eight

(8) - Iane ro dway proj c ts 10 pro vide for w ild jf rnov m n t.

Y s : 5 - Mlkulaco. Veerka i • F en tzen, an a Ii and Novase

• Please specify in the dEIR the criteria that would meet the standard "when necessary,"
established by the Board of Supervisors.

Oak Planting, Conservation, etc.
Some issues need to be resolved to ensure appropriate mitigation planning. For instance, the following
measures need to be overseen by a PAWTAC committee, and/or by the concurrence of CDFW, or a land
conservation organization, or-in the case of the first item-through examination by a qualified arborist.

• ORMP, page 14: States that on-site planting is to be done "to the satisfaction of the Planning
Services Director."

• ORMP, page 14: Off-site planting: "The applicant may be permitted to procure an off-site
planting area for replacement planting."

• ORMP, page 16: "Off-site mitigation may be accomplished through private agreements
between the applicant and a private party."

• ORMP, page 21: The acquisit ion of parcels that constitute "opportunities for active land
management to be used to enhance or restore natural ecosystem processes."

• ORMP, page 21: "Parcels that achieve multiple agency and community benefits."
• ORMP, page 24: the in-lieu fee payment may be phased to reflect timing of the oak resources

removal/impact."

Assembly Bill 1600
It is important not to limit the in-lieu fee evaluation to the criteria included in AB 1600. It is vital to
remember that other funding "tools" that lack the narrow findings required under AB 1600 can be
enacted to acquire the necessary amount of mitigation funds : Propositions 62 and 218, for instance, can
provide for a special tax (but require voter approval). And, while a fee study provides the quantified
basis for imposit ion of fees, the County is free to determine that the level of service it would like to
provide cannot be met simply through the imposition of the impact fee.
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AB 1600 impact fees are often based on staff's professional judgment or opinion regarding potential
impact-and on a County's growth projection-the basis for all conclusions must be supported by
substantial evidence. Because EI Dorado County's water supply is arguably "uncertain" at this time, it
will be difficult to project potential growth realistically.

After all is said and done, it is important to remember that-while some individuals have requested that
the in-lieu fees be kept as low as possible-this provision is intended to provide viable mitigation, and
as such must be adequate to mitigate loss. Affordability is not a criterion under which the
effectiveness of mitigation can legitimately be degraded.
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Van Dyke Public Comment for Biological Resources NOP, 8/17/15

An Nap signals that the drafted policies have been vetted and are ready to be analyzed in the EIR. Yet the

multiple outreach meetings largely disregarded public comment. The removal of Option A to allow 100% oak

tree removal may please developers and staff, but it is NOTsupported by residents. Initiation ofthis fIR is

premature if the drafted policies do not yet reflect the will of County residents. Please reconsider the Project

Description and reissue this NOP.

Additionally, I would like to see the following concerns addressed regarding the biological policies as drafted:

1. The Project cannot be reviewed 'in a vacuum', and changes resulting from the TGPA/lOU must be included

in the cumulative impacts analysis if that project has not been concluded or is tied up in litigation.

Some of the TGPA/lOU changes that have not been reviewed relative to removal of the Option A retention

standards are:

a. reduced open space requirements {ordinance 17.28.050B}

b. increased hillside development {policy 7.1.2.1}

c. reduced riparian setback {ordinance 17.30.030G3d}

d. allowance for development within the riparian setback (ordinance 17.30.030G5)

e. intensification of zoning (ie, minimum 20 acre parcels changed to minimum 10 acre zoning)

f. expanded uses within zone districts (use matrices throughout the lOU: 17.21.020, 17.22.020...)

g. expanded uses under the Home Occupancy Ordinance

h. expanded uses into Rural Regions {Table 2-1, Policy 2.2.1.1}

i. expanded exemptions to the biological policies, such as agricultural activities, hillside

development, and underground utilities(ordinance 17.30.060D}

j. reduced agricultural setback requirements (policies 8.1.3.1/8.1.3.2)

k. the 2004 General Plan impacts that are no longer being mitigated -see 2. below.

2. Any elements of the 2004 General Plan that counted on mitigations now being eliminated must be factored

back in to the impact analysis. For example, if constraints to development in 2004 included open space

protections and restricting hillside development, and those mitigations are revised, the impact of having the

Community Regions expanded by some 300 parcels via the 2004 Gen Plan will have to be reviewed relative

to the removal of Option A and mitigation measures CO-A, -L, -M, -N, -0 and -P,

3. Neither the Nap nor the ROl's it is based on (ROI118-2015 & 109-2015) reflect the June 22nd motion of the

Board to include oak tree retention standards in the alternatives {minutes attached}. In the July 14th hearing

staff asserted they needed further direction, and it appears none has been given. The project description is

flawed and should be revised, possibly with a new Nap circulated for public review.

4. How can Option A be deleted when it was required by the 2005 court decision that lifted the writ of

mandate? This may necessitate a different/additional analysis.

5. Broaden the impact analysis of heritage tree designation to potentially protect trees 24" in diameter and

greater, which would be in alignment with other similarly rural counties. If only 36" is analyzed as proposed,

"lesser" options will not be possible; this process is supposed to be helping to inform the Board's decision.

6. Fully analyze acorn planting as a mitigation, per Board direction June zz". While acorn planting may be

excellent for restoration and supported by the Kuehl Bill, it is not utilized for actual replacement mitigation

in other counties . Provide monitoring results from other Counties as well as EI Dorado County .
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7. Provide analysis for the impact of allowing conservation easements to occur within Community Regions and

Rural Centers. The drafted policies currently exclude this, but there are MANY acres of oak woodland and

other habitat within these regions that will be subject to 100% oak removal and fragmentation. Provide

accurate and detailed mapping showing where oak woodlands, rare plant habitat, and migratory trails exist.

8. Discuss what mitigations would be required to encourage regeneration of oak trees if cattle grazing is to be

allowed concurrent with conservation easements.

9. Policy 7.4.2.8 currently requires mapping of five specific major habitats to be updated every three years, to

identify the amount of important habitat removed because of new development. This requirement has

not been complied with and is now being deleted. Why?

a. New maps that are accurate, detailed, and legible, should be provided with a comparison to the

last maps done (10 years ago?)

b. Has not having these updates done as required contributed to connectivity and habitat loss?

c. Rather than remove the requirement, would an effective solution be to actually comply with it?

10. It is not clear why ministerial development, or agricultural activities, or low income housing, should be

exempt from the biological policy requirements- please discuss this, and provide analysis of impacts ifthey

were NOTto be exempted.

11. The NOP (page 7) mentions an Oak Resources Conservation ordinance that is "to be developed" for adoption

with the ORMP. This is a vague reference to an important document that the public has not seen. If the

retention standards lacked specificity for inclusion, surely this does too , and I would object to this EIR

'blessing' an unknown document.

12. These policies will allow an increase in the conversion of biological habitat into residential use - an impact on

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Transportation and Noise seems likely . These categories should not be

exempt in this EIR.

13. County staff has expressed to the public that the policies proposed are essentially consistent! with the

current General Plan. If this were true an EIR would not be necessary. The change to allow 100% tree

removal is a significant change that has not been made clear to the public. It must be clarified in the EIR and

not buried with declarations of 'there's not really any change' . There must be a true good faith effort to

communicate the policy changes and encourage public discourse in order to be CEQA compliant.

14. If the comments submitted for this NOP reflect general dissatisfaction in the policies themselves, please

revisit the drafted policies prior to initiating a costly EIR.

A few policy references are attached below for convenience.

Ellen Van Dyke, Rescue

1 Principle Planner, Purvines, Mountain Dem article "County updating General Plan biological policies"
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For Reference:

6/22/15 Motion ofthe Board requiring oak tree retention standards be included in the E/R:

Pubbc Comment: E. Vandyke. J. BuetJer. KPayne. R. argro . L Chnstensen. C.
Lows. R. LOL'IS. A Cannvell . . DaVies

A mot ion s made by Supervisor Ranal l, sec ond ed by Superv is or Voorkamp
to Approve this matt er, Adopt Resolution's 108·2015 and 109-2015 nd di ct

staff to:
Consider project alternatives as part of the environmental review process
including:
1) Adding oak r source r t ntion st ndards;
2) Options for Individual Oak Tr (IOn replacem nt mitig ti on ( .g. acorn to 15
gall on potted 0) and ass ociated analysis of the implications for the In-lieu
Fcc cxus study based on these options, and
3) Oak resource mitigation requirements r I ted to discretion ary nd ministe rial
projects.

Yes: 4· Mlkulaco. Veerkamp . Frentzen ami Ranar

Ab nt: 1 · Novasel

From the 2005 court decision that lifted the /999 writ ofmandate against the county:

PROCEEDINGS: MOTION FOR REVIEW OF CCUNTY'S RETURN TO WRTT OF ~~ATE

RULING

';'>r"OC S ' Th ...! J .:. ~ ~ s t.; e s ri c r L .:lg ch~nge ~ :T1..:ic (": : n : l·.i:·r:V· Ve r ~3 : C :1 ~ .- ... l h~

Sel".e r a l P an d r n o L n .,:l t: leva .. - .

o ne ~~ l ] be y on d t ne d i. ec t ~ cn a t tn 19 99
;:;

'- ' I f-_'

Policy 7.4.1.6 All development projects involving discretionary review shall be designed to avoid disturbance or
fr agmentat ion of important habitats to th e extent reasonably feasible. Where avoidance is not possible, the
development shall be required to fully mit igate the effects of important habitat loss and fragmentation.
Mitigation shall be defined in the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) (see Policy 7.4.2.8
and Implementation Measure CO-M).
The County Agricultural Commission, Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee, representatives of the
agricultural community, academia, and other stakeholders shall be involved and consulted in defining the
important habitats of the County and in the creation and implementation of the INRMP.

MEASURE CO-A

Review the Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 of the EI Dorado County Code) to identify revisions that accomplish the
following:
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A. Incorporate tree canopy coverage st andards outl ined in Policy 7.4.4.4;
B. Develop standards for use of native plants in landscaping [Policy 7.4.5.2];
C. Establish Historic Design Control Combining Zone District and design guidelines for reconstruction and

construction of new buildings and the demolition of existing buildings in such districts. Adopt an ordinance
amendment implementing historic design review requirements and recordation procedures . [Policies
7.5.2.1, 7.5.2.2, and 7.5.2.4];

D. Develop buffer standards for new non-mining land uses next to existing mining operations [Policy 7.2.2.3];
E. Develop standards for minimizing erosion and sedimentation associated with earthwork and grading [Policy

7.1.2.2].

MEASURE CO-U
Mit igat ion under Policy 7.4.1.6 shall include providing suff icient fund ing to the County's conservation fund to
acquire and protect important habitat at a minimum 2:1 ratio. The cost associated with acquisition, restoration,
and management of the habitat protected shall be included in the mitigation fee. For larger development
projects (i.e., those that exceed a total of 10 acres), in addit ion to contributing to the conservat ion fund at a
minimum 2:1 ratio, onsite preservat ion and/ or restorati on of important habitat shall be required at a 1:1 ratio.
Impacts on important habitat and mitigation requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study
and an Important Habitat Mitigation Program (described below).

A. Biological Resources Study. The County shall adopt biological resource assessment standards that apply to all
discretionary projects that would result in disturbance of soil and nat ive vegetation in areas that include
important habitat as defined in the INRMP. The assessment of the project site must be in the form of an
independent Biological Resources Study, and must be completed by a qualified biologist. The evaluation shall
quantify the amount of important habitat, by habitat type, as defined in the General Plan and delineated on
maps included in the INRMP. The Biological Resources Study shall also address the potential for the project to
adversely affect important habitat through conversion or fragmentation. This requirement shall not apply to
projects that are on lands that either (1) have already been the subject of a study and for which all mitigation
requirements are being implemented or (2) have been evaluated by the County and found to not possess any
important habitat resources.

B. Important Habitat Mitigation Program. The Biological ResourceStudy shall include an Important Habitat
Mitigation Program that ident if ies options that would avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts on
important habitats in compliance with the standards of the INRMP and the General Plan. All mitigation
programs shall include a monitoring and reporting component requiring reports to the County not less than
once each year for a period of not less than 10 years. The report will include a description of the lands
included in the mitigation program (including location and size), a summary of the evaluation criteria
established at the time the mitigation program was approved, an evaluation of the mitigation program based
on those criteria, and recommendations for action during the following year. The County shall adopt
standards for evaluating mitigation programs proposed as part of the Biological ResourcesStudy described
above. The standards shall ensure that the mitigation reduces direct and cumulative impacts of proposed
development on important habitats to lessthan significant levels in accordance with CEQA thresholds.

Policv 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 structures, 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 determined from base line aerial photography or by site survey performed 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 fund described in Policy 7.4.2.8.
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Option A
The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention standards:

The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention Canopy Cover to be Retained
standards: Percent Existing Canopy Cover

80-100 60% of existing canopy

60-79 70% of existing canopy

40-59 80% 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 also 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. Woodland replacement shall be based on a formula,
developed by the County, that accounts for the number of trees and acreage affected.

Article excerpt referenced in footnote 1:

~emocrat
PLACERVILLE , CALIFORNIA

County updating General Plan's biological policies
By Chris DaleyFrom page Al

Public hearings will be set

El Dorado County's 2006 Oak Woodlands Management Plan, newly re-christened as the Oak Resources
Management Plan, is once again getting a makeover.

Developed by the Long Range Planning Division of the Community Development Agency, the biological policy
update project's new resolution of intention was presented by Principal Planner Shawna Purvines at the Board of
Supervisors' July 14 meeting. Initially slated on the Consent Calendar, the items were moved off for discussion at
the urging oflocal resident/activist Jamie Beutler and others.
As explained by Purvines, the new ROI was needed because an earlier version "didn't accurately reflect the
language of dealing with the ORMP and Rare Plants." Both are part ofthe General Plan's Chapter 7 
Conservation and Open Space Element - and the issue goes back nearly a decade. The original Oak Woodlands
Management Plan was overturned by a court decision, in part, because the county did not adequately address
mitigation methods regarding removal or disruption of oaks and oak woodlands in its environmental impact
report.

The recommended amendment removes the A and B Options in favor of "an incentive-based approach."

In separate e-rnails and copies of e-mails, Purvines wrote to the Mountain Democrat and to the Green Valley
Alliance's Ellen Van Dyke. She said in part, "The hoard's decision to revise General Plan policy 7.4 .4 .4 related to
oaks is consist ent with the 2004 Genera l Plan and esse ntially consistent with the 1996 General Plan which hoth
included the options of retention 'or' mit igat ion.
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General Plan & Zoning Ordinance Update:
Facts & Fiction

4/29/2015

For three years} Supervisors} County staff and special interest groups with
significant involvement in the policy re-write} have repeated the mantra

"we're just implementing the General Plan If.

It's time to question that assertion.

Summary compiledfor community group's TGPA/ZOU Town Hall meeting April 29, 2015 - last revised 4/18/15
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"implementing" the 2004 General Plan?

2004 policy to be implemented* Actual changes proposed (TGPAjZOU)
Establish open space protection measures [Policies 7.6.1.1 Open Space reduced under Policies 2.2.3.1, 2.2.3.2, and
and 7.6.1.30] 2.2.5.4 (from 30% down to 15%), and would be revised to

include private yards and off-site area (ZOU
17.28.050B2b)

Update the Zoning Ordinance to restrict development on Restrictions are being removed, allowing increased hillside
30% slopes [Policy 7.1.2.1] development. Standards for septic on slopes conflict with

State reqmnts; 'new lot' standards moved to the not-yet-
complete Land Dev Manual (LDM)

Establish Zoning Ordinance standards to protect riparian, Setbacks are being reduced by 50%, or eliminated
creek and woodland areas. [Policies 7.3.3.4, 7.3.3.5, 7.3.4.2, altogether, while protections are being deferred. (ZOU
7.4.2.5,5.4.1.2]. 17.30.030G3d & 5 and DEIRsection 2.8)

Consider revising noise standards in regard to temporary Policy 6.5.1.11 revision exempts daytime construction
nightime construction activities (ROI 182-2011) completely, and public projects 24/7.

Review and amend Table 2-4 (zone Consistency Matrix) to Zoning revisions maximize potential development rather
clarify, and add new zone districts than clarify; 37,000 parcels are being rezoned.

Identify and separate incompatible uses by setbacks and Policies 8.1.3.1 & 8.1.3.2 are revised to reduce the buffer
buffering [Policies 2.2.5.14 and 2.2.5.18] (200' down to 50'); compatability matrix still needed

Minimize noisy and incompatible commercial uses next to Expanded uses in all zones are broadly integrated for vastly
residential [Measure LU-D, policy 2.2.5.21, 2.2.5.14/18] increased compatibility potential

Provide standards and incentives for commercial Policy 2.5.2.1 revised to incorporate mixed use and provide
development [Policies 2.5.2.1, 2.5.2.2, and 2.5.2.3] residential component preferences instead

Establish a Scenic Corridor (-SC) Combining Zone District Scenic Corridor protections deferred. (Section 17.27.070
[Policy 2.6.1.6]; 'reserved' for scenic corridor)

Modify Sign Ordinance standards for scenic corridors Sign Ordinance effort deferred (separate process
[Policies 2.7.1.1 and 2.7.1.2]; proceeding without benefit of Scenic Corridor update)

Protect Visual Resources by restricting soundwalls on Soundwall requirements relaxed rather than restricted
corridor foreground and ridgeline development [Policy (ordinance section 17.37.070A)
2.6.1.1]

All proposed development regulations/ordinances shall Policy 10.2.1.5 is revised to relax the requirement for
demonstrate a public benefit where increased costs are accountability, changing 'shall be submitted' to 'may' be.
concerned. [Policy 10.1.2.4.3]

Provide for visual separation between Community Regions Community Region analysis is being deferred, in spite of 1)
[Policies 2.5.1.1 and 2.5.1.2]; community support to proceed, 2) General Plan policy
Review Community Region boundaries for possible direction, 3) the adopted ROI, and 4) inclusion in the NOP
amendments (NOP page 6; ROI 182-2011) for this update.

Create a Dam Failure Inundation (DF!) overlay zone TGPA proposes increased exposure by allowing creation of
[Policies 6.4.2.1 and 6.4.2.2], to identify parcels within the new parcels in the DFI zone (policies 6.4.1.4 & 6.4.1.5
OFI area. revisions)

Revise RIA zone setbacks to align with fire code (30') RIA and R2A unchanged (per Table 17.24.030)

*Examples shown are listed in Exhibits B & C, Legistar File no 08-0061, referenced by Planning as the basis of the ZOU
changes. From page one:

"This document will serve to plan and implement the General Plan through the Zoning update process. "
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As presented in the DEIR:

DEIR Falsehoods
the Reality:

The public is being [erroneously] led to believe that water is
not being used for the south of Hwy50 development known
as Folsom Specific Plan Area (RDEIR page 5-27)

The public is repeatedly told this update is not density
increasing, that it has limited 'targeted' amendments, and
that minimal land use changes are proposed (most recently
repeated by Long Range Planning in the BOS hearing
3/17/15 in EDH)

County Planners insisted throughout the August 2014
Planning Commission hearings and beyond, that
entitlements are not being granted through this process.

