
Community and Economic Development Committee 
Recommendations on TGPA-ZOU Project 

October 30, 2015 

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 

330 Fair Lane 

Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

The Community and Economic Development Advisory Committee (CEDAC), at its regularly 

scheduled meeting on October 29, 2015, received a report from the CEDAC Ad Hoc 

Subcommittee regarding CEDAC and EDAC participation in the TGPA-ZOU process and took the 

following actions regarding same: 

1. CEDAC recommends the Board of Supervisors adopt the Planning Commission 
recommendations regarding the TGPA-ZOU update dated September 2, 2015, except [for] the 
Planning Commission's revisions related to 30% open space on High Density Residential and 
Planned Developments, and provisions related to revised mapping criteria for commercial 
zones, as [being] inconsistent with the objectives of TGPA/ZOU and CEDAC's original 
recommendations (see attachments A and C). 

2. CEDAC recommends the Board of Supervisors receive the attached Alliance for Responsible 

Planning, Land Use Planning in ElDorado County- Community Regions, for its use as a 

planning tool. 

3. CECAC recommends the Board of Supervisors receive the attached enlarged map from page 

11, figure 5, Alliance for Responsible Planning, Land Use Planning in ElDorado County­

Community Regions, for its use as a planning tool. 

The Committee hopes this material can be used as a tool in your upcoming deliberations 

concerning the Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update. 

Thank you for considering our recommendations. 

M~~~~~~-:? 
Community and Economic Development Advisory Committee 

Attachments: 

A. Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, dated September 2, 2015 (Legistar 
File 11-0356, Attachments 18A and 18B) 

B. Alliance for Responsible Planning, Community Regions White Paper (with enlarged map) 
C. Summary [History] of CEDAC Recommendations 
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FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 2, 2015 
 

 

AGENDA ITEMS 
 

1.  11-0356  Hearing to consider the Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning 

Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) project and Final Environmental Report (EIR). Staff 

recommending the Planning Commission take the following actions: 

A) Review Final EIR (July 2015);  

B) Receive public comment and consider all comments submitted to date regarding the Project 

and associated environmental analysis; and 

C) Forward a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to take the following actions: 

1) Adopt Resolution certifying the EIR for the TGPA-ZOU Project to amend the General Plan 

and update the Zoning Ordinance (Exhibit A) [Attachment 16B]; Make Findings of Fact (Exhibit 

A-1) [Attachment 16C] and Issue Statement of Overriding Considerations (Exhibit A-2) 

[Attachment 16D];  

2) Adopt Resolution to Amend the County General Plan in accordance with state and federal law 

(Exhibit B) [Attachment 16E]; 

3) Adopt Resolutions to approve community design standards (Exhibits C-H) [Attachments 16F-

16K] for: 

(a) Mixed Use Design; 

(b) Landscaping and Irrigation; 

(c) Outdoor Lighting; 

(d) Mobile Home Park Design; 

(e) Research and Development Zone Design; and 

(f) Parking and Loading; 

4) Adopt the Zoning Ordinance Update with the proposed minor revisions outlined in the 

Technical Memorandum No. 2 [Attachment 16A] and attached as Exhibits J and K [Attachments 

16M and 16N]; 

5) Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with the recommended mitigation 

measure revisions (Exhibit I) [Attachment 16L]; and 

6) Direct staff to return to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors within 

approximately one (1) year of adoption or earlier, if necessary, to review implementation of the 

Project.  (Cont. 08-27-15, Item #2) 

 

 
[Clerk’s Note:  Commissioner Heflin recused himself and left the room during discussions regarding TPZ.] 

 

 

Public Comment:  L. Parlin, E. Van Dyke, D. Van Dyke, C. Langley, B. Leidigh, S. Taylor, R. 

Hargrove, B. Bacchi, C. Bacchi 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Planning Commission Minutes/September 2, 2015 

Page 2 

 

 

Motion #1 

 

Motion: Commissioner Heflin moved, seconded by Commissioner Pratt, and carried (4-1), 

to recommend the Board of Supervisors take the following actions with the exception on 

any discussion relating to TPZ: 
 

1. Adopt Resolution certifying the Final EIR for the TGPA-ZOU Project to amend the 

General Plan and update the Zoning Ordinance (Attachment 16B-Exhibit A), Make 

Findings of Fact (Attachment 16C-Exhibit A-1), and Adopt Statement of Overriding 

Considerations (Attachment 16D-Exhibit A-2); modified as necessary to 

accommodate the Planning Commission’s recommendation as specified in 

“Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 

2015”; 
 

2. Adopt Resolution to Amend the County General Plan in accordance with state and 

federal law (Attachment 16E-Exhibit B) with the proposed minor revisions outlined 

in the Technical Memorandum #2 (Attachment 16A) and in the Errata Sheet 

(Attachment 16M-Exhibit J), and modified as specified in “Planning Commission 

Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 2015”; 
 

3. Adopt Resolutions to approve community design standards (Attachments 16F-K-

Exhibits C-H) for: 

a) Mixed Use Design 

b) Landscaping and Irrigation 

c) Outdoor Lighting 

d )Mobile Home Park Design 

e) Research and Development Zone Design, and 

f) Parking and Loading; 
 

4. Adopt the Zoning Ordinance Update (Attachment 16N-Exhibit K) with the 

proposed minor revisions outlined in Technical Memorandum #2 (Attachment 16A) 

and in the Errata Sheet (Attachment 16M-Exhibit J), and modified as specified in 

“Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 

2015”; 
 

5. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with the recommended 

mitigation measure revisions (Attachment 16L-Exhibit I0), and modified as 

specified in “Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, 

September 2, 2015”; and 
 

6. Direct staff to return to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors within 

approximately one year of adoption or earlier, if necessary, to review 

implementation of the Project. 
 

AYES: Miller, Shinault, Pratt, Heflin 

NOES: Stewart 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Planning Commission Minutes/September 2, 2015 

Page 3 

 

[Clerk’s Note:  Commissioner Heflin recused himself and left the room prior to Motion #2.] 
 

Motion #2 

 

Motion: Commissioner Pratt moved, seconded by Commissioner Miller, and carried (3-1), 

to recommend the Board of Supervisors take the following actions on portions that have 

any impact to TPZ: 
 

1. Adopt Resolution certifying the Final EIR for the TGPA-ZOU Project to amend the 

General Plan and update the Zoning Ordinance (Attachment 16B-Exhibit A), Make 

Findings of Fact (Attachment 16C-Exhibit A-1), and Adopt Statement of Overriding 

Considerations (Attachment 16D-Exhibit A-2); modified as necessary to 

accommodate the Planning Commission’s recommendation as specified in 

“Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 

2015”; 
 

2. Adopt Resolution to Amend the County General Plan in accordance with state and 

federal law (Attachment 16E-Exhibit B) with the proposed minor revisions outlined 

in the Technical Memorandum #2 (Attachment 16A) and in the Errata Sheet 

(Attachment 16M-Exhibit J), and modified as specified in “Planning Commission 

Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 2015”; 
 

3. Adopt Resolutions to approve community design standards (Attachments 16F-K-

Exhibits C-H) for: 

a) Mixed Use Design 

b) Landscaping and Irrigation