The public has been told there will be no changes to Specific
Plans (RDEIR page 2-2)

Mitigation measure TRA-l locks in 'revised' Measure Y
policies that are claimed as 'protections'.

The public has been told that Biological Resource policies
will be addressed separately from this update, and setbacks
under policy 7.3.3.4 are not shown as changed.

From the Folsom SPAWater Supply Assessment, pg 1:
"the City ofFolsom has identified two public water systems
that will serve the project- the City ofFolsom and EI
Dorado Irrigation District (EID) " emphasis added

Density increasing changes to policy include-
Policy 2.1.2.5 increase mixed use from 4 units per acre
up to 10 (Rural Centers)
Policy 2.1.1.3 increase mixed use from 16 units per acre
up to 20 (Community Regions)
Policy 2.2.1.2 multi family from 24 up to 30 units per

acre
Policy 2.2.1.2 single family from 5 units per acre to 8
ZOU 17.24.010C2 omits limits on the no. of units

37,000 parcels are proposed to be rezoned, many to higher
density; that is an 'entitlement'. Many new uses are being
added to existing zones; that is also an 'entitlement'.
The creation of parcels is not the only way to grant an
entitlement, and Planning staffis deceiving the public
with this claim.

1) Bass Lake, APN 115-400-12 is proposed to change
from natural Open Space to High Intensity Recreational
zoning. This would allow large public structures and lit
ball fields in place ofthe passive trails currently allowed.
This is only 1 of the 37,000 parcels being rezoned.
2) New ZOU section 17.70 addresses the Bass Lake Hills
Specific Plan and fees to assist with development.

Neither ofthese is noted in the Project Description for the
update

In 2008, Supervisors revised Measure Ytraffic policies to
exclude verbiage requiring road improvements to be
done PRIORto occupancy. This change was
misrepresented to the public as "clarifying the concurrency
requirements" when it instead allowed development to
precede completion of road improvements (RDEIRpage
3.9-14)

This should not be construed as a 'protection' unless the
original verbiage of these policies is returned.

Only the protective policies have been defered; those
allowing increased development have been included.
New ordinance 17.30.030G3d reduces setback
protections of policy 7.3.3.4 by 50%.

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



conclusion:

• The changes proposed do not represent an "implementation" of the voter
approved General Plan.

• 2004 General Plan protections are being reduced or removed.

• The extent of the proposed changes has been misrepresented to the public.

timeline:

May8,2005:
2004 General Plan was approved by Voters

March 4, 2008:
County Supervisors directed staff to prepare a comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update to implement the General
Plan. [Board ofSupervisor's agenda minutes 3/4/08, Legistar Fileno. 08-0061]

March 16, 2015:
March marked the close of public comment for the draft EIR (Environmental Impact Report) for the project

May 2015:
Anticipated release of the final EIR
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EI Dorado County Planning Commission
EI Dorado County Center
Placerville California

Comment on Hearing on TGPA/ZOU, August 27,2015, Agenda Item 2 (11-0356),.

Dear Sirs,

Myname is John Thomson and I live off of Bass Lake Road in El Dorado Hills. My home
overlooks the parcel owned by the county generally known as the future Bass Lake
Park, and the adjacent property parcel previously owned by the EI Dorado Irrigation
District which is now owned by the Rescue Union School District and which contains
Bass Lake.

Due to a mapping error, caused no doubt by confusion over parcel nomenclature, the
Bass Lake parcel is shown on the rezone map as being rezoned from Recreational
Facility Low to Recreational Facility High.

The Bass Lake parcel cannot be rezoned because it is included in the EI Dorado Hills
Specific Plan. The parcel is also in a Rural Center, which I understand precludes it from
being rezoned.

This mapping error was pointed out to the County last year, in 2014, in written
comments submitted by the Bass Lake Action Committee. However, the map remains
unchanged, and rezoned, with respect to the Bass Lake parcel.

The Bass Lake mapping error is acknowledged in the Second Technical Memorandum
No, 2 to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Targeted General Plan
Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update dated August 27, 2015, on page 9 of Exhibit
N attached thereto.

It is not clear from the text of the entry on page 9 how the acknowledged mapping
error, with its impermissible rezoning effect, is to be corrected. It appears that the
proposed remedy is to add the Bass Lake parcel to the County's list of mapping errata
(the term "errata" meaning printing errors).

It seems to me that the Planning Commission would like to send the Board of
Supervisors a General Plan and Zoning update which is as free of errors as possible.

Therefore I respectfully request the Commission to correct this identified error in the
proposed General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update before they approve
it and send it to the Board of Supervisors for their final approval.

I would be happy to answer any questions to the best of my ability.

John E. Thomson
501 Kirkwood Court
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
530-677-3039
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EI Dorado HillsArea Planning Advisory Committee
1021 Harvard Way
EI Dorado Hills, CA 95762

August 27, 2015

EL Dorado County Planning Commission
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA. 95667

2015 Board Chair
Jeff Haberman
Vice Chair
Ellison Rumsey
Secretary
Kathy Prevost
Communications
John Raslear

The EI Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee submitted a multi-page list of
concerns and questions related to the changes introduced by the RDEIR. From the
responses received, it is clear that County Planning has little or no intent to consider any
mitigation measures in EDH that are directly associated with the TGPA and more importantly
ZOU modifications proposed. While the impacts are significant in many cases, the
responses indicate that they are unavoidable. This position is not a good faith and reasoned
response, but rather a predetermined expectation live with it.

The changes proposed to the ZOU in the sake of "Updating the zoning map to conform to the
General Plan land use designations" constitutes an entitlement process wherein land owners
are automatically granted higher density projects without any consideration of needed impact
mitigation or conditional requirements. This is wrong and must be recognized for what it
means for EDH.... the developers will be allowed to circumvent the Measure Y provisions of
the General Plan regarding LOS constraints on Highway 50 and many of the major
circulators.

The 'no project' alternative in the RDEIR best serves the community of EDH by not making a
bad situation worse. But alas, County Planning has declared that the stated goals of the
TGPA identified in Section 2.3.1 cannot be accomplished by the no project alternative or any
other reasonable alternative for that matter. This conclusion is inappropriate and misleading.
For EDH, the issue is poor planning and execution, not the need for higher density projects.

The first goal is to: Encourage and support the development of housing affordable to the
moderate income earner. While this is a noble goal, for EDH it is not attainable given all of
the high development fees that were dictated by the lack of previous County BOS to require
developers to pay their fair share of capital improvement costs, and the huge inefficiencies
that exist in County government.

The second goal: Promote and Support the creation of jobs has very little to do with
updating the TGPA. In EDH it has more to do with the lack of comprehensive and
executable economic development policies that are competitive with adjacent communities.

EI Dorado Hills APAC - Non-partisan Volunteers Planning Our Future
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The EDH Business Park is a prime example of a 'golden opportunity' that has never reached
its potential, and continues to struggle for survival.

The third goal: Increase capture of sales tax revenues for EDH means providing more
shopping opportunities, quality restaurants and the retail businesses that compete with the
offerings of Broadstone, La Borgata and other Folsom establishments.

The fourth goal: Promote and protect agriculture in the County is minimally applicable to
EDH, but does not require any TGPA changes.

The fifth and final goal: Revise existing General Plan policies and land use designations to
provide clarity while keeping land use map changes to a minimum appears to be a goal to
override the voter approved General Plan provisions with multiple high impact changes under
the veil of 'clarity'. The residents of EDH do not support these changes as evidenced by the
County funded CEDAC-EDH survey. Don't fix what isn't broken.

The Planning Commission serves the BaS as the resident's liaison/representatives to the
Board for Planning matters. Please thoroughly review the residents needs/concerns
relative to the proposed changes and offer other alternatives to the draft FEIR that
truly focus on mitigating the impacts to every community in EI Dorado County. APAC
will be submitting a more thorough response to the proposed FEIR based upon the outcome
of today's Planning Commission meeting.

Sincerely,

John Hidahl
EDHAPAC TGPA & ZOU Subcommittee Chairman

Cc: APAC file

EI Dorado Hills APAC - Non-partisan Volunteers Planning Our Future
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August 26, 2015

To Whom It May Concern:

We would like to express our appreciation to the long range planners for including in the
amended general plan for EI Dorado County increased square footage for granny flats.
We believe this is a pro-family stance and we applaud this. It is our hope that this
provision will be in the completed general plan that will be going to the supervisors for
their approval. 1600 square feet for a 10 acre parcel is a huge improvement and we hope
this provision will remain.

Thank you.

Signed:
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Public Comment
Planning Commission Meeting

August 27, 2015
Agenda Item #2; File # 11-0356Cheryl Langley

Shingle Springs Resident

Among numerous concerns, implementing this project will mean already fragile groundwater (GW)
supplies will be overburdened.

o EID indicated GW sources in most of the County are unreliable;
o DWRsaysthey are an uncertain source for residential development; and
o The EIR acknowledges "groundwater is not a reliable source a/water in areas that are

not served bya public water system...II (RDEIR, page 3.10-18).

In fact, the EIR predicts:

o The TGPNZOU will deplete GW supplies to the extent that pre-existing wells will drop
to a level that will not support existing or planned uses; and

o the project will have a significant impact on GW due to "Increases in the number of
wells..•without accounting for total available water supply.../I

Despite the fragility of the resource:

• Development in Community Regionsand Rural Centers-the areas of highest density
development-will be supported by GW.

• The TGPNZOU will allow commercial and industrial land uses in Rural Regions.

• Home occupations will be allowed to expand into rural areas, and these may include commercial
and industrial activities.

• The TGPA/ZOU would add over 17,000 acres to Agricultural Districts, and expand allowable uses.
Agricultural uses-orchards, vineyards, livestock-and activities that will be allowed such as
B & Bs, health resorts and retreat centers-will significantly increase GW demand.

This added use of GW can cause aquifers to fall into "overdraft." The result is wells go dry. Your well
goes dry. Maybe your neighbor's well goes dry, too.

And contamination of GW resources is a given:

• The County's aquifers are easily contaminated by septic systems and other sources of
contamination.

• Contamination of GW will be a problem in rural areas where wells and septic tanks are co
located with industrial, commercial, and recreational facilities (off-highway vehicle use, public
utility facilities, etc.)

And it gets worse:

• No federal, state, or local entities oversee water quality in the County's domestic wells. A
recent study of nearly 400 private domestic wells in the County revealed 30 percent failed
primary drinking water standards.

• There are about 175 community water systems in the County; many small water system
operators fail to comply with monitoring requirements.

• Over 63,000 residents ofthe County are completely reliant on public well water systems that
received health violations on two or more occasions during a 2002-2010 compliance cycle.
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While development of a Ground Water Management Plan (GWMP) for the County has been suggested
as a possible mitigation measure that could reduce the impact of development in GW/septic dependent
areas, this suggestion has been wholly disregarded-fought, in fact. The EIR concludes: "...it would be
speculative to conclude that a water reliability project would be an achievable and proctical mitigation
measure." But development of a GWMP is a routine, proven, and effective mitigation measure. The
refusal to mitigate GW quantity/quality impacts under this project is inexcusable

Please, Commissioners--Deny this project.
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Establishing a Ground Water Management Plan

• EDC has not established a Groundwater Management Plan even though existing General Plan
policies and objectives commit to water supply management.

o Policy 5.2.3.3: "The County shall develop and maintain a map and database of private
well water production and other appropriate information."

o Policy 5.2.3.6: "The County shall assess and analyze the well data gained since the
permit processstarted in 1990. Suchdata should be used to identify areas of likely
groundwater supply limitations. At the completion of this analysis period, the County
should determine if the General Plan useswithin the areasof water supply limitation
are compatible with identifiable supply limitations and modify the General Plan uses, if
necessary."

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

o Policy 5.2.1.1: "The EI 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."

o 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."

o Policy 5.2.1.4: "Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regionsor other
areas dependent on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a
permanent and reliable water supply." (This provision applies to groundwater, too.)

o 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 (a) find that...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..."

o Objective 5.2.3: Groundwater Systems. "Demonstrate that water supply is available for
proposed groundwater dependent development and protect against degradation of
well water supplies for existing residents."

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

• Data collected under policies 5.2.3.3 and 5.2.3.6 are currently available. These data can be used
to identify well production within the County and provide a basis for land use planning.

• The Department of Water Resources-and recent legislation-stresses the importance of
establishing Groundwater Management Plans.

• Allowing development in areas that lack adequate groundwater supply is irresponsible, and
unethical. Identifying areas in which development would not be supported by groundwater
resources is responsible planning, and is the planning residents deserve and expect the County
to provide.
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Date: August 27,2015

Cheryl Langley
5010 Mother Lode Drive

Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Planning Commission
RichStewart, Chair, District 1
Dave Pratt, First Vice-Chair, District 4
Brian Shinault, Second Vice-Chair, District 5
Gary Miller, District 2
Tom Heflin, District 3

Subject: TGPA/ZOU; Agenda Item # 2; File # 11-0356; PC Meeting August 27, 2015

Planning Commission Members:

I've attached comments on the groundwater (GW) and water quality sections of the TGPA/ZOU
EIR.

Items 1 -9 describe problems with the project itself, and with the EIR provided to the public for the
purpose of full disclosure of project impacts.

1. Not disclosed is the fact that GW will be used to support the highest density development (in
Community Regions/Rural Centers).

2. Development proposed under the TGPA/ZOU will place "significant and unavoidable" pressure
on GW resources, but this impact is alternately acknowledged and denied.

o The EIR presents language that existing policies ensure adequate GW supply, (but also
contradicts this language) and indicates the extent of development "cannot be known."

o It is acknowledged that development under the TGPA/ZOU will cause a drop in aquifer
volume to a degree that the local GW table will no longer support existing or planned
land uses for which permits have been granted, but possible mitigation is rejected.

3. Contamination of GW from the expansion of development in areas of GW/septic reliance is a
given under TGPA/ZOU development proposals, but it is argued existing policies protect wells.

4. TGPA/ZOU allowable placement of septic systems on slopes ~30 percent will violate SWRCB
onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) policy (at the >25 percent level).

5. Viable mitigation (development of a Ground Water Management Plan (GWMP) for the purpose
of land use planning) is rejected; flawed "reasoning" is used to justify rejection.

6. Data presented by ICF to characterize GW in County is from a DWR study type ICF could not
identify; data could easily be "misunderstood/misinterpreted" by the public.

7. ICF clouds the issue of what constitutes a planning document: Repeatedly presents concept that
the "TGPA/ZOU EIR is not a planning document" to turn attention away from the fact that the
TGPA/ZOU i! a planning document.

8. ICF indicates relevant discussions are "outside the scope of the EIR," and/or directs reviewer to
get information elsewhere.

9. Miscellaneous issues.

1
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1. Not disclosed is the fact that GW will be used to support the highest density development
(in Community Regions/Rural Centers).

These excerpts indicate GW won't be used in areas of highest density...

ICF Response, page 9-240
groundwater supply and min imize impacts to groundwat er quality. The TGPA would not
s ubstantially increase the overall level of development analyzed in the 2004 General Plan EIRand
the re are seve ral General Plan policies that act to restrict development in areas whe re public water
supp lies are not available . The County General Plan has a number of gro undwater related ~~icies

Impact Discussion. (RDEIR, page 2-24): "No specific development projects are being
prop ~ daspart of the TGPAand Zoning Ordinance Update . General plan policies require
that site-specificdevelopments with ubstantJal water needs occur only in community areas
and ruralcommunltle where adequate utilities are available. Water purveyors inthe County
ofEI Dorado rely primarily onsurface water sup lies. so future projects would not
SUbstantially deplete groundwater supplies. The projectwould have no Impact." (NOTE:

But the RDEIR says the TGPA/ZOU does expand intensive development in (rural) areas that would rely
onGW:

RDEJR, P 9 5-29: "Future development under the TGPAlZOU will place greater demands on
groundwate . ,upp ies In those parts of the West Slope thaI are not served by public water
agencies. ThIS W 1Ibe compou by components of the ZOU such as ranch marketing.
rural industrial, and homeoccupations that can intensify vel)' ocalized waler demands in rural
areas where groundwater is the sole source of water. "
~

And, -increases in the number of wells and water demand on the county's fractured rock
aquifers without ccoun ng for to , a water supp y m the affected aquifers and
the" ability fo meet cumulative demands ... • II mean at I t}h TGPA/ZOU will maJce 8

considenlbJe contribuUon to this significsnt impllct. "

RDEIR, page 3.10-19: New land uses under the ZOU: "There are a number of land usesthat
are included in the ZOU that are not foundin the current Zoning Ordinance...they include uses
suchas industrial - general, publicutilityservice facilities - intensive, andski area thatcanhave
large waterdemands. However, because there is no means of knowing how many, if any,

And here, the language change makes it clear that GW will be used in areas of the highest density
development:

TGPA/ZOU dEJR, page 3.6-5: 'Policy 5.2.1.3 would be revised such thai med um-density
residenli • high-den 'Iy re . 'e Iial, multifamily residenlial. commercial, mduslnal d research

d developme I projects may be required 10 connect 10 pub l c water systems f reasonably
aval ab e E loca ed wilhin CommunIty Reg ons and 10 either a publ c wa ef ystem or 10

an approved prfvara sr systems In Rural Centers. The current policy requires such
development 10 be co ected to public waler systems in Communtty RegIOns."

• Not only changes language to "may," but says "if reasonably available."

2
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• And actually, both "public" and "private" water systems can be GW based
("public" = as few as 15 connections-see definitions below).

From C. Langley comments on the RDEIR:

wat sYStem," whi e not defined n the current EI Do do County unicode (Chapter
8.3 Well Standards), is defin d in the Et Dorado County "Flnal Draft of Proposed Well
Construction & Water Supply StJlJndards Ordinance" daled August 14, 2014 and on the
County website:

~
·Pu e wa system means 8 system for the pro vision of water for hu. In
consumption through pipes Dr other constructed conveyances that has 15 or
mo connect ons 01' u rly fl/l a 25 nd s Iy
at least 6D days out 0 the year. Pub lic water systems can be eilher
Community (a public water system that serves al least 15 S TV ce
connections usedby yearlong residents or regu larly serves at least 25
yearlong residents of the area served by the system); Non-communitv (a
public water syste m that is not a community WOller system); or Nan transient
fIOn<comm nity (a public wat 'f system that is not a community warersysrom and rhat
regularly SCfVCS at sf 25 01r sam pcrsans ov 6 months per yeal). (This
includessysroms regular under Cal c ode (Galifornia H a th and Saloty Goda).

From C. Langley comments on the RDEIR:

B I it is clear thai both pub/ic nd p "stewater systems will be based on groundwater
and both are allowed to support development even In areas planned for the h ghest
dens lt es-CommunJty Regions, (The languag-e in Policy 5.2.1.3 is proposed 10be changed
to -may be requi d 0 connect to pub ic !later syslems"-whic lmples even a pnvate waler
syste co Id meel requirements in a Commun Iy Region.) For Rural Centers, "community
water systems"- a wate system al serves 15 connections or grealer re most probably
also b d on groundwater.

This fact is never acknowledged: ICF "skirts" the issue in their response (O-Recirc -1-99).

Page 9-244:

RDEJR that the impact on groundwater will be significant and unavoidable. The Commenter is
correct that new water systems outside of the three primary public water district service zones
(EID, GDPUD, GFCSD), would rely on groundwat er, which also supports the conclusion in the RDEIR.

Even if there's a water system using groundwater as its so ce, future development will st ill be
constrained by a lack of service if the source is unreliable. No water system will reasonably extend
service when it is knOWI at it lacks a reliable supply. In this case, new development or the add ition
of agricultural lands in areas that are not served by the three primary public water districts wou ld
be limited based on a pre liminary assessment of groundwater supplies within the area.

And finally, from Master Response 6, Section 8.7.2: Groundwater Supply:

Page 8-27.

Ther c re several General Plan policies that act to res trict development in areas where public rater
upplles are not available, The follo ing poli ies would apply LO development LInde the TGPAand

ZOU.

3
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--- - - - - - -- - -- ---

Gene ral Plan Policy 5.2.1.3: All medium -dens ity res idential, high-density res identlal, ~
multifamily r ide ntial, commercial. ind ustr ial and research and development project shall be
requlr d to conne t to pu blic water sys tems v hen located with in Commu nity Regions and to
eit her a public water sys te m 0 1' to an approved privat wa ter system s in Rura l Center.

This po licy limits th e potentia l for dev elopment with higher wa ter dema nds to b allowed In
portions of Comm unity Heglon wh ere grou dwater is the only water source.

Clearly the author of ICF's Master Response is unaware that this policy is being amended under the
TGPA!ZOU; if the consultant is not aware of the language change-and its impact-how is the public to
be expected to follow the policy?

2. Development proposed under the TGPA!ZOU will place "significant and unavoidable"
pressure on GW resources, but this impact is alternately acknowledged and denied .

o The EIR presents language that existing policies ensure adequate GW supply, (but also
contradicts this language) and indicates the extent of development "cannot be known ."

o It is acknowledged that development under the TGPA!ZOU will cause a drop in aquifer
volume to a degree that the local GW table will no longer support existing or planned
land uses for which permits have been granted. but possible mitigation is rejected.

ICF claims that even if GW is used to support development, future development would "...be limited
based on a preliminary assessment of GW supplies within the area." (Evaluation would be suspended
until "later," when a project is proposed.)

Page 9-244:
.".....

The information provided by the Commenter about water systems supports the conclus ion of the
RDEIRthat the impact on groundwater will be significant and unavoidable, The Comm enter is
cor rect that new water sys tems ou ts ide of th e th ree primary public wa te r distr ict se rvice zones
-- 11), GDPUD. GFCSD). would rely on groundwater, which also supports the conclusion in the RDEIR.
Even if there's a water system using groundwater as its source, future development will still be
constrained by a lack of service if the source is unreliable. No wa ter /s te m will easonably extend
service wh en it is known that it lacks a reliable supply. in this case, new development or the addition
of agricultural lands in areas that are not served by the three pr imary public water districts would
be limited based on a preliminary assessment of groundwater supplies within the area.

Page 9-241

In addition to County ordinances, Senate Bill 610, requires that a water supply assessment (WSA) be
prepared for large projects that meet speci fic criter ia7 , The primary goal of the WSAto determine Is
whether the projected water supply for the next 20 years (planning ho rizon) - based on normal,
s ingle dry, an d r. ltiple dry water years - would meet the demand projected for th e proposed

oj ect plus th e existing and planned future uses, includ ing agricultura l and manufacturing uses.
Should private groundwater supplies be needed, the ability for the aquifer to provide the water will
be evaluated as part of approval of a proposed project. These effort s, amon g others, will help the
County manage and track groundv at er supplies.

But this is contradicted by the excerpt below that saysthe "increases in the number of wells and water
demand ...without accounting for total available water supply.nand their ability to meet cumulative
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demands...will mean that the TGPA/ZOU will make considerable contribution to this significant impact"
on GW supplies.

RDEIR, page 5-29~ Future development under the TGPAlZOU will place greater demands on
groundwate" supplies in those parts of the West Slope that are not served by public water
agencies. This will be compounded by components of the ZOU such as ranch marketing,
rural industrial, and home occupations that can intensify very localized water demands in rural
areas where groundwater is the sole source of water. n

~

And. Yincreases in the number of wells and water demand on the county's fractured rock
aquilers without accounting for total aval ab e water supply in the affected aquifers and
their ability to meet cumulative demands... "will mean that "[t]he TGPAlZOU will make a
considerable contribution to this significant impact. "

And then the RDEIR lists this impact:

And, reliability becomes a gamble:

RDEIR, page 3.10-28 : "In the case of large projects that would have a water demand

equivalent to 500 or more residential units. a [Water Supply Assessment] WSA would be
required .. .When required, the WSA would inform decision-maker.~ and the public of the
availability of water (or lack thereof) to supply the proposed use. However, neither a CEQA
analyst nor a WSA Is qulred to en Ute that water would be vallable to m t proJect
demands... "

And fina lly: RDEIR, page 3.10-30 : ..... it wou ld be speculative to conclude that a water
reliability proiect would be an achievable and practical mitigation measure."

ICF extricates itself from the discussion by saying there is no way of knowing how many projects (if any)
will be built, (Le., we're not going to analyze the potential impact to GW resources).{Next two excerpts.)

5
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RDEIR, page 3.10·19: New land uses under the ZOU: "There are a number of land uses that
are included in the ZOU that are not found in the current Zoning Ordinance.. othey include uses
such as industrial - general, public utility service facilities - intensive. and ski area that can have
large water demands. However, because there /s no means of knowing how many, if any,
of these uses might be built, where they might be built, their actual activities and related
water demands, and what, if any, water conservation messure» may be employed, the
impact of these prospective use categories on water supplies cannot be reasonably
ascertained without engaging In pure speculation. For that reason. theY Will not be
analyzed further." These uses would be allowed only upon prior approval of a discretionary
permit. ~

Impact Discussion, (RDEIR, page 2·24): roNo specific development projects are being
proposed as part of the TGPA and Zoning Ordinance Update . General plan policies require
that site-specific developments with substantial water needs occur only in community areas
and rural communities where adequate utilities are available. Water purveyors in the County

3. Contamination of GW from the expansion of development in areas of GW/septic reliance is
a given under TGPA/ZOU development proposals, but it is argued existing policies protect
wells .

• Given the nature of fractured rock aquifers (as opposed to alluvial aquifers), contamination of
GW by septic is a predictable outcome. County policy that requires septic to be 100 feet from
well installations is not necessarily protective; this measure is more appropriate for areas with
aquifer basins where water percolates through gravel/sand/silt before reaching GW.

• The following discussion by ICF actually exposes a misunderstanding of the GW system in the
County, and includes numerous caveats.

O-Recirc-1-114

In a request for information. the Cormnenter asks how the County's Septic System Minimum Setback
Requirements protect groundwater' systems, given the easy conveyan c )f septic effluent to wells
that draw water from the fractured rock aq uifers of EI Dorado County. The County's regulatory well
setbacks are determined using a sound understanding of groundwater systems and the type of
activities that occur In the area. The distance accounts for the amou nt of sand. gravel and clay
between a well and septic system to filter out contaminants before they reach groundwater water
wells. The required 100-foot setback between a well and your septic system provides relatively
good protection against bacteria and viruses when It Is working properly (EI Dorado County 2004).

• This response refers to "the distance accounts for the amount of sand, gravel and clay between
a well and septic system" (which may be virtually none-or not enough-in areas of fractured
rock aquifers). This "protective" measure is more effective in areas of GW basins.

• The caveats include:
o "provides relatively good protection"
o "when it is working properly."
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• The primary concern over this measure is that with the new allowable indust rial development in
rural areas under the TGPA/ZOU, adjacent residents could experience chemical contamination
of GW supplies-a phenomenon that could make domestic wells unusable for decades.

4. TGPA/ZOU allowable placement of septic systems on slopes ~30 percent will violate SWRCB
onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) policy (at the >25 percent level).

• The County will be in violation of the OWTS policy that says"natural ground slope in all areas
used for effluent disposal shall not be greater than 25 percent' if development is allowed on
rural properties composed of slopes ~30 percent (or in this case >25 percent) . Even the
County's "reasonable use clause" does not nullify this requirement.

General Plan Objective 7.1.2 also specifies "septic systems may only be located on slopes under
30 percent." This statement excludes the "reasonable use" clause as well.

This was pointed out to ICF; their response indicated the County need not comply "as of yet" : the
County has 60 months after May 13, 2017 to comply. This time is fast approaching.

Locala encies must submit their draft LAMP to the regional board by May 13, 2016, and the
Regional Board must approve the LAMP by May 13, 2017. The effective dat e of the Policy was May
13. '''113, but local agencies may contin ue to implement their existing OVlTS perm itting programs
r r 60 months after the effective date of the Policy. (State Water Resources Control Board 2015).
Therefore, EI Dorado County has not needed to comply with the OWTS policy as of yet

5. Viable mitigation (development of a Ground Water Management Plan (GWMP) for the
purpose of land use planning) is rejected; flawed "reasoning" is used to justify rejection.)

For this discussion, ICF presents the following arguments :

A. A GWMP is not within the scope of the EIR.
B. Existing Data is Not Adequate for Developing a GWMP.
C. There is Not Enough Data to Develop a GWMP
D. Developing a GWMP Would Cost Too Much
E. A GWMP is Not Necessary: The County Already Manages GW
F. Other General Plan Policies Fill the Role of a GWMP and Ensure Adequate GW Supplies

A. A GWMP is Not Within the Scope of the EIR

ICFResponse, page 9-240:

The .evelopment of Groundwater Mana ement Plans (GWMPs) is not within the scope of the TGPA
The EJR I nni nes the impacts of the proposed plan amend ments on existi ng conditions withi n the
County; it Is not in itsf . ~a planning document, nor is it expected to expand the proposed project to
include an extensive (and expensive) nev compo nent
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Page9-242.

zoning districts upon approval of condit ional use permits. In any case, given that this is a program
EIRevaluating broad general plan amendments and zoning ordinance update, it is not necessary to
develop a detailed study of groundwater to be able to characterize the resource, analyze the
potential effects of the project, and to conclude that the impacts offuture development in
comparison to existing conditions will result in SU impacts on groundwater.

Page9-246:

County-wide or localized level. As described in Master Response 1, the EIH for the TGPA/ ZOUis a
"progra m EIR " That is, an EIHprepared for a series of actions that can be characteriz • as one large
project and that are re lated in connection with the suance of regulations and plans. The proposed
TGPA/ZOU is the project for which the EIR was prepared. Therefore, the degree of specificity in the
TGPA/ZOU EIRcorresponds to the degree of specificity contained In the proposed TGPA/ZOU.

Page9-243:

sep tic tanks and wastewater ponds is probab le. This is a policy issue; preparing a GWMP is outside
the scope of CEQA to characterize, analyze, and disclose the impacts of the project As described in

• Developing a GWMP ~ within the scope of the TGPA/ZOU; the TGPA/ZOU is a land use planning
tool that should use all available information. (County well data is available.)

• It was not suggested the GWMP should be developed under the EIR-or that the EIR is a
planning document-but the TGPA/ZOU is a planning document. (This is a "false argument.")

• ICF then says (secondarily) the reason for not developing a GWMP is cost (repeated many times
throughout the text). Development of a GWMP is either within the scope of the TGPAor not
cost is a moot point if you really believe it's outside of the scope.

• Why would cost be a valid reason for not instituting necessary mitigation in this instance?

• Why not use the well data available GW/well data collected by the County since 1990 to
develop a mitigation strategy?

B. Existing Data is Not Adequate for Developing a GWMP.

In an attempt to discredit the validity/value of well data (accessed via GOTNET) as a basis for a GWMP
(and land use planning), ICF said:

Page9-242:

is neces ary to a comprehensive analysis. The County's GOTNET data pres ted by the commente r
with well depths and production rates in gallons per minute (gpm) is also not comprehensive, long
term data. In fact, it represents only instantaneous measu rem ents, as opposed to long-term
monitori ng, and because of the variable nature and undefined boundaries of the fractu red aq uifers,
instantaneous me: irements are insufficient to characterize changes that may be OCCUlTing within
any given aquifer. The State Water Resources Control Board's GAMA data used for the Voluntary
Domestic Well Assessment Project 1::1 Dorado County Data Summary Report (SWHCI:3 200S) was
developed to characterize groundwater quality presen media n depth s of wells surveyed in 1978
[Carla Calkins, Water Well Survey Report, June 1978). This is historical data, over 3S years old, and
is not linked to any da ta points sin ce that tim . It is of limited use in characterizing existing
conditions. In addition, groundwater depth along Highway 50 between Placerville and South Lake
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• Of course the GOTNET data is not "comprehensive"-whatever that means (irrelevant).
Nonetheless, there is enough data available at the County level (accessed via GOTNET) to use as
a basis for tailoring land use to GW availability/reliability.

County policy 5.2.3.6 states exactly this purpose for the collection of such data:

Policy 5.2.3.6: "Tne County shall assess and analyze the well data gained since the permit
process started in 1990. Such data should be used to idenfil ' areas of likely groundwater
supply limitations. At the completion of this analysis period. the County should determine If
the General Plan uses within the areas of water supply limitation are compatible with
identifiable supply limitations and modify the General Plan uses. If necessary. " .

O·Reclr

• The ICF comment is a distraction from the real issue: there is ample data in the GOTNET system
upon which a GWMP and land use planning could be based.

• ICF is constructing this argument in part to discredit criticism of their usage of Table 3.10-2 to
characterize County GW whose DWR study source they were unable to confirm (the kind of
study it actually was). The study cited by ICF presents only one data point per year in an
undisclosed location.

Table 3.10-2 misleads reviewers into believing the County's GW resources are more easily
accessible/plentiful than they actually are. (More on this topic later.)

• The comment regarding the SWRCB data being obsolete because it is 35 years old reveals a
misunderstanding of GW and GW sources.

ICF continues the discussion about the unreliability ofthe GOTNET well data with an irrelevant
discussion.

Page 9-242-243:

n addi tion , groundwater depths along llighway 50 between Placerville and South Lake I
Tahoe are monitored by the USGS as a res ult of several large land slides that occurred in January
1997. In many landslides, infiltra tion of rainfall or rapid snowmelt increas es gro undwa ter
pressures, The e elevated pressures can, in turn, tr igger : idslide movement. Data are collected
every 15 minutes a nd displayed on graphs (USGS 201 5). However, these data do not help
characterize groundwater conditions in Western £1 Dorado, where most ofthe private drinking
water wells are located.

ICF continues an attempt at discrediting available data:

Page 9-243:

Therefore, although there is well information available, it is still not sufficient to provide the detailed
analysis needed to adequately characterize groundwater conditions In the western porti 1 of the
County. The data that is available [Le., GOTONET, State Water Board, DWR, and USGS) is not
comprehensive, it consists of one-time observations or at too few we ll locations to (1) map/identify
the boundaries of the groundwater aqu ifers or the sources of supply; (2) accurately characterize
groundwater supplie with in the fractured aq uifers: (3) ide ntify spe cific aquifers where wells are
non-productive over the long tenn; (4) characterize the use/ recovery rates with in aqu ifers; or (5)
provide other da ta points necessary to preparing a GWMP. Given these limitations, the RPDEIR has
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• This is an inaccurate/misleading analysis. The available data could be used to develop a GWMP
and assist with land-use planning decisions.

• The ICF description of data "inadequacies" does not impact its value as a basis for GWMP
development (more on this topic under sections C& Ebelow).

C. There is Not Enough Data to Develop a GWMP

Page 9-243:
y

The Commenter discusses the development of a GWMP and states that the County has the data
necessary to develop a GWMP, and existing law authorizes local agen cies to ado pt and implement a
GWMP. Assta ted in the TGPA/ZOU EIR. "histo rical data on grou ndwater levels is quite limited" (p.
3.10-4), a nd su fficiem data s not available . the variable nature of the groundwater fractures, As
discussed in the response to I-Red rc-1-97, there is not enough data to develop a GWMP at this time,

• Actually, you don't need "historical data on GW" to develop a GWMP according to DWR's
Bulletin 118 (page 54). A GWMP simply requires the administering agency (if they want to be
eligible for the award of public funds administered by DWRfor construction of GW projects or
GW quality projects) to establish:

o Basin management objectives;
o Components related to monitoring and management of GW levels, etc.;
o A plan to involve other agencies that overly the GW basin (in basin areas);
o Adoption of monitoring protocols; and
o A map showing the area of the basin (in basin areas), or in non-basin areas preparation

of a plan using geologic and hydrologic principles appropriate to the area.

• The County has the data to identify areas where wells may not be productive over the long
term. and base land-use planning on that information. The county has adequate data for
developing a GWMP-in fact, it doesn't actually require data for GWMP development-only the
promise of acquiring data and managing GW resources based on information gathering.

D. Developing a GWMP Would Cost Too Much

Page9-243:
v here no alluvial bas in exists, In general, the County chooses not to undertake prepara tion of a
GWMP because of the cost of such a venture, Pl'iol' to the Sustainab'lJlGrou ndwater Management Act

• Cost is not a valid reason for not developing an important land use planning tool (mitigation
measure).

E. A GWMP is Not Necessary: The County Already Manages GW

ICF acknowledges the County has well data, and says it is adequate to "manage" GW to the degree that
adequate supply is ensured, but somehow it is not adequate to develop a GWMP for land use planning.
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Page 9-247.

O-Recirc-l-l0S

In a request for information, the Commenter asks that a GWMP be established based on data now
available in County records, and include this plan in a recirculated draft EIR. As stated in Response
O-R-1-9B,exist ng law does not mandat he adop tion and implementation of a GWMPin HI Dorado
County where no alluvial basin exists. In general, the County chooses not to undertake preparation
of a GWMP because of budgetary constraints. The var ious policies and implem itation measures in
the Public Utilities element described above in the Response to O-Recirc-1-95 help to fulfill the
similar GWMP goal of managin groundwater to ensure a long-term, sustainable, relii . le, good
quality groundwater supply. In addition, as described in Response to O-Recirc-l -96, there Is not
sufficient information to provide the detailed analysis needed to adequately characterize
groundwater conditions in the western portion of the County.

Page 9-241.

The County Environmental Management Department also collects Individual well data, on a well-by
ell basis. This information is availab le in the County's GIS (http://gem.edcgov.us / gotn etl).

However, the County has not mapped the coverage of groundwater aqulfers, nor the associated
aquifer capacities.

~
Although these examples do a t comprise a County GWMP, they do represent the County's efforts to

onltor and mana e n ndwater resources within the County. With considera tion of the County'
budgetary constraints, these efforts are effective at managing groundwater use and supply within
the County. In addition, these efforts could ultimately be expanded to build the data record needed

• Here a contradiction is revealed. It is argued there is enough GW informat ion to manage GW

resources to the degree that the County can "ensure sufficient GW" for development, but not
enough information to develop a GWMP (or to facilitate land use planning under the
TGPA!ZOU).

• It is argued a GWMP cannot be completed because the County has not mapped GW aquifers,
"nor the associated aquifer capacities." But it appears development of a GWMP requires only
the mapping of the area of regulatory jurisdiction-especially in the case of areas with
fractured rock aquifers-and certainly not aquifer capacities (see excerpt from Bulletin 118
below). And, actually, apparently this component is only required if the County wishes to
qualify for "the award of public funds administered by DWR for the construction of GW projects
or GW quality projects.

• Finally, ICF argues a GWMP has not/cannot be developed because of budgetary constraints.

• It is not argued , however, t hat the data cannot be used for land use planning purposes under
the TGPA!ZOU.

Excerpt from Bullet in 118, page 55 that descr ibes t he necessary components of a GWM P:

6) A map sho wing the area uf the groundw ater basin as de fined by D\ R Bullet in 11 8 with the area of the
loca l agency s ubj ec t to the pi n as well as the boundaries or oth ' r local agenc ies tha i overlie the bas in in

which the agency is developing a gro undw ater management plan (Water ode, s 10753.7 (a)(3)) .
7) For local agen cie s nol over lying groundwater basins, plan s shall be prepared includ ing the abo ve Ii. ted

components an using geo logic nd hyd rolo g ic princi ples appropriate 10 those areas
(\ atcr Cude. s 10753 .7 (a)(5» .
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What additional"reasons" has ICF provided for not establishing a GWMP?

Page 9-243.
' V" ' • Y • ~

was voluntary; not mandatory. With the adoption of the recent SGMA, groundwater sustainability
plans are now required by January 31, 2020, for all high or med ium-p riority basins in overdraft
condition and by January 31, 2022, for all other hi ' 1- and medium-priority basins unless legally
adjudicated or otherwise managed sustainably. This requirement does not apply to the majority of
EIDorado County because it is not within a groundwater basin. IJWR's Ground wat er Susta lnability

• While GWMPs are not required in non-basin areas, they are authorized in non-basin areas, and
DWRencourages development of GWMPs (and implementing ordinances) in areas with only
fractured rock aquifers.

• These data could be used for land use planning.

F. Other General Plan Policies Fill the Role of a GWMP, and Ensure Adequate GW Supplies.

Page9-244:

The various policies and implementation measures in the Public Utilities element described above in
the Response to O-Redrc-1-95 require information athering, information availability, and decision
making based on available groundwater. Although this doesn't cover all the information required for
a GWMP, it is similar in its goal of managing groundwater to ensure a long-term, sustainable,
reliable, good quality groundwater supply. In addition, it consists of what the County's elected
legislative body considers to be a feasible set of actions to reduce the impact of future development
on groundwater.

• ICF is now saying-based on other policies in the GP and what the BOS says is okay-enough is
done to protect GW-it's nearly a GWMP. (Now ICF saysthe data Ii being used for GW
management); but it's clear the data is not being used for GW management/land use planning
under the TGPA/ZOU; in fact use for that purpose is being resisted.

The following is intended to be an example of how the County's development proposals "ensure that
there is sufficient GW":

Page9-241:

The County Environmental Management lJepartment has de' .oped and made available.A Guide for
the Private Well Owner, as well as an Informati onal page on TypicalWater DemandsFor Rural
ResidentialParcels (http://www.edcgov.us/Water Well Program.aspx). In addition. each new well
that is drilled wi thin the Cl nty needs to be approved via issuance of a well permit. In order to
obtain a building permit. proof of an adequate water supply must be provided to the Division of
Environmental Health as part of the application (County Policy #8 00-02).

• The Guide for the Private Well Owner is nice, but it does not "ensure that there is sufficient
GW, if the project is to depend on GW."

• The publication Typical Water Demands for Rural Residential Parcels is nothing more than a
three page document that shows usage in gallons per day for such things as a toilet, or gallons
per day consumed by livestock. (The URL ICF provides for access to the Well Water Program
does not function.)

12

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



• The proof of adequate water supply requires only 1 gallon/minute-with a larger water storage
tank for these low-production wells. This is not especially "protective"; If the well goes dry, a
larger storage tank is of little use.

ICF Response, page 9-241

In addition, the following policy provides an example of how the County is tracking well use:

• General Plan Polic] -,.2.3.7: The Environmental Management Department shall compile
and make available information regarding typical water demands associated with ru ral
residential development that is dependent upon groundwater. The information shall be
posted on the D partment's Internet website and available in hard copy format at the
Development S rvices Public Counter.

• "Once again the "information regarding typical water demands" is a reference to the publication
Typical Water Demands for Rural Residential Parcels, which tells residents how many gallons
per day a toilet uses, etc.

6. Data presented by ICF to characterize GW in County is from a DWRstudy type ICF could not
identify; data could easily be "misunderstood/misinterpreted" by the public .

ICF Response, page 9-241
ICF presents Table 3.10-2-"Average Water Table Depths in EDC' which shows depths to GW that range
from the high 20s to the low 30s (in feet) . To the uninitiated, it "looks" as though GW is easily accessed,
and perhaps even plentiful-an optimistic view of GW in the County.
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(rom 19 99 to 20W are shown In Table 3.10-2 below Oyerall. HI Dorado County experienced little
groundwater change du ring thiS 10-year period Depths fluctuated between 2 2 and 'iO feet deep
with an increasing long-term trend. Between) 999 and 201 0, water table depths increased an
averag e of 3.2 percent per year with a net change of approximately 8 feet (Californ ia State
University, Chico 2011).

Table 3.10-2. Average Water Table Depths in EIDorado County (1999- 2010)

Yut Average Depth to Groundwater (feet)

1999 26.39

2..Q.Q.Q 2..2..1:.0.
2001 33.71

2002 32.48

zana 3..l.3n
2004 31.80

2Jl.O..5. JD.51l
2006 28.25

2007 30.89

2.O.O.a .3.2...3..0.
2009 3 1.20

Source ' Calj(ornia State University Chico 2011

When asked why ICF choose the data from a single, unidentified DWR study (study~ unknown) to
characterize County GW to the exclusion of other available data-such as the study by SWRCB
presented in an EI Dorado County Water Agency document-and/or the County well data available via
GOTNET (collected from 1990 onward that identifies well construction information, including well depth
and production rates, and well-deepening information) ICF said Table 3.10-2 was intended to show:

pre nted in the DEIR. Th DWR data pre ented in CED R port (de rib d boy was reli ed upon
to demonstrate that, "water levels in water wells within the county are not routinely tested, are not
re orted to the Coun , and there is no com rehensive database on groundwater levels." The

(How does Table 3.10-2 represent "water levels in water wells.i.are not routinely tested"?)

• While the paragraph that precedes the table does state that water levels in wells are not
routinely tested, there is a big HOWEVER in there followed by language that indicates that DWR
has done surveys and the data presented in Table 3.10-2 represents th is sampling effort.

When asked what the purpose (goal) of the DWRstudy was (when questioned whether it was from
observation wells in the Tahoe Basin):
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• ICF couldn't identify what DWR study the data came from (and therefore, what it really

represented); ICF stated, "it is believed that the data came from ..." but ICF couldn't confirm
the study type ...

In a req uest for informa tion, the Commenter asks where the DWR data, cited by the CEO at Chico
State University \ s deri ved from. the specific goal of the monitoring and the location and type of
wells monitored. It is believed that the data comes from Well Completion Reports from water supply
wells drilled within the County tha t were consistently collected by DWR between 1999 and 2010.

• The text above Table 3.10-2 saysDWR"periodically tests GW wells for pollution or
contaminants. One of the outputs of this testing includes depth to GW," not that it came from
Well Completion Reports.

ICF then added:

Page 9-246:

The CEO then corrected for weDs not measured in any particular year.

The Center for Economic Development is not a GW research institution (CED's stated goal is to help
communities with economic development; it is funded in part by the U.S. Department of Commerce,
Economic Development Administration, and the Small Business Administration) . So how did CED correct
"for wells not measured in any particular year"? And how does ICF know CED did this "appropriately"?

Despite the admission of not knowing the source of the data, and defending not using GW data
collected by the County, ICF declares:

Page9-243:

provide othe r data points necessary to prepa ring a GWMP. Given these limitations, the RPDEIR has
done an adequate 'ob in representing the groundwater data available for the region. The cornmenter

• How can ICF claim they've done an adequate job of representing the GW data available when:
o They have ignored a large body of well data compiled by the County itself; and
o They really don't know what DWR study the data came from/what it represents.
o The table presents one data point per year from an undisclosed location.
o More to the point-they haven't done an analysis of GW at all.

Page 9-246:

he CEO report provides some Information on the Westem EI Dorado County fractured rock system,
but is not the sole bas is for characterizing the groundwater system and associated issues. The
infor i ti on is used as a means to generally characterize res ources and the related issues. It is dear
that the long-term mon itoring necessary to better characterize the issue is not available at either a
County-wide or localized level. As described in Master Response 1, the EIR for the TGPA/ZOU is a
"program ElR." That is, an EIR prepared for a series of actions that can be characteriz • as one large
project and that are related in connection with the Issuance of regulations and plans. The proposed
TGPA/IOU Is the project for which the EIRwas prepared. Therefore, the degree of specificity in the
TGPA/IOU EIRcorresponds to the degree of specificity contained in the proposed TGPA/IOU.

• ICF says the CED was not the "sole basis for characterizing the GW system and associated issues,
but the information was used to "generally characterize resources and the related issues."
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• What is the other information used to characterize "the GW system and associated issues"? It is
the only "data" presented .

• Long-term monitoring is not required to develop a GWMP. It appears the only "data" required
is for the mapping of fractured rock aquifer locations for the purpose of ascertaining the
regulatory jurisdiction. And, actually, this component is likely only required if the County
wishes to qualify for "the award of public funds administered by DWRfor the construction of
GW projects or GW quality projects."

In an attempt to discredit my speculation about the source of the data in Table 3.10-2, ICF took a total
side-step:

Page 9-242:

commente r seeks verification that the data is accurate ly represented in the TGPAjZOU EI R. The
commenter suggests that the DWRdata that CEO reports cited to represent average groundwater
depths within the County, but tha t it was originally collecte d by OWR to monitor seasonal variations
In groundwater basi ns, and that the data is most likely derived from wells wIthin the Tahoe Basin;
not from wel1sin areas of fractured rock aquifers. The RPDEIR's reference to mild variations in
groundwater levels within the County derived from the DWRdata in the CEO Report does not mean
to infer that there is not a growIng concern regarding groundwater supplies within the County. In
fact, the discussion in the RPDEIR follows the table with information from a more recent statewide
DWR report (OWR 2014) to state that, despite the mild fluctuations In groundwater depths that the
data Indicates, that "data between 2010 and 2014 indicate that fluctuations can be greater" and that
the greatest concentration of recently deepened wells Is in the fract ured bedrock foothIll areas of
Nevada, Placer, and EI Dorado counties.

AND another side-step:

Page 9-242.

zoning districts upon approval of conditional use permits, In any case, given that this is a program
EIRevaluating broad general plan amendments and zoning ordinance update, it is not necessary to
develop a detailed study of groundwater to be able to characterize the resource, analyze the
potential effects of the project, and to conclude that the impacts of future development in
comparison to existin g conditIons will result In SU impacts on grou ndwater,

7. ICF clouds the issue of what constitutes a planning document: Repeatedly presents concept
that the "TGPAjZOU EIR is not a planning document" to turn attention away from the fact
that the TGPAjZOU Isa planning document.

Page 9-245:

Recirc-1-96. the purpose of the TGPAjZOU EIR is not for land use planning. Its purpose is to identify
the potential impacts of proposed plans. The issue regarding the Ian ' ise strategies to manage

source conditions with additional growth in the County is one of policy, not a question of EIR
adequacy. T~ County's General Plan already sets out a future land use pattern for the County, It
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ICF Response, page 9-240:

The . velopment of Groundwater Management Plans (GWMPs) is not with in the scope of the TGPA.
The EIR I untnes the impacts of the proposed plan amendments on existing conditions within the
County; it is not in itsE . , a plannin documen nor is it expected to expand the proposed project to
include an extensive (and expensive) new component.

• This paragraph mentions the TGPA, but then saysthe EIR is not a planning document. True-the
EIR may not be, but the TGPA/ZOU is.

• I'm not saying the GWMP should be developed under the EIR, I'm saying the County/water
agency needs to include this information as part of the planning process under the TGPA/ZOU
to assist with improved land use planning. They obviously know this, but are constructing a
"false argument" to deflect attention from the matter at hand. Development of a GWMP is
exactly what needs to be part of the TGPA/ZOU.

• Indicates the reason for not developing a GWMP is cost, once again.

Page 9-243.

The purpose of me TGPArlOU EIR i not for land use planning. Its purpose is to identify the
potential impacts of proposed plans. The issue reo rding the land use strategies to manage resou rce
condition vith additional owth in the County is one of policy, not a question of EIR adequacy. for
example, the question of whether me County should adopt different polices or reduce me current
general plan land use allocations is one to be discussed within the County 's Development Services
Department.

• The purpose of the EIR may not be land use planning, but the purpose of the TGPA!ZOU is.
• Here ICF pushes the business of analysis off as " ...one of policy, not a question of fiR adequacy,"

and tells the reviewer to-in essence-"go talk to Development Services." But planning needs
to be done as a part of the the TGPA/ZOU, and land use planning needs to be
discussed/revealed under the TGPA/ZOU EIR.

8. ICF indicates relevant discussions are "outside the scope of the EIR, and/or directs reviewer
to get information elsewhere .

I made a request for information based on the following policy (this is the policy under which the
GOTNET well data has been collected, and in which the County saysthey'll use the data for land use
planning).

Policy 5.2.3.6: 'The County shall assess and analyze the well data gained since the permit
process started in 1990. Such data should be used to identif ~ areas of likely groundwater
supply limitations. At the completion of this analysis period, the County should determine If
the General Plan u s #thin the s of water supplv limitation are compatible with
/denllf/ab~ upply I mllar/ons and modify Ihe General Plan uses. if necessary. .. .

O·Reclr

Here is ICF's restatement of my request and their response:
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Page 9-246:
O-Recirc-l -l04

In a request for information, the Commenter asks that an ana lysis be conducted, and summarized in
the EIR, based on Policy 5.2.3.6 hich specifies an assessment of well data compiled since the
permit process started in 1990 in order to identify areas of likely groundwater supply limitations. At
the completion of this analysis period, the County shou ld determine if the General Plan uses within
the areas of v ate r supply limitation are compatible with identifiable supply limitations and modify
the General Plan uses, f necessary.

~
" 'ease see Response 0- Recirc-1-102. This has not been done and no such Information Is available.
It's not reasonable or feasible given the complexity of the fractured rock aquifer systems. Please also
see Mas ter Response 1 regarding specificity ofl " rogram EI Rand Mastel' Response 6 regarding
groundwater, and Response to O-Recirc-1-40. Groundwater availability at any given site varies
depending upon the underlying geology of that site, Therefore, the answer to this question is
unknown and would require an extensive study of groundwater that Is beyond the reasonable scope
of the TGPA/ZOU EIR.

• "This has not been done" must refer to the land-use planning analysis; the gathering of well
data has certainly been done and now resides in the Envision System and can be accessed
through the County surveyor's GOTNET Web site.

• ICF indicates Policy 5.2.3.6 is "not reasonable or feasible ..." But it is not only possible-it is
necessary.

Page 9-248.

O-Recirc-l-ll0
~

In a request for information, the Commenter asks that areas where septic tank percolation rates are
S 1 minute per inch (mpi), and ~ 80 mpl, which soils make septic systems less effective and soil
t .es by parcel number within the County. As described above in the r sponse to O-Recil'c-1-10l:J.
this is a level of detail that not necessary at the Pro ram EIR level. Soil types within the County can
be found on the County of EI Dorado's GOTNET website, and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) website on soils.

• ICF indicates analysis is "not necessary at the Program EIR level."

• ICF directs the reviewer to a Web site to get their own information on "soil types,"

When asked for information about septic tank percolation rates for the different planning areas:

Page 9-249.

O-Recirc-1-116
~

In a request for information, the Commenter asks an analysis of the potential for septic tank
success/failure for the different planning areas of the County be provided in the EIR. While this
information may be useful for si te-specific development projects, it is not pertinent to the Program
level 31 ' ysis in the EIR. as described in Mastel' Response 1 and Response to O-Recirc-1-102. This
type of information is not necessary to analyze the broad impact of new development and changes in
land use zones. Determining "areas where wells are susceptible to contamination" requires site
specific analyses that are beyond the scope of a Program EIR.
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• ICF indicates the analysis of septic failure for different planning areas is not pertinent to
Program level analysis in the EIR. It is a pertinent analysis relative to the TGPA/ZOU project.

• The analysis~ necessary to analyze the impact of new development.
• ICF repeats analysis is " ...beyond the scope of a Program fiR. II

Page 9-250.

O-Recirc-1-117

In a request for information. the Commenter asks that the parcels to be included in agricultural
designat ions be identified. which ones will be served by grou ndwate r, and those that are in water

service district boundaries, as well as th e locations of wells now in the areas, their depth and
prod uction rates (gpm), and any known history of well deepening, ells gone dry, and aquifer
overdraft. As described above in the Response to ()"Recirc-l-l08, this Is a level of detail that not
necessary at the Program EIRlevel. The project is not proposing any Site-specific uses, nor will It be
used for purposes of approving site-specific uses. For purposes of identifying the impact and
reasonably informing decision-makers of its significance, a program level analysis is sufficient.

• ICF indicates the analysis of surface and GW availability in agricultural designations is "detail not
necessary at the Program EIR level." It is necessary planning information, is part of full
disclosure, and is necessary for the TGPA to be an effective project.

• ICF indicates "program level analysis is sufficient."

• This approach pushes planning off to the future-or maybe never. "The project is not proposing
any site-specificuses, nor willit be used for...approving site-specificuses.II

Page 9-250.

O-Recirc-1-118
~

In a request for information, the Commenter asks site-sped aquifer recharge areas be identified .
Asdescribed above in the Response to O-Recirc-l -108. this is a level of detail that not necessary at
the Program EIRlevel. Aquifer recharge areas are not proposed to be designated as part of the
TGPA/ZOU.

• Once again, ICF indicates the request for information is a level of detail that is not necessary at
the Program EIR level.

Page 9-245.

In Response to O-Recirc-1-95. Based on the Significant and Unavoidable conclusion, the County
Board of Supervisors can choose not to approve the proposed amendments in order to reduce the
impacts identified. But. even so they cannot avoid the impact as planned because it is largely the
result of the current General Plan's allocation of future development potential. As is the case, County
will make a statement of overriding considerations for the Project,

• This comment appears to make all planning the responsibility of the Board of Supervisors
(whose hands are tied by the 2004 General Plan).

19

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



9. Miscellaneous issues.

Page 8-31; Master Comment 6, section 8.7.3 Water Quality

There is no eviden ce that agricultural p ctlces ha e resulted ill adverse effects to su face waters
from either sediment or ch micals be ing carried f om agricultural land . As required under Section
303(d) of the Federal Clea n Water Act, the State Water Resources Control Hoard (SWRCH) and th

• It is well known-and well documented-that chemicals can be/are carried from
agricultural fields to surface waters.

Page 9-245:

Regarding the comment repudia ting the conclusion of No Impact in the Impact Discussion, (RlJElR,
page 2-2'"' The significance of the Proje ct on groundwater resources varies with the setting. In this
case, the No Impact conclusion refers only to the areas that do not rely on groundwater for their
supplies. The" 'oject would have no impact on groundwater in areas rved by EID, GlJPUD, GFCSD
because they primarily rely on surface water supplies, and therefore future projects would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies.

• This comment-at a minimum-reflects a poor understanding of the hydrologic cycle. Even if
water districts are entirely dependent on surface water supplies to serve their customers, the
following applies, "...one of the primary concerns related to the use of GW as a drinking water
source is the effect GW pumping has on streamflow. (almost a/l groundwater used for ...drinking
water would become streamflow were it not pumped)." (See below.)

Groundwater and Streamflow Volume
Although the land surface is a convenient division for categorizing surface and groundwater
resources, it is an arbitrary one. Surface and groundwater are linked in the hydrologic cycle;
groundwater may be recharged by spring runoff in streams; later in the year the base flow of a
stream may be provided by groundwater.69 In fact, one of the primary concerns related to the
use of groundwater as a drink ing water source is the effect groundwater pumping has on
streamflow. (Almost all groundwater used for irrigation and drinking water would become
streamflow were it not pumpsd.)"

Source: C. Langley Appendix A, Water Quality, page 3.0-48. (See citations in dEIR text.)

Page 9-241
."......

The General Plan's policies 5.3.3.1 through 5.3.3.7 pro ide for overvie w of individual development
proposals to ensure that there is sufficient groundwater, if the project is to depend on groundwater.
The following policy is an example of th is.

• These are the wrong policy numbers-they mean 5.2.3.1 and 5.2.3.7. This is confusing to
reviewers.
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The following spreadsheets include evaluations of responses to comments submitted
for the draft EIR (dEIR) and the recirculated draft EIR (RDEIR)

A. dEIR: comments/responses # 40 - 113

B. RDEIR: comments/responses # 95 - 119
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I Response to Comments I I I I
I I I I I I

Comment Disposition of issue No Reason why Response not Conclusorv resoonse Response lacks Explain Problem with Response
Number Not Described Suooestion Reiected Reasoned lacks factual Support detail of Comment

I I I
40 X X Rather than provide answers to specific

quest ions about GW sustainability, ICF
concludes that "the analysis requested ...is
related to policy-making, not environmental
analysis ," and the BaS will determ ine
project approva ls.

I I I
41 X X

In reference to land use planning/sept ic tank
usage in areas of fractured rock aquifers,
ICF says existing (and future) regulations
will protect GW from contamination (but also
TGPA is not proposing site-specific
development projects) . Problem with this is,
it's supposed to be a land use planning
document. Zoning designations identify
where development may occur--so I'm
asking if these areas have been evaluated
for septic "performance" relative to
contam ination problems--no answer is
[provided.

I I I
42 X X Referred to Master Response 6 which only

speaks in general ities, not specifics about
the the conveyance of contaminants to
surface water and nothing about
"continoency plans."

I I I
44 X ICF declines to identify aquifer recharge

areas that may be of importance (especially
in the eastern portion of the County). Says
" the County has chosen nof to identify
recharge areas ," and "the identification of
these areas is not necessary to determ ine
the potentia/ impacts of the TGPAlZOU
oroiect"

I I I
45 X ICF combined two unrealted questions (dam

inundation zonesiwater supply & quality)
and did not respond to the water
sunnlv/oualltv ouestlon,

I I I
46 X

Despite all the assurances that residents '
water supply is protected via the County's
Storm Water Quality Ordinance and NPDES
requirements , it has been documented that
the County has failed to entorce related
requirements (see Mt. Democrat article:
Grand Jury Report : County Slammed for not
Enforcing Ordiance; Chris Daley; July 7,
2014). This article speaks specifically to the
non-enforcement of the "Grading, Erosion
and Sediment Control Ordianance ."

I I I
47 X X X I ne reviewer IS rererreo to MaSter

Responses 5 & 6: Master Response 5
discusses constraints on development
under the TGPAlZ OU-but this discussion
actually reinforces the reviewer's comment
about development NOT being constrained
under policies 5.2.1.3 and 5.3.1.1. Also, the
discussion of Policy 5.2.1.3 is contradicted in
Master Response 6 that says high density
development in Community Regions~
connect to a public water system . (The
policy is being revised to "may be required
to connect to public water system it.
reasonablvavailable."

I I I
48 X X X When asked how much land specific

policies impact, ICF replied "the market will
drive the location of future development. "
But in terms of land use planning, one could
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IResDonse to Comments I I I
I I I I I

Comment Dlspositlon of issue No Reason whv ResDonse not Conclusorv resoonse Resoonse lacks EXDlain Problem with Resoonse
Number Not Described Suaaestion Re'ected Reasoned lacks factual SUDOort detail of Comment I I I

reasonably expect an evaluation of how
much land is outside or public water/sewer
areas and the zoning or that land to
determine potential impact to underserved
areas,

I I I
49 X X

ICF avoids an issue by saying "Neither the
GP nor zoning establish a vested right to
develop any site ," But my point was the
TGPAIZOU is now allowing commercial,
industrial, home occupation (multiple
commercial possibilities), tourist serving
(undefined) in areas without water and
wastewater services--and that these
activities will imoact surface and GW cualitv.

I I I
50 X X

ICF says I'm correct--but they
misinterpreVmisrepresent my comment, My
point was the TGPAlZOU is enabling
intensive development in underserved
areas: GW is anticipated to serve
commerciallindustrial uses in rural areas. In
reply, ICF directs me to Master Response 5,
which as I indicated earlier, actually confirms
that development will not be "constrained"
under the revised TGPAlZOU policies
5.2.1.3 and 5.3,1.1.

I I I
51 X X n response to questions about

contamination of GW, aquifer overdraft, the
County's Post Construction Runoff Control
Procedures, ripiarian and ag protections,
ICF responded in part:"the comment relates
to the commenter's opinion on the
advisability of one of more of the policies or
regulations being proposed as part of the
TGPAlZOU projec t, " "The comment is not
on a significant environmental point. and
therefore no response is necessary ." My
auestions remain unanswered.

I I
54 X X

I asked for terminology definition for
"dens~y" and " i ntens~y" as it related to infill
properties and was told by ICF: "These
comments relate to the com menter's
opinion on the advisability of one of
more ofthe policies or regulations being
proposed as part of the TGPAlZOU
project. They do not address the
adeguacy ofthe DEIR or other
environmentally related topic." And, "The
comment is not on a sign ificant
environmenta l point and therefore no
response is necessary." My question
remains unanswered; I disagree that the
interpretation of these terms by decision
makers won't have an impact on project
imnlementation I desicn I imoact.

I I I
55-58 X X ICF provided the same response as in

Comment 54 (to several specific questions
abaut terminology, such as "formbased
codes," etc.) My questions remain
unanswered.

T I I
59 X ICF's responds with Master Response 12

that descibes the CEQA process for
significant and Unavoidable
impacts/overriding considerations. But my
point is the County is not adopting-and not
considering/evaluating-all reasonable
mitiaation (for instance, the establishment of
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I Response to Comments I I I
I I I I I I

Comment Disposition of issue No Rea son whv Response not Conclusory response Response lacks Explain Problem with Response
Number Not Described Suggestion Rejected Reasoned lacks factual Suppo rt detail of Comment I I I

a GWM P and irnolementinc ordinance.)

I I I
60 X X In respons e to several questions (9) abou t

infill criteria/definitionszetc.. ICF provides the
same response as in Comment 54. My
lquestions reama in unanswered.

I I I
61 X X

In response to comments about
developme nt on slopes of ~30% slopes , ICF
provided the same response as Comment
54. Mv Questions remain unanswered.

I I

I I I
62·63 X X Ivvnen aSKeD anout me statem ent :.J!Le

number size and habitat value of sites to
which the proposed amaendmaent might be
applied cannot be known... " and pointing
out that this could be known via topography
maps of land ~30% and the zoning
designa tions of such land , ICF provided the
Comment 54 response. My questions
remain unanswered.

I I I
64 - 69 X X In response to multiple questions (11+)

about deve lopment on ~30% slopes
(including des ignation of ~s impact as
"significan t & unavoidab le"), ICF provided
the Comment 54 response. My que stions
rem ain unanswe red.

I I I
70 X X In response to multiple questions (8) about

home occupancy, ICF provided the
Comment 54 response. My questions
rema in unanswered.

I I I
7 1 X X In respons e to multiple questions about the

addrtion of 17,241 acres ofland to Ag
Districts (and the impact of new allowable
uses on ag land) , ICF provided the
Comment 54 respons e. My questions
rem ain unanswered.

I I I
72 X X In resp onse to a ques tion abou t the remov al

of 137 acres of ag land from ag product ion,
ICF prov ided the Comment 54 response .
My Questions remain unanswered.

I I I
73 X X ICF ignored rnultiple ques tions about the

impact of ag ope rations that are exempt
from mitigations impose d on development in
other zoning categories, the elimination of
special use permi ts for "visitor serving
uses," and abo ut the efficac y of BMPs (as
the County implements them) by indicating
my comments required responses beyond
the "specfi cny of environm ental
rev iew...requi red in a Program EIR." This
isn't full disclosure; rt doesn't help me (or
decision makers) understand the scale of
impact.

I I I
74 X X X I do not see a relationship betwee n the

comments and responses orovided bv ICF.
75 X I I I

X X I do not see a relationsh ip betwe en the
com ments and resoonses provided by ICF.

I I I
76 X X X ICF refers to Master Response 6, but my

questions are broader than the topic
covered in the Master Respo nse , so many
louestions remain unanswered.

I I I
77 X X X

I am referred to the discussion under Master
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I Response to Comments I I I I
I I I I I I

Comment Disposition of issue No Reason why Response not Conclusorv response Response lacks Explain Problem with Response
Number Not Described Suaaestion Reiected Reasoned lacks factual Support detail of Comment I I I

Response 11: Riparian Setbacks , but my
comment is that these setbacks are not
based in science . I present a study, but this
is ignored: no comment is made about the
basis of the Proposed setbacks.

I I I
78·79 X X I request information that is not provided in

the ICF response in Master Response 11:
ICF says response is beyond specific~y

reauired in a Proaram EIR.
I I I

81·85 X X Referred to Master Response 11 which
does not answer specific quest ions; told (re:
Comment 83) that respon se is not a
significant environmenta l point and no
response is necessary .

I I I
87 - 89 X While ICF has responded to these

comments , some of the responses are in
direct contrad iction to language lifted from
the dEIR Creaardina open space).

I I I
92 ·106 X X

For the majority of the discussion on
Appendix A: Water Quality that I attached to
my comme nts, ICF points to Master
Response 6: Groundwater Supply and
Wate r Qualrty. However, the point I was
making was that there are GW
supply/quality problems in the County that
the TGPAlZOU will exacerba te to a
tremendous degree , and this is not solved
bv colicies described in Master Resoonse 6.

I I I
107 · 113 X X X

I am referred to the discuss ion under Master
Respons e 11: Riparian Setbac ks, but my
comment is that these setbacks are not
based in science. I present a study, but this
is ignored: no comm ent is made about the
basis of the orooosed setbacks.
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lRespcnse to Comments , I I ,, I I I ,
Comment Disncsftlon of issue No Reason why Response not Conclusorv resocnse Response lacks Explain Problem with Response
Number Not Described Suooestion Reiected Reasoned lacks factual Support detail of Comment I , I

I I ,
95-97 X X Could use GW data to develop GWMP/land

use planning tool (mitigation element), but
refuse based on misreprese ntation of
GWMP requirements. (And say not within
scope of TGPA .)

I I ,
98 X X Same as above. , ,

I , ,
99 X X X Do not respond to issue of GW use for

highest density development (Community
ReoionsJRural Centers).

I I ,
100 X X Say purpose of TGPA/ZOU EIR is not land

use planning ; say 2004 GP already sets out
land use pattern , so now it's up to 80S to
"rnanaqe " land development., , I

101 X X In response to my charge of "no planning ,
no disclosure" ('projects cannot be known at
this time'), says.£!B..is not a planning
document; land use planning is an issue of
policy, not EIR adequacy . Says EIR meets
full public disclosure., , I

102 X X Could not identify where the DWR data in
Table 3.10-2 came from (type of study, goal
of rnonitorinq. location & type of wells).

I I I
103 X X Says request for evaua ltion of available well

information (relative to land use planning) is
beyond scope of EIR because information
about planned projects is inadequate (no
locations , no design plans, intensity under
CUPs not known) and GW data is not
comprehensive., I ,

104 X X Says analysis under Policy 5.2.3.6 is "not
reasonable or feasible;" (basically indicates
GP policy is invalid). Also says answer is
"beyond the scope of the TGPAlZOU EIR."

I , I
105 X X COUld use GW data to develop GWMPlland

use planning tool (mitigation element), but
refuse based on misrepresentation of
GWMP requirements , and say "bUdgetary
constraints" are the reason County
"chooses " not to do GWMP ., I I

106 X X
Says request to establish a ground water
ordinance (aimed at land use planning) is
not mandated--the County isn't required to
do so, and it is beyond the scope of the EIR., ,

107 X X X X Doesn 't answer quest ions about mitigation
efficacy of Municode Well
StandardsJCounty's proposed well
standards: says "...outside the scope of the
Project and not needed to analyze GW at a
Prooram EIR level.", I I

108 X I'm told to look elsewhere for requested
Information (maps of existing water service
conveyance lines); told this is a level of
detail not necessary at the Program EIR
level.

I , I
109 X I'm told to look elsewhere for requested

information (maps of existing sewer
conveyance lines); told this is a level of
dela il not necessary at the Program EIR
level.

I , ,
110 X I'm told to look elsewhere for requested
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I IResponse to Comments I I I I I
I I I I I

Comment Disposition of issue No Reaso n whv Response not Conclus orv response Response lacks Explain Problem with Response
Number Not Described Suggestion Rejected Reasoned lacks factual Suppo rt detail of Comment I I I

information (areas where septic tank
percolat ion rates are extremely high or low):
told this is a level of detail not neces sary at
the Proaram EIR level.

I I I
111 X Avoided issue . Says County doesn't have

to comply with OWTS for 60 months past
effective date of SWRC B policy (May , 2013).
SWRC B policy says no septic systems on
any part of a property that exceed s 25%
Countv oolicv savs seotic allowed on slopes

<30% but EIR says "reasonable use" clause

I I I
112 X X Says septic placement will be subject to

SWRCB requlations. But then says (under
reply to 113), "reasonable use" clause
applies--and would allow septic placement
on slopes ;'30%.

I I I
113 X X Says septic placement will be subject to

SWRCB regulations . But then says
"reasonab le use" claus e applies--and would
allow septic placement on slooes ;' 30%.

I I I
X X Say amount of sand, gravel and clay

114 between well and septic filter out
contaminants; but County has fractured rock
aquifers, not alluvial basins.

I I I
115 X Question not answered . (There is a reply,

but it doe sn't answer the question).

I I I
116 X X Says information requested on septic tank

failure in plann ing areas is "not pertinent to
the Proara m level analvsis in the EIR."

I I I
117 X X Says information requested on ag parcel

inclusion is "a level of detail that is not
necessary at the Program EIR level."

I I I
118 X X Says information requested on aquifers is a

level of detail "not necessary at the Program
EIR level."

I I I
119 Okay--I requested they answer ques tions

submitted under the dEIR.
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EI Dorado County Planning Commission August 20, 2015
c/o County of EI Dorado Community Development Agency
Development Services Division -Planning Services
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, California 95667

Re: Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update - Hearing August 27, 2015.

Dear Commiss ioners,

yC- tf?7/1S
-::f:I="2

cf4jes

We write to bring to your attention a necessary correction to the maps that you are considering as part of
the Zoning Ordinance Update (ZOU) project that is before you on August 27, 2015. We submit this
written comment pursuant to the published notice for your hearing. We are neighbors of the group of
parcels at issue. Some of us own contiguous property, others are in close proximity . Our entire area is
rural in nature; we want to "Keep it Rural."

The parcels at issue are APN #'s 105-030-16; 105-030.17; 105-030-19; and 105-030-20.
Together they comprise nearly 200 acres of land, designated in the 2004 General Plan as Rural
Residential (see colored map labeled "General Plan" attached as "Exhibit A") Current zoning is RE
10. Most of our properties are likewise currently zoned RE-10 . The same is true for other neighboring
properties . (See colored map labeled "Current Zoning" attached as "Exhibit B.")

Under the (ZOU) maps before you, all these neighboring properties would be reclassified to RL-
10. However, the parcels at issue are shown as being rezoned to RF-L (Recreational Facility - Limited),
a completely different and inconsistent category . (See colored map labeled "Proposed Zoning" attached
as "Exhibit C.")

We have repeatedly been informed by planning staff that this anomaly is a GIS computer-generated error
that needs to be corrected. To accomplish this, planning staff has developed an Errata Sheet that
includes the parcels at issue along with others throughout the county for which similar errors have been
discovered. (The Errata Sheet is in your meeting packet as Item 16M, "Exhibit J." The specific
corrections are found on page 10 of the Errata Sheet, a copy of which is attached for your convenience.)

In particular, Shawna Purvines of the planning staff has stated that the white OS land use designation
that appears on the map attached as "Exhibit A" is the only portion of the four lots that should be so
zoned; whereas the remainder of land in the four lots should be RL-10, which would be consistent with
current zoning and with the surrounding properties . (See attached "Exhibit D.") That would make the
zoning consistent with the Rural Residential nature of the area as designated by the General Plan.

We wish to ensure that the correction is formally noted as this matter moves forward to the Board of
Supervisors. In your recommendations to the Board, we ask that you note the need for this correction, so
that it does not get overlooked .

Thank you.

c:s~~~
IS/Q,r-- .;g~
06~na & Jim Sauber
APN 102-130-01

1<~\t . ' tt~
Is/~~~
Dr. Robert & Marcia Shuman .
APN 105-030-07

rNl
r

O~~"' "
lsi ' • ' ~ . lsi Xls.5t'-"::~----
BOD Ba r Leidi h. Caren & Boris Trgovcic .
APN 105-290-26 APN 102-130-0

IS/~~-~
Rev. Christine Leigh-Taylor & David Weber
APN 102-130-02
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Users make use of this depiction at their own risk.
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Copyright 2006, Airphoto USA, LLC, All Rights Reserved.
This depiction was compiled from unverified public and private sources and is illustrative only.

No representation is made as to the accuracy of this information.
Parcel boundaries are particularly unreliable.

Users make use of this depiction at their own risk.
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From: shawna.purvines@edcgov.us
To: Knolls50@aol.com
Sent: 8/18/20157:03:16 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time
Sub]: Re: Courtesy Copy: EI Dorado County Planning Commission Agenda Update

Hi Bob,

The narrow sliver designated Open Space actually crosses over 4 separate parcels. All 4 of the parcels
have dual land use designation including both Open Space (OS) and Rural Residential (RR). When the
software applied the updated zone it only pick up the Open Space and spread the zone Recreation
Facilities (RF) across the entire area of all 4 parcels. When the correction is complete the map will
reflect/mirror the General Plan land use map with only the sliver being designated Open Space and the
remainder of the area on all 4 parcels being zoned RL-10 consistent with the existing RE-10 zone.

You are correct, in that the Open space area of each of the parcels only runs just along the creek. It is
very hard to see that the Open Space actually crosses all 4 parcels on the map because the area of Open
Space is very small.

Hope this helps,
Shawna

Exhibit D
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ERRATA SHEET
August Z7, 2015

For the following Documents and Exhibits:
1) Proposed TGPA Revised 3/24/14,2) ZOU Public Draft dated 3/24/14 (see Exhibit K),
3) Proposed Zoning Mapping Corrections after 3/24/14 (post release oftbe Draft EIR)

Paretl Current Proposed Cumnt CbangedTo Reasou fOI'~D
ID Zone ' Zone tOO lLOOfLone): "

06104231 RA-40 RL-10 RR RlAO Revise zone designation for consistency with mapping criteria
06104235 RA-40 RL-IO RR RlAO Revise zone designation fur consistency with mapping criteria
06104236 RA-40 RL-10 RR FlAO Revise zone designation for consistency with mapping criteria
06104237 RA-40 RL-IO RR FlAO Revise zone designation for consistency with mapping criteria

061042n RA-40 RL-IO RR FlAO Revise zone desimation for consistenev with manDinI! criteria
08502008 U RL-10 RR R!AO Revise zone designation for consistenCY with manDinl! criteria
08502015 U RL-IO RR RlAO Revise zone desi2llation for consistenev with maollina: criteria
08720028 RA-40 RL-IO RR FlAO Revise zone desimation for consistency with manDinr criteria
09303210 RA-40 PA·IO RR RlAO Revise zone desilll1ation for consistenCY with IIl8'ODinf criteria
09502128 RA-40 PA·10 RR FlAO Revise zone designation for consistency with mapping criteria
10510008 RA-40 PA·20 RR LA·40 Revise zone designation for consistency with mapping criteria
10510011 AP PA·20 RR LA·20 Revise zone desi2llation for consistenCY with ml\lOing criteria
09411011 RE·5 CC C&RR CC&RL-10 Revise zone desi2llation for consistenCY with RR and CWO's

~ lOSOOOl6 RB-1O RF·L OSJRR as &RL-10 Revise zone . . for ",RRaosLUD
10503017 RE-10 . RF·L OSJRR as &RL-IO Revise zone desi2llation fur consiStenCYWilhltR&iidOS.LUD

L 10503019 RE-1O RF·L om as &RL-I0 Revise zone designation for~'WiIM.B.#Pd OSWD
10503020 RE-10 RF·L OSIRR OS&RL-IO Revise zone . tor· ,with I&lII1dOS LUD
10103032 RE-5 RE·S& MOR& RE-S &FR·I60 Revise zone designation to reflect riuiliiple LUO designation

RA-40 NR
05146159 R2!RE·5 R3AIRE- MFRIMOR RMIRE·5 Revise zone designation to reflect multiple LUD designation

5
06324012 AlC CC LDRiC RE·Sand CC Revise zone designation to reflect multiple LUDs. CLUD is in the

Ouintette RC LOR is outside ofRC
09407013 C,PA& PA·20& C,AL& ce, PA·20 Revise zone designation to reflect three LUDs on parcel

RE-S RL-IO MOR and RL-10

•
,

Page 10
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Comments to the EI Dorado County Planning Commission Regarding the TGPA/ZOU

On August 27, 2015

By Thomas P. Infusino, on Behalf of Rural Communities United

Torn Infusino; Rural Communities United

ci (['ffc.
7<: ?s/::Z7/1~
=tr::J..
;;( 'r3es

I have practiced CEQA and land use law for over 25 years. I was co-counsel in the litigation that

set aside EI Dorado County's 1995 Cinnabar Project, and EI Dorado County's 1996 General

Plan. I do not return here often. I return today to try to stop the County before it makes yet

another major land use mistake.

As you have heard from others today, the County has inadequately responded to the heartfelt

comments of their concerned citizens on the ElR. These inadequate responses, in tum, reflect

other substantive violations of CEQA. They reflect errors in the executive summary, deficits in

the project description, inadequate impact analyses, mitigation measure mistakes, un-analyzed

alternatives, and uncalculated cumulative Impacts. Furthermore, many aspects of the statement

of overriding considerations and the draft findings of fact do not provide the logical pathway

between substantial evidence in the record as a whole and the County's ultimate conclusion.

In addition, these flawed responses to comments and flawed findings of fact also suggest

potential violations of land use law. They indicate that there is a lack of consistency between the

elements of the general plan. They suggest that the Zoning Ordinance Update fails to reflect a

reasonable accommodation of competing regional interests.

11-0356 Public Comment 
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Finally, at this point, we can only wonder about the other possible litigation that may follow as

people trying to exercise their perceived rights under the relaxed zoning code clash with

homeowners armed with the specific plans, development agreements and CC&Rs they relied

upon when purchasing their property.

For these reasons, we strongly encourage the Planning Commission to take a step back today.

Recommend that the Board of Supervisors reconsider feasible mitigation measures proposed by

the public. Better yet, recommend that the Board of Supervisors look to more traditional and less

harmful alternative methods of promoting economic development. Recommend that the Board

of Supervisors direct the Planning Department to actually minimize the zoning changes needed

to implement the 2004 General Plan; rather than turning the system inside out across 37,000

parcels county-wide. Recommend that the County investigate the potential for litigation by

private residents against new land uses so contrary to the terms under which they purchased their

property.

Unfortunately, I get only a few minutes to try to convince you today. However, pursuant to

Government Code Section 65354.5, any interested party may pay the fee and file a request for a

full hearing of their general plan amendment objections before the Board of Supervisors. If you

recommend approval of the TGPA/ZOU today, I guarantee that Rural Communities United will

file such a hearing request. Our objections will be heard.

Thank you.
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8-27-15 Planning Commission, Comment on TGPAlZOU, submitted by Lori Parlin

7C <tj;).7/1S
#;;<.
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The map below shows my neighborhood. It shows the PROPOSED changes in zoning. I
testified at a 2012 BaS meeting that I thought adding the new Commercial zoning districts was a
good idea so that people would know more about the parcels in their area. What I didn't know
was that this process was going to be used to set the use of the parcels in my own neighborhood
without my input! And I seriously doubt that any of the other residents in this area have any idea
that the parcels are being set to higher uses. With the current system, we would get notified
about a specific project and attend hearings to determine or mitigate a project. But with this
process, the public is not being made aware ofwhat is happening.
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Based on the definitions of the NEW proposed Commercial Zones, I request that the parcels
listed below be changed to Commercial Zones that are compatible with adjacent residential
parcels as follows:

07028062 and 07028063 - CPO (Commercial, Professional Office) - Reasoning: These parcels
currently have a Planned Development for an office complex and CPO is compatible with
residential uses

07028064 - CL (Commercial Light) - Reasoning: This parcel currently has Special Use Permit
that is allowing a use that is incompatible with residential neighborhoods. When Kniesel's

11-0356 Public Comment 
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8-27-15 Planning Commission, Comment on TGPAlZOU, submitted by Lori Parlin

outgrows this facility and moves, having the CL zoning will ensure that a compatible business
moves In.

07028036 - CL (Commercial Light) - Reasoning: This parcel is currently occupied with a public
storage facility , which is a low impact commercial use and has been compatible with the
residential neighborhood. Ifthis business were ever to leave, the neighborhood would benefit
from compatibility of a new business in the Commercial Light category.

The fact that these proposed zoning changes were done without consulting or notifying the
adjacent property owners, nor the neighborhood at large, makes this entire process suspect and
gives the impression of back door deals. How many other instances of these unnotified changes
are in the TGPZ/ZOU? Staffhas not done their due diligence to make the public fully aware of
the impacts of this project and the FEIR should be rejected .

Proposed Commercial Zones

1. Commercial, Professional Office (CPO). The CPO, Professional Office
Commercial Zone is intended to regulate the development of land suitable for
professional, administrative, and business offices and offices mixed with low to
high intensity residential uses . It is intended that this zone be utilized as a
transition between residential areas and higher intensity commercial uses by
creating an environment which is compatible with surrounding residential uses
while providing adequate economic incentive for development of such office
space. Retail sales that are incidental to the primary office uses in this zone, are
allowed subject to the provisions of the Ordinance.

2. Commercial, Limited (CL). The CL, Limited Commercial Zone, designates
areas suitable for lower intensity retail sales, office and service needs of the
surrounding area while minimizing conflicts with the residential uses and
outside traffic into the area . Mixed use development compatible with
surrounding uses would also be appropriate.

3. Commercial, Main Street (CM). The CM, Main Street Commerci al Zone,
allows a wide range of pedestrian-oriented retail, office, and service uses, and
mixed use development comprised of commercial and residential uses. Flexible
development standards are applied to facilitate preservation of historic
structures and to encourage new development compatible with the identity of
each unique community . This zone is generally appropriate for historic
downtown areas or town centers .

4. Commercial, Community (CC) . The CC, Community Commercial Zone,
provides for the retail sales, office, and service needs of the residents residing

11-0356 Public Comment 
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8-27-15 Planning Commission, Comment on TGPAlZOU, submitted by Lori Parlin

within the surrounding community and accommodates the commercial and
service needs of visitors to the County. Mixed use development compatible
with General Plan densities is appropriate in this zone.

5. Commercial, Regional (CR). The CR, Regional Commercial Zone, provides
for large-scale retail services for a regional trade area. The CR zone applies to
regional shopping centers that serve a market beyond the community and are
located along arterials and at major intersections that provide convenient
automobile access. Residential uses are generally inappropriate in the CR zone.

6. Commercial, General (CG). The CG, General Commercial Zone provides a
mix of more intensive commercial uses, such as light manufacturing,
automobile repair, and wholesale activity; where outdoor storage or activity
commonly occurs; and where residential, civic, and educational uses are limited
to avoid conflicts with allowed uses.

7. Commercial, Rural (CRU). The CRU, Commercial Rural Zone is utilized to
provide limited commercial uses to support agricultural, tourism, recreational
and resource based industry in the Rural Regions.

11-0356 Public Comment 
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8/27/2015 Edc90V.US Mail- ZO~ input from District4 resid~nt ?<:. ~/;)7/1r
(vi-stnwd £d- heAf\~ .") -:tt;;z.

'0 ~(eMo.. ~\\e~/d Brenda Bailey <bren<ia.bailey@ edcgov.us>

ZOU input from District 4 resident

Rob and Glo <robandglovemon@gmail.com>
To: dave.pratt@edcgov.us
Cc: Brenda Bailey <brenda.bailey@edcgov.us>, "charlene .tim"@edcgov.us

Thu, Aug 27, 2015 at 8:47 AM

(Brenda, I'm not sure the email addresses for Dave and Charlene are valid. Please make sure this gets to
them.)

Gentlemen:

I understand that part of the ZOU that is being proposed that deals with moto-cross tracks in rural
residential neighborhoods states that you are considering allowing this kind of activity with an

"Administrative Permit". I do not think that a moto-cross track is conducive to a peaceful rural

neighborhood community. However, if such permits are eventually issued, a PERMIT implies "allowed
activity, WITH RESPONSIBILITIES". SO, the proposed permit MUST come with certain responsibilities,

and if those responsibilities are not met, the Permit can be REVOKED. Those Responsibilities must include,
among other things:

1. NOISE LIMITS - No noise above 70db at the fence line of the Property, and all vehicles MUST have

proper mufflers and spark arresters.
2. NO DUST ESCAPE - measures must be taken to eliminate airborne dust
3. Allowed participants - RESIDENTS ONLY no free-for-alls
4. Compatibility with the Community - If neighbors in the community affected by the Permittee are

negatively affected by the Stated Use, they can complain to the County. If enough complaints are
received, the Permit will be Revoked.

5. If the activity continues after complaints and the revoked Permit, FII\IES ensue. (If a Permit does not
have any "teeth", then what good is it?)

There are places for off-road motorcycles to play. Rural neighborhoods are not one of them.

Thank You,
Rob Vernon
Thompson Hill Rd

DistA

https:/lmail·9OO9le.com/mail/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=fe45c18d99&view= pt&search=inbox&ms9=14f6fd81e5eca51e&sim1=14f6fd81e5eca51e 1/1
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Public Comment 8/27/15 - FEIR for the TGPAIZOU - Ellen Van Dyke, Rescue by £"/~~7JyK~) ~ &l5.q 5

This project has been massively misrepresented to the public as an implementation of our General Plan. Buf

nothing could be further from the truth. Policies integral to the General Plan that are constraints to development,
were put there as protections. The ZOU is removing those protections, and calling it "implementation".

Throughout the process, we have been stonewalled when expressing our concerns, and the EIR's dismissive
response to our comments is like the final nail in the coffin of public participation.

It is a complete deception to residents-and you-when staff refers to the project as 'just an amendment' or say it is
'largely reformatting changes'. Public comments in the EIRexpose this deception.

Over 37,000 parcels are being rezoned under the guise of 'consistency'. There is no site specific review, so of
course new inconsistencies are being created. The EIRassures us that there was only one isolated mistake, and it's
corrected now; the other 36,999 changes are fine. This is disingenuous at best. There are MANY ways to achieve
zoning and General Plan consistency, and alternate suggestions we have presented have been totally disregarded.
The repeated statements from staff that State law requires this mass rezoning is phenomenally misleading.

With thousands of acres being up-zoned unnecessarily, staff says no new parcels are being created, so no new
entitlements are being granted. However, subdivisions are a foreseeable consequence, and goal, of the project, so
the ErRshould have made reasonable forecast of these future subdivisions and their impacts.

The ErRdocuments are packed with inconsistencies and misleading statements:

• one policy is touted as a constraint to development that will remain unchanged, then another policy quietly
makes it optional.

• growth under the ZOU is acknowledged in some sections, then alternately denies it

• even the County 's posted FAQ's are misleading-
o Will agricultural buffers be reduced?... number12 says 'no', but policy 8.1.3.2 changes say 'yes'
o Will densities increase? ...number 8 says 'yes, as a result of State Law'. But State Law does not require a

single one of the density increases proposed.
o Will there be Water Quality impacts? ... number 17 says 'see the NOP'; the NOP says it won't be analyzed.

But the EIRsays the project will "substantially deplete groundwater supplies" .

We have tried very hard to get a complete understanding of the changes in this update, and been rejected at every

turn. It is clear that staff does not want us -oryou - to fully understand the changes proposed or their impacts.
With 38 significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, how on Earth can you say 'yes' and have your name on
overriding considerations that will allow existing wells in our County to run dry (see W5-2 below).

Do NOT recommend approval as requested by staff today.

Significant Impact WS-2 is one of38 that Staffbelieves should be given overriding consideration:

E! Dorado tounrv
Im;:aet Analy.ris

\'''' a t~r supph'

Impact W5-2: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or Interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer volume 01' a lowering of the local
groundwater table level [e.g., the production rate of pre-e;-.dsting nearby wells would drop to
a level that would not support existing land uses 01' planned uses for which penn its have
been granted) (significant and unavoidable)

Paae 10(16
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Attachments:

1. List ofthe 38 Significant impacts from Statement of Overriding Considerations, attachment 160
2. FEIR Master Response 13, pdfpS09jS16 - goa l was to "minimize changes"
3. Concept Area Consistency matrix, Table 2-1, TGPA strikeout version
4. Excerpt from matrix of uses, ZOU Table 17.24.020 (pdf page 52/359J
5. Excerpt from matrix of uses, ZOU Table 17.24.020 (pdf page 54/359J
6. FEIR page ES-l, "limited map corrections"
7. FEIR page ES-5, "limited zone changes"
8. Comment 0-1-296, alternative for consistency with lesser impact
9. General Plan policy 5.3.1.7
10. General Plan policy 5.3.1.1
11. FEIRpage 3.4-22 excerpt, 150% increase is a "small" change
12. FEIR page 8-27, claim of minimum zoning intensity
13. Examples of inadequate FEIR responses, Letter 0-1

Paae 2 of16
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1. List of the 38 Significant impacts from attachment 16D

lithe fIR identifies 38 significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less
than-significant level, including 10 instances where the project's contribution to a cumulative
impact is substantial. II

Aesthetics (Section S.l)

• AES-1: Result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

• AES-2: Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings,

and historic buildings along a scenic highway

• AES-3: Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings

• AES-4: Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or

nighttime views in the area

Agricultural and Forestry Resources (Section 3.2)

• AG-l: Convert Important Farmland, Grazing Land, land currently in agricultural production, or cause

land use conflict that results in cancellation of a Williamson Act contract

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (Sedion 3.3)

• AQ-l: Generate construction-related emissions in excess of EDCAQMD thresholds

• AQ-2: Generate on-road mobile source criteria pollutant emissions in excess of EDCAQMD

thresholds

• AQ-5: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

• AQ-6: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial odors

Biological Resources (Section 3.4)

• 810-1: Result in the loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat

• 810-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on special-status species

• 810-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on wildlife movement

EIDorado County TGPA/ZOU
CEQA Finding~

2.

EXHIBIT A-2

Paae 3 of16
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• mO-4: Result in the removal} degradation, and fragmentatton ofsensitive habitats

Cultural Resources{Section 3.5}

• CUL-l: Causea: substant ialadverse cba-ige in the sig'1ificance of a historical resource as defiled ij
Section 15064.5

• CUL-2: Causea substantial adverse change in the sig1ificance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section15064.5

land Use and Planning (Section3.6)

• LU-4: Substantially alter or degrade the existing land use character of the County

• LU-5: Createsubstantial incompatibilities between land uses.

Noise(Section 3.7)

• NOI-l: Exposure of io ise-senslttve land uses to short-term (construction)noise

• NOI-2: Exposure to ground transportation noise sources as a result of the TGPA

• NOI-3: Exposure to ground transportation noise sources as a result of the zeu

• NGI-4: Exposure of loise-sensitive lal d uses to fixed or non-transportation noise sources

• NOI-5: Exposure to aircraft noise

Population and Housing (Section 3.8)

• PH-l: Induce substantial poputatlon growth in an area, either directly(for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (forexample, through extensio-i of roads or other
infrastructure)

Transportation and Traffic {Section 3.9}

• TRA-l: Conflict with a.l applicable congestion management program, iJ.::lud i~lg , but .10t limited to,
level-of-service standards and travel demand measures or other standards establis hed bythe

county congestion management agencyfor designated roads or highways

Water Supply(Section3.10)

• W$-l:Create a need for new or expanded entitlements or resources for sufficient water supply

• WS-2: Substantially deplete groundwater suppliesor interfere substa-itiallvwith groundwater
recharge, resultingin a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowemg of the local groundwater table
level [e.g., the production rate of pre-exlsting 1earby'....ells would dropto a levelthat would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have beel granted]

EI Dorado County TGPA/UJU
CEQAf ind ings .3

EXHIBIT A-2

Paae 4 of16
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2. FEIR Master Response 13, pdf pS09/S16 - goal was to "minimize changes"

8.14 Master Response 13: Availability of Full Text of
Proposed Zoning and General Plan Changes

A number of commenters requested copies of a presentation of the -propose-d changes to the ZOl1!ng
Ordinance IIIthe form of strikeout and underline change-soThisis simply not practical, The ZOU is
effectively re-writmg the County's current ZoningOrdinance (Title 130 ofthe CountyOrdinance
Code)by extenslvely reorgan izing the- format and content of the ordinance, as well as making
changes to some ofthe zoning classificationsthemselves,The ZOUhas propo sed changes ro some of
the allowed uses, development standards and permitting req uirements found in the current Zoning
ordinance. However.the County'sgoal m revismg the Zoning Ordinance h.sasbeen to mmlmize
changes,per the Board ofsupe:....risers' direction, So, although the proposal involves extensive
reformsrdng ofthe ZoningOrdinance. the uses allowed witlun many of the zonmg darrifi cations
have not changed substantially, Changes buses disc have the porendal to result in slgnifxant
envtronmenrs) impacts are identified and e~--am;m·d in d:e TG?A/ZOU EIR.

From Citizen's group slideshow in April, showing a sample of new entitlements/by-right uses in RES zone:

Staff says 'No substantial changes within zones'

Example: Residential Estate S-acre (RES)
Uses allowed now vs. Uses added with Update

Uses allowed by riWt in RES:
-Single family dwelling and accessory structures
-Barn and Ag structures
-One 6sf unlighted sign (2 signs, 6f t in heiqht]
-Raising & grazing of domestic farm animals
-Aqricultural worker housing
«off-site Agricultural housing on adjacent parcels
-Transitional housing (serving<6)
-Day care, small
-vVholesale nursery
-Public park
-2 employees (4-7 employees ifover 5 acres)

Reality: Extensive 'use' changes in all zones

Paae 5 of16
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3. Concept Area Consistency matrix, Table 2-1, TGPA strikeout version

Policy1,2.1.1 The matrix contained in Table2-1 provides for the relationship and
consistency betweenthe General Plan planning conceptareasandthe land
use designations,

TABLE :-1
PLA:\""XI:-;GCO~C:EPT AREAS AXD L\...'<D F~E DESIC:-;ATIOzo\ CO="SISTEXCY ),lATRIX

Ccncepe Aren:

Ccunauniry
Laud Cst!'Desiymtion-; :Regior.: ::tlli'a:CeDten Rural Region:

Multifamily Re.:iiieotial* • •
High-Density R.~iciel:ti..l* • ,.
~.!ediwn-Den=ity :R..e:.iciential* • .'
Lew-Density R.e~idel:.ti.al • • •
R:.u',,: Re:.icie=:ti.tl •
Agricultural Lands •
:=-';;:,ta.r-:;,~ R.e,:oUl"Ce •
{o=ereu,:t

,
• • • I- ,

Re.:earch $.: Develcpmezt • '.
Industrial .' • •
Open Space .' • •
Public Faciliriec • .' •
Tourict Rscrsational • • •
'$ ,May 1l", aj3~lieel i= Klll'a: Re~az ta rehee! eJ:i!'Ii::geeve:eilmeat ,....hen eamiBee with to e Plaltea.
hl:~ ( FL) '0 t ed:o.j Imd :t:1! dI!_i~rt:ltioll:

Paae 6 of 16
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4. ,Excerpt (partial list) from matrix of uses, ZOU Table 17.24.020 - child & community care facilities, and employee

housing no longer require discretionary reviews

Table 17.U.020 Residential Zone rs(' :\f.1fl'IT

R.\f : ::I!ulti-unlr Resideuria I
P Allowed use

RI, R101\:: Siugle-unit Re-:ideno:tl
PI) P:,.uneci.Developlll<!nt Permit requ ired (1:52.:140). Adnsinictranve Permit required (1 :.52.010,

RIA: One-onere Reddenti:l!
r'_

R1A: Two-acre Re:icJelllbl
Cull Ccndiriozal Use Permrr .'

R3.-\: Three-acre Resideurial
MUP ),!inor uce Permrr rec.uirM (1: .52.020l

RE: Resideatial Estate
H,lA Telll?OrJ]~.·~.fobi:eHome Permu required (1' .52.350:·

X~: ~eigbborhood Seni('e
TU? Telll;.omy u:e permit required (17.5.2.0~e)

- U:e nOT allowed in zone

rSE nllE
R.\I RI, RIA ~A R..~A RE

Specific l"st'
~OK Rezulariou

Re:ideurial

Child Day C are Home : p p p p p p 17.~:1.l 1:J
Small Familv Dav Can Heme

Large f<=ily Day CJ]-e Home CUP A A A. A A

Community Care facility:
F p P ? P ?

SD1J.ll (: er-,-ing 6 or fewel)

Large (.:;ening '} 01' :nore) CUP cn C::F CUP COP Cill'

Dwelling: p -
~!u:: ti-=.it

_ . - - -

S~:e-unit attached F P - - - -
Sing.e-unir, datached pI P P P P P

Temporary DIning Conctructicn - P P P P P l :..tJ.l9J

Employee Hou~:iJ:.g: p p p p p
AgncU:::uro.:- Six 0]' fewer -

Seasonal Wo rker in comp:i:J!:ce - - A A- ll. A- 17_-D.l23
"iii:. =tanci:u-~

Seasonal Wocl;.E;r no t i:: C:,-p CUP ctJP CUP
compliance with :.ta:::dard=

- -

c.onztrucrien TUP n :.'P r? 7VP -:n TUP 17AJ.l9J".

Guest Hcuse - P F P P ? l ' .4G. 15G

Hardship Mobil" Home - nlA nIA- T~\IJ.", TIr).. 'I},1,A 17..tJ.J 9J

Ke=el, priv ;;.te - - - - - CUP 17.-neSJ

:.!obile'~\b::t1facnu·edHome Park CUP Ct.'P C';P CUP CLiP CUP

Paae 7 of16

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



5. Excerpt from matrix of uses, ZOU Table 17.24.020 (highlights not added)- motor cross tracks go to the director for

review, not the Planning Commission.

Zfm£ng Oriillanc~Zones, .41101C'~tlt~su. and Zonillg SilIlldi1I 'th Arll'd.·]

R.\1: Uulti-unit R~~id~nri:tl
P Allowed uce

Rl.R~OK : Siugle-umt Re:idennnl
PD Planned Developuiaat Parmit required (I -:.52,3-l0}

RIA: One-acre Residentinl
A Adminicrrativa Penan required n:.52.GlO}

R~A: Two-acre Re ndenrinl
CUP ( ondiriozal U~e Permrr I

-R 3A : Thr ee-acre Re-~identi:tl
MUP ~diD_or u:.e Permlt :!ec.u.iJ.'~.d (1-:. 5~. C ::O:

RE: Re-dclenti.11 :E sta Ie
TMA Tem;:>or3l"Y :·.fobl:e HOUle Pe runr required {l ' .S2.05()}

xs. ::'\eighborbood Service TUP Temporary use permit required (1i 52.06G)
- U~e em allowed in ::OI:e

rsr n1l£
R'l

RL
RIA ~A RH. R£

Specific r Sf

R~Oh. Regulation

\Vioerie: - - - - - CUpu 17.-l3.~CO

Inductrial

:'1l::.el:J: Explorariez, A . , A .~
.r'. .r'. r!.

CUP Cbpler 1',29
:.Iici::.r CU? CL"F Cl,,""P C""P CUP CUP

Sl-:-r.ilg~ -;-2Id: ::;qt.tiPD~:J.:· oi ~.~3t~:i·31 IFP Tn Tn r~ JTF TVP
Te:llp0131Y

v .

Re-~re:ltion and Open £'pace

Gcr"-f Cource CUP n":p Cl'P CUP c:.:p CUP

ffiki::g 3M Equectriaz, Trai. P P P ? F P

:.!mo,Non-motorized. Craft - - - - - Cl'P

Off ·!:t~hw;;.y 01 Off-road Vebdi! - - - - - ..j,...
Area 17.-l3.~: J

Parks (Pubic): p p p p p p
DJ.Y:': ~l!

Kiglttimet:":.e eli? CUP CUP CUP c:p Cl'P

Administrative permit authority under the ZOU:

17.50.030 Review Authority for ...\llmn'd Uses and Permit Decisions

TIle review authority of original jurisdiction for each ty"pe of application or 11.~e entitlement
shall be as provided below in Table l7.50.03D.A, The nature of the initial action (i.e. issue,
decide, or recommend) is 5110'.\11, in compliance with Chapter 17.52 (permit Requirements.
Procedures, Decisions. andAppeals).

Table 17.50.030.A RevtewAuthoriry

T}1'e of
Citation Director

Zoniug Planning Board ef
Applicatian .-\dminblrator Commi,;")ion Sup.ni~on

Adaninim·ati\".
1i.::: ,Olll I~:ue-' Appeal Appeal

Permit
-

:\1iuor l":e
l~,:::.Ol\l Reeommeud 1 Decide .-\ppecal Appeal

Permit

Ceudiricnnl
1~.:::: .(Oll Reccommsn ell D.dde' Decide Appeal

1":e-PeI"mit

Drafr £1 Dorndo Counrv Cod.. SCH", ~O!~05~O':'.f
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6. FEIR page ES-l, 'limited map corrections' - extent of changes being down played

ss.i.i TGPA

The TGPA consists of a limited set of smendments ro rb e County's adopted General Plan.

• ;\Olap corrections. The TGPA includes ~;. limited number of corrections to Land Use Map errors
on individual parcels [app roxirnately 0 ne tenth of one Percent of the existing parcels)
discovered subsequent to the adoption of the General Plan in 2DO+,

7. FEIR page ES-S, "limited zone changes"- extent of changes being down played

ES.1.2 Zoning Ordinance Update
• County-Initiated Zone Changes. State Planning and Zoning Lavv requires the County's Zoning

Ordinance to be consis tent with the General Plan. The ZOU proposes limited zone changes on
individual parcels to reflect the General Plan designations for those sites. Where more than one
zone classification would be consistent ,....ith the General Plan. the most restrictive zone would
be applied. These zone changes would apply to an extensive number of parcels across the
...·..estern portion of the county,

EIDorado Coun~t' TGPA/1cU
FinalProgram Elll

SCHII 20:2CS2:JJ4
E:J.-S

Paae90f16

. ul'12015
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8: Comment 0-1-296, suggested alternative for consistency with less impact

16. Regarding the changes proposed for Table 2-2 consistency between zoningand
landuse:
As proposed, consistency is beingacneiveo by rezoning parcets that have20 acre
minimum lot requirements wltnm the LDR landuse, down to a zonethat has 10
acre minimum lot requirements. TIle net effect is a significant increase in density
without individualpubllc review of thoseparcels, andthis increase must be
evaluated and quantified in the draft ErR, for - at minimum - thepotential increase in
housing and population, public services requirements, aesthetics and lossof rural
character.

Example: APN 089-1 '10-62

!/J~/" : /-":J ~ . I ,> O I ........~

J ~,\~f.I ~ "Ofhl"';l nl rlI IYI~III :
I . . ' .I rl~~il ': ; ; " ;111 I (HHM. : •. •.1 - I"I,RIHr>T7:}r-. T\I<. ?- .. ,

l n :IUH l\ llnl\nI.L;I : "..
7~ r>fNr: ovrm ~ .,<

I "1H111-.1 ()V 'lli "y~ :

~D" ICI ' ....
,\L (J F I P i: ' :. .:.

lo,,,ml o

As an alternative method for acheiving the same gOiJl of 'consistency', the LOR
definition could be modified rather than tile table, to allowzoning for 20 acre
minimum sized parcets to remain witllin the LowDensity landuse designation, as
thevexlst now, With no changes.

9. Existing General Plan policy 5.3.1.7, to remain

0-1-296

Policy 5.3.1.7 In Community Regions. all new development shall connect to public
wastewater treatment facilities. In Community Regions where public
was tewater collection facilitie s do not exist proj ect applicants must
defllonstrate that the proposed wastewater disposal system can
accommodate the highest possible demand of the project .

10. TGPA strikeout version, Policy 5.3.1.1, revision neuters the remaining 5.3.1.7 constraint

Polirv 5.3.1.1 High-density and multifamily residential, commercial, and industrial projects
~mav be required to connect to public v..astewater collection facilities if
reasonably available as a condition of approval. t'xeept ill Rura! Centers md
areilS de9ignated as Plzlttea Lan4s (PL) . In me Comnnm1ty Region of
Camino-Pollock P~, the long term development of public sewer service
shall be encouraged; llo'?:ever, 6t!Y:elopment projects v.111 not be reqDired to
Emmect to wastevmter collection facilitie; '.'ilH'fe ;>licn cOlHlectioll is i:af@<ae:,ibk
ba.:.ed OR the ~,cale oithe project. (Res. :::Jo. 298-98; e8:'9S)
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11. FEIR page 3.4-23, 150% increased density is downplayed as 'small'

El DoradoC,ountf
ImpactAnal'isis

Bia:ogiGi. :lesources

• Policy 2.1.2.5 is proposed to be amended such that the maximum residential density allowed for
mixed me development ill a Rural Center would increase from 4- dwellings per sere to 10
dwellings per acre.This would result in a small increase in the potential 'in tensity of residential
development in Rural Centers. However, this does not substantially change the potential location
of future development or the effect on biological resources. Future residential development
would impact biological resources where it disrupts or destroys habitat and interferes with the
life patterns of 'Wildlife and plants. However, the proposed amendment t o Policy 2.1.2.5 does no t
increase the potential for residential development to have this effect or expand the area subject
to t h is imp act. The impact would be significant and un avoidable, the same as concluded in the
2004-General PJal1EIR.

12. FEIR page 8-27, claim of minimum zoning intensity

AsdiscussedIn I>1.;stel' Reap 0I1Bf: 5,the TG?A wouldnot substantially incr ease the overall levelof
development analyzed ill t he 2004 General P:an EIR The impacts assodsred \\ich the proposed zone
changes would be less than those disclosed in the 20N General Plan EIRbec.;use the ZOU is
rezoning properties to the lowest deusity/intensiryzoning classificationsthat are consistent with
their respective General Plan designations. Ac the same tune. ss d:scllssed in Chapter S.W of ±e
partial Recirculated DraftEIR. new ccndtnonal usest~;t maybe approved underthe ZOU could
result in sebstsntial. Iocahzed new demands au groundwater supplies,

Reality:

TABll2-4
GL'I,"[RU PL.-L'i L.-L'mt:SE DESIG);"AnON ANDZO:'.FG DISTRICT COl'iSISTL'I,"CY ~L-\.nux

_. -··-r •
.-

,__I. ..

~ A '~" _" ' '' ' _'~
• i

.

'" .._. -_:•..__. _.~..•...

-------+- .
i

: ;
_ . ~..- _ )T._.. .·. . n

, I

, .- .'

:
~r-·-·· -·_ · ·

. i._ .._

. -~ . .
· , ,,

· · :l· , ·
~ · i

-< . .

I
-

,- .
I i

.. ... .- ,

Cll

G' O.CP. CG

A&$A·IO

AF.

RE-,

NS'

F.3A

RA·l 0

RIA

R2A

lR'

TFZ

PA

The existing General Plan allows for a

broader range of zones within certain

Land Use districts under Table 2-4, than

staff is acknowledging. LDRcan

accommodate 20-40 acre parcels, but for

"consistency" these are all being up

zoned to minimum 10 acre zoning.

Additionally, the bulk of AE parcels are

changing to minimum lO-acre zoning,

representing many thousands of acres
up-zoned.

~ ~ . : - _.
_.l _ .i. • :

• 1 _ _ L_ ._ _)

Across multiple zone districts, there are

tens of thousands of acres being zoned

for higher density. os
TC

· . . ,· , .
~ .~ ".. ; - ";
_ _ ___•.L-_ _...J.· . ...~-_...-_..

• ; • ! • ~
. . .· . T • •- .. . .- .._.•._....-_._-

~ . ~ . ; . .
I b...,,,,,,,,u

~ ....i....__...~ _..._._· .
I -" ""-i·- --· · . . .· · .

·Ot9. :
: Propc-....J r.l n·7<IC\t d:.'.:n.:t' : rn· Hi.cbt\':\rC~l; NS · ~~pWtood.Se."N ; IR · ~·A)l,u c. 1nIh~ni.Jl ; J."'..d5. . Fori :! M:-oor:«
, ZODl .ii~tO.."f intmritr·dm:ity ofptnuitll&u·••~ l\'i~ )ccl'pl.:~b:iI! f»'.(t ofL\Cliu:. d..:.i;n.,U):1
I Zou.dimictlw:m:i:,.-:dmsl~'lJfpl~u:.... bel<m.. tUx~pbW.ralt otl:md u:.d.:J.p:.l:ico

• Se~ ab:e below ro:boo u.:.t ir. l p:1Olnt~ cJ~ di·.tl1c:-.
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Specific Examples:

• APN 126-020-02 - Dixon Ranch parcel, one of four totaling 280 acres being up-zoned from AE to REiO. This is

both a conversion of agriculture land without the required mitigation, and a zoning increase. Both may assist

with the current development application being processed for a high density subdivision on that land.

• APN 329-171-74 - 3.4 acre parcel in an MDR zone, consistent per existing Table 2-4. The rezone is NOT being

done to the minimum 3Acre zoning, but rather is being up-zoned to 1 acre zoning.

• APN 319-260-01 is bordered on 3 sides by residential use, but is being rezoned from RES to R&D. Why not

change the Land Use to match the other 3 sides rather than create new potentially incompatible uses. Uses

allowed under the R&D zone that mayor may not receive review by the Planning Commission: manufacturing,

hazardous materials handling, storage yard or distribution center, heliport, entertainment center, restaurant,

or special events.

• APN 123-030-75 - Open Space zoning changed to Rl within a Specific Plan. Uh, why?

• APN 115-400-12 from RF to RF-H, which received the response in the FEIR that this was an isolated case:

The proposed rezoning is erroneous, The rezoningtdennfied inthis comment does nor conform to
the criteria estalrlishedfor resorungs, The proposed acning will be revised to Recreational Fa·ct!ities,.
LO\v Intensity {RFL) prior to adoption, whichis in keeping with the open space 113tUre of the site.
This is ':U1 isolated case and not representsnve of the manner-in wlnch tbe rezoning cnteris have
been applied in general.

Reminder: 37)000 parcels being changed.
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13. Examples of inadequate FEIR responses to comments

Notes on FEIRResponses, E Van Dyke - Letter 0-1, Chapt 9

Comment 0-1-14: Regarding mixed use density increases under policies 2.1.1.3 & 2.1.2.5 - the FEIR indicates an
increase from 4 units/ac up to 10 units/acre(150% increase) is "small", on page 3.4-22, downplaying the impact:

• Policy 2.1.2.5 is proposed to be amended such that th e maximum r esidentia l density allo....red fur
mixed use development ill a Rural Center 'would increase from 4 d,....elllngs per acre to 10
dwellings per acre. This •..vould result in a small increase in the potential intensity of residential

development in Rltral Centers. However, this does not substantially change the potential

The DEIR pg 2-6 saysthe increase is required by state law: 2009 amendments to CGC 65583.2cB3. But when looked up,
this law is not a 'requirement', but rather a consideration that 'might be deemed appropriate' . The response under 0-1
309 & -310 is a non-response, and discusses unrelated Noise issues.

0-1-14

Please see responses to comments 0-1-309 and 0-1-3 10. No changes to the DEIRare necessary,

The FEIR also claims no impact because the area subject to the impact is not expanded; this is not true, due to potential

areas of increased development per the lOU:

• lOU increases the percentage of residential component (reduces 30%commercial to 15% in MFR)

• increased hillside development (ok on areas exceeding 30%)

• ZOU exempts MU from open space requirement (17.28.050B)

• ability to develop within riparian setbacks (lOU 17.30.030G5a)

Comment 0-1-15: Comment questioned the fact that the Project Description did not match the intent of the ROI,
which was to reference the General Plan Objective regarding the importance of Open Space in the policy 2.2.1.2
definition.

"Objective 7.6.1: IMPORTANCE OF OPEN SPACE. Consideration of open space as an important factor in the
County's quality of life."

The Project instead does the opposite, reducing open space, thus the question. The response not only didn't answer it,
but claimed it was "sufficiently clear", then further changed the project description to leave open space out entirely.
Only pictures can describe this -

The intent from RO/182-2011:

Policy 1.1.1.2 ani! Table 2-1

12-0837 C 1 of 11

Paae 13 of16

11-0356 Public Comment 
PC Rcvd 08-26-15 to 08-27-15



(continued on next page of ROt)

Resolution No. 182-2011 Pagelof6

Table 2-1 & Commercial and Il1dustri~IJ Usc: Consider amending General Plan Table 2-1 and Policy 2.2.1.2 for
Commercial and Industrial to allow for commercial and industrial uses in the Rural Regions.

CommerciallMixed Usc: Consider deleting the sentence, "The residential component ofthe project shall only be
implemeruedfollowlng or concurrentwith the commercialcomponent."

Industrial Use: Consider deleting the requirement tor Industrial Lands to be restricted to only industrial lauds
within, or in close proximity to Community Regions and Rural Centers. Delete the requirement that Industrial
Lauds in Rural Regions can only provide tor on-situ support of agriculture and natural resource uses.

Multi-Family Use: Consider amending density fro m 24 units pcr acre to 30 units per acre 10 comply with
Cal ifornia Government Code 65S83 .2(o)(iv) and (e) which requires jurisdictions within Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSA) of populations greater than 2,000,000 to allow for up to 30 units per acre when determining sites
to meet the low and very low housing al1ocation categories. EI Dorado County is located within the Sacramento
MSA. Amend the Multi-Family land use to allow for commercial as part of a mixed use project. Amend the
Multi -Family land use to encourage a full range of housing types including small lot single family detached
designwithout a requirement for a Planned Development,

High Density Residcntial Use: Consider deleting requirement for a Planned Development application on
projects of3 or more units per acre.

Open Space: Consider amending policy to make reference to Objective 7.6.\

From Response to 0-1-15, shows removing this Open Space reference altogether in the FEIR project description:

0-1-15

The commenter correctlypoints out an editorial error en page 2·70f the DEIR. There is no Policy
2.~.L2 Open Space to be amended, and mosr of this language :5in the previous policy revision in the
Ilst.The text has been revised in the FEIR to correct the error. as shown below and in Chapter 5 of

E lJor;; <<I Courty TGPA/ZOU
Fin. P.'<I;r;.., EJR

E:Dar.; to Ceur-t)1

5~H# 201:032074

9·92

U,'~015

ICF JoJl:13::':!

this PEIR although the intent of the original language is sufficiently clear to allow an understanding
of what is being proposed. For clarity, the following change was made.

Page 2-7. second to last paragraph from the bottom is corrected as follows:

Policy 2.2.1.2: High Density Residential. The requirement for a planned development appl ication
on projects of three or more dwelling units p(>r acre to allow for additiousl moderate income
housing options would be deleted.

•%liey2.2.1.J. OpEaSpseE.The pelitY ,0 ?Erei' tEl GellEl'll:! Pbm Oajeffi"'c 7.5.1 aHa to alte;', foi'
aaditi ~nalll1GGIH'a,,@ iHre1l18 heu:ing eptieus "'13~ld b@ am@!l::!@d,
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Comment 0-1-19: RF parcels supposedly change to RF-H inside CR's & RC's, and to RF-L inside Rural Regions. The Bass
Lake parcel (APN 115-400-12) in the RR outside EDH was proposed for RF-L, and this comment questions that. The
Planning staff fought this, the Commission discussed it at length, and it was not changed in the re-circulated project
description. The responses in the FEIR are completely inconsistent with each other:

0-1-19

The cemmenter is correct, The rezoning identified in this comment does not conform eo the criteria
established for applying the Recreational Pscilrties. High-intensrty [RF-H) zone class ification , U1e
existing RF zoning wfll be retained. T"!lis is an isolated case and not representative ofthe manner in
which the rez oning criteria have been applied in general.

The commenter misunderstands Section 2.2 of che DEIRwi th regard to changes to commnmtyplans.
As stated there, the TG?A is not proposing changes to any of th e adopted community plan . By
defin ition, the rezoning that the eommenrer ts taking issue with is not a change to the communtty
plan.

Response 0-1-294 said the rezone was necessary for consistency, and 1-1-330 said it would be changed to RF-L.

Comment 0-1-21: The concern expressed is that in spite of the multiple outreach meetings, a comprehensive list of the
proposed changes had never been made available . This comment was made on the DEIR, and the re-circulated Project
Description did not address the issue. Numerous clarifications to the description were indeed made with the Final EIR,
which is too late to ask questions because the analysis is complete!! In spite ofthe clarifications that have been
provided, there is still no comprehensive list of ZOU changes; without reading the entire document line by line, the
changes are unknown.

We felt verystrongly that staff did not WANT us to know what changes are proposed.

Additionally, if the Zoning Ordinances themselves make up the Project Description, the level of detail should be greater
than that of a 'program' EIR, yet MANY responses fall back to "this is a program EIR".

Comment 0-1-28: This is a request for clarity on the elimination of the Special Use Permit required under 8.2.4.2, and
the response says it is NOT being eliminated - BUT IT IS ...(TGPA strikeout version page 24)

Policy 8.2.4.1 ..~..SFCia1 11~e permit shaH be reqYU:eQ fur ,; Visitor serving uses and
facilities pf01;idmg tfle)'are shall be allO'.ved in the Zoning Ordinance
when 'Compatible with agricultural production of the land. are supportive
to the agricultural industry, and are in full compliancewith the provisions
of the El Dorado County Code and compatibility requirements for
contracted lands under the Williamson Act.

Comment 0-1-36: Riparian setbacks are set in the General Plan at 50'/100', and awaiting the implementation of a
corresponding ordinance in the zoning code since 2004 . The ZOU proposes 25'/50' with no explanation asto why
50'/100' are not feasible, or why the reduced protection is adequate.

The FEIR response appears to be that 'at least there is an ordinance now, so it's better'. That is not an adequate reason
to reduce the setbacks that we have been anticipating for 11 years now.
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Comment 0-1-129 thru 131: These comments question the efficacy of the County's mitigations, and why residents
should feel confident they (..mitigations) have any meaning in THIS project.

The Response does not buoy our confidence. These respondents are experienced in the EJR business, and they
understand the importance of mitigation, and the fact that they say it's not in their scope of work seems like they don't
have the confidence EDC will follow through either.

The Grand Jury report referenced in Master Response8 was testimony that EDC does not enforce its regulations and
standards, to the detriment of the environment. The respondent for the project reports that they disagree with the
findings of the Grand Jury, because EDC maintains an active code enforcement program . This is truly arguable - the
department head was never replaced when he retired, and it is well known among residents that Enforcement does not
have staffing for anything beyond safety violations.

Mitigation measures must be enforceable, and they must be monitored to ensure that they are implemented, NOT
adopted and then disregarded.

End Attachments
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8-27-15 Comment by Lori Parlin, Planning Commission Hearing re: TGPNZOU

r- PC ?f/;;7/I~
4r-:2
(3 pct5~S

1. Regarding the FEIR, Final Environmental Impact Report, the responses to my
comments were sometimes confusing, sometimes conflicting, and sometimes
not based upon evidence and reason.

2. For an example of confusing, when I proposed using setbacks and screening to
reduce nuisance impacts on neighbors the responses (0-1-452&453) did not
explain why those proven, reliable, and feasible suggestions were not adopted.

3. For an example of conflicting, the response to my comment 0-1-451 indicates
that the traffic impacts from Home Occupations will be insignificant after
mitigation, but Table ES-l in the FEIRindicates the impacts will be significant
and unavoidable. The impacts cannot be both insignificant after mitigation and
significant and unavoidable. They have to be one or the other.

4. For an example of not based upon evidence, the response to my comment 0-1
452 indicates that no analysis of nuisance impacts is required because the
Home Occupations provisions prohibit these impacts. The response 0-1-455
indicates that the County should adopt a mitigation monitoring program.
However, this ignores the fact that County enforcement staff has indicated that
they have no effective means to prohibit fumes from leaving a site. In addition,
the 2008 Ad Hoc Subcommittee concluded that the County had no funds or
staff for a mitigation monitoring program. Finally, the EIR notes that many of
the 2004 general plan provisions intended to mitigate impacts have not yet
been implemented. The General Plan reveals that some of these had
mitigation deadlines that have been missed.

5. The EIR's review of the impacts of Home Occupations remains grossly
inadequate. The EIRneeds to actually evaluate the potentially significant
impacts of Home Occupations; use proven, reliable, and feasible mitigation
measures; outline a fully staffed and fully funded mitigation monitoring and
enforcement program; and then be recirculated for public comment.

6. The good people of EI Dorado County depend on the County
to actually balance the interests of property owners, not merely to pretend to
do so on paper. You can't just talk the mitigation talk, you have to walk the
mitigation walk.

Attachment:

Detailed analysis of FEIRresponses 0-1-451 through 456 regarding Home Occupations
Presentation from 2008 Ad Hoc Subcommittee
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8-27-15 TGPA/ZOU Detailed analysis by Lori Parlin ofFEIR responses 0-1-451
through 456 regarding Home Occupations

Overriding issue regarding the FEIR:

See Home Occupancy Response 0-1-455 and 0-1-458. If the County is willing to use
nonexistent and unattainable policies as mitigation for this project, then the whole thing
needs to be thrown out the window. How many other nonexistent mitigations are hidden
throughout the EIR?

Conflicting statements regarding Home Occupancy:

From Response 0-1-451:

"However, given the number of additional employees allowed by right on larger rural parcels, it is
reasonable to assume that traffic impacts could be significant in some situations at some time in the
future. Mitigation has been included in the TGPA/ZOU EIR that will reduce this impact to a Jess-than
significant level" conflicts with Table ES-l. Impacts and Mitigation, which states that the impacts are
Significant and Unavoidable.

3.9 Transp ortation and Traffic

TRA.-l: Conflict with an appli cable
congestion management pro gram,
including. but not limited to, level-of
service standards and travel demand
measures or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agen cyfor designated
roads or highways 2

s TRA.-l: Extend timeframe of
General Plan Transportation and
Circulation Element Policy TC-Xa
TRA.-2: Reduce the Proposed
Number of Employ ees Allowed
by Right at Home Occupations

Home Occupancy Response 0-1-452:

The response fails to provide analysis of distances required to avoid nuisances from Home
Occupations using Heavy Commercial Vehicles. Instead, it relies on mitigation that is faulty
and currently unattainable in EI Dorado County. Simply stating that "No analysis of the
potential for heavy commercial vehicles to create noise, vibration, dust, glare, fumes, odors,
or electrical interference is necessary. Subsection C.6 prohibits these impacts 'as detectable
by normal senses off-site." is faulty because there are current projects within the County
that are "detectable by normal senses off-site," yet the County refuses to acknowledge the
complaints because the complaints were not witnessed by a County official. Will the
County be able to hire enough new personnel to go to sites and witness these nuisances?

It would have been fairly simple for the analysis to have been more thorough to include a
list of estimates for how much distance is needed between a residence and a truck tractor
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8-27-15 TGPA/ZOU Detailed analysis by Lori Parlin ofFEIR responses 0-1-451
through 456 regarding Home Occupations

so that a nearby residence is not disturbed by the fumes, vibrations, or noise of Heavy
Commercial Vehicles. Table 3.7-2. Typical A-weighted Sound Levels in the FEIR is an example.
Maybe 300' (the length of a football field) is far enough away so that nearby residences
would not be impacted by noisy, smelly commercial vehicles. The very name "Heavy
Commercial Vehicle" indicates that these should NOT be in a residential neighborhood,
unless there is sufficient distance between the residence and the home occupation.

Vehicle, H en,":" Comm ercia l. Vehicles used for con iercial purposes that require a
Commercial Driver's License in compliance with state Department of Moto ehic e
regulations. These rehic les include_but are not limited to buses or cars that seat ten or more
passengers, tow fmc "S, dump trucks, truck tractors virh or without semi-trailers, flat bed
trucks, fork lifts. front end loaders. ackhoes logging vehicles, graders. bulldozers. id OTher
similar construction equipment.
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8-27-15 TGPAjZOU Detailed analysis by Lori Parlin ofFEIR responses 0-1-451
through 456 regarding Home Occupations

Table 3.7-2. Typical A-weighted Sound Levels

Common Outdoor Activities

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet

Gas lawnmower at 3 feet

Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities

110 Rock band

100

90

Food blende r at 3 fe et

80 Garbage disposal at 3 feet

Noisyurban area, daytime

Gas lawnmower, 100 feet

Commercial area

Heavytrafficat300 feet

Quieturban daytime

Quieturban nighttime

Quiet suburban nighttime

Quiet rural nighttime

70

60

50

4 0

30

20

10

o

Vacuu m de aner at 10 feet

Normal sp ee ch at 3 feet

Large business office

Dishwasher in next room

Theater, large conference room (background)

Library

Bedroom at night, amcert hall (background)

Broadcastjrecording stu dio

Source: California Department of Transportation 2013 .

Home Occupancy Response 0-1-453:

The text below was added to the FEIRto show that Home Occupations in more rural areas
could result in a significant impact on aesthetics. However, there is no explanation as to
why this was only applied to more rural areas when, in fact, the less rural, more suburban
areas consisting of one acre parcels would be impacted just as much because there is less
space for relief from the potential intensive home occupation nearby.

There is no explanation as to why a mitigation measure wasn't added to require that Heavy
Commercial Vehicles, goods and materials be screened from adjacent property owners in
addition to the required screening from a right-of-way or road easement.
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8-27-15 TGPAjZOU Detailed analysis by Lori Parlin ofFEIR responses 0-1-451
through 456 regarding Home Occupations

Text added to page 3.15 of the FEIR regarding Aesthetics and Home Occupations:

The aesthetics impact of future home occupations, absent information about the type ofuse, existing
visual setting and its intensity, and the extent to which the use may degrade the setting cannot be

known at the site level. However, because these uses may be applied for in rural areas that are of
high visual quality, that there may be instances where a home occupation that would be allowed by

right under Section 17 ,40 ,160 could adversely affect the aesthetics of its surroundings, The sam e

would be true for more intensive home occupations requiring a discretionary permit. Although

more intensive uses would require a conditional use permit and would be subject to CEQA analysis,
that does not assure that the use would not result in a significant impact,

Home Occupancy Response 0-1-455:

The EIR relies on a nonexistent mitigation monitoring program to ensure that CEQA is
followed. This is unacceptable as there are no guarantees that this program will EVER be
created.

permit. The Cou nty would be required to ad o pt a m itigat ion monito ri ng and reporting p rogram to

ensure the mitigation measures identified in the CEQA document are implemented, and the

conditions of approval would incorporate any mitigation measures identified in the CEQAdocument.

The text below is from a presentation given to an ad hoc subcommittee in 2008. At that
time the County did not have a mitigation measure monitoring program. It is now 2015.
The County still does not have a mitigation measure monitoring program. The County is
currently in a financial debt crisis, with a best estimate of recovery in 5 years. It is
unacceptable to use a nonexistent program as mitigation for negative impacts.

• EI orado County has no adop ed "ligation easure
monitorin program

No fund or staff r sources to ensure that mitigation measures
are effectively implemented

I Staf mu~t.rely ? n applicant to assist with mitigation i
by submitt ing site photos of mitigation measure i p emenlatlon
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8-27-15 TGPA/ZOU Detailed analysis by Lori Parlin ofFEIR responses 0-1-451
through 456 regarding Home Occupations

Home Occupancy Responses 0-1-456 through 0-1-461:

These responses all refer to Response 0-1-455 for environmental review. These are all
serious negative impacts from a potential Home Occupancy and should each be given
thorough analysis to alleviate concerns to nearby neighbors.

Home Occupancy Response 0-1-458:

It is a bold-faced lie to state that the County can ensure that paint fumes would not escape
the home occupation.

0-1-458

Paint spray booths and automotive refinishing coating are regulated by the El Dorado County Air
Quality Management District under its Rule 230 to limit the emission ofvolatile organic compounds
from fin ishing or refinishing. This w ou ld ensure that fu mes would not es ca pe from a home
occu pat ion. Please see response to comment 0 -1 -455 regarding environm ental review of
conditional use permits.

The mitigation in this response is completely nonexistent and unattainable, as you CANNOT
prevent paint fumes from floating onto another property. This is evidenced in a statement
to Lori Parlin by Dave Johnston of the Air Quality Management District on June 7, 2012,
regarding the paint fumes that leave the Kniesel's property and are a nuisance to the
adjacent property.

sn /12Thursday 2:00pm - Called and reported s ells to Dave oh sto at Air Quality
Management, also emaile my log to him. He calle back a d said he would have evi
go out a d visit the facility. Dave explained that aint booth ve tilatio systems remove
particulate atterfro the paint exha st. t cannot remove fu es] l told him I was
angry about that because we had bee ass red by Tom and Eri Kn"esel at a meeting
years ago at their b sinesses are goo neighbors an that we would not otice that
t ey were eve there beca se they do all of their work i side. He sal t ere was

othing e could do a out the pai t smells or sou ds.
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Ione OT aopliInadequate project description at

subrn itta:
Applicant' s project proposa l is unclear or incomplete
LAFCO involved if annexation is propose

Potentia l off-site improvements not analyzed in techni
studi

Road wideni
ater/sewer line extensio

o recommendations included in technical studie
Studies cons ist of assessment or inventory of site with n
recommended mitigation measures or conclusions regard ing
potential environmental impacts
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lien tinued

• Significant project changes occur during preparation of
initial study

Applicant increases or reduces number of proposed lots in
subdivision
Floor area increases in commercial development

• t:1Dorado County has no adopted mitigation measu re
onitorin proaram

No fund or staff resources to ensure that mitigation measures
are effectively implemented
Staff must rely on applicant to assist with mitigatio

y submitting site photos of mitigation measure implem
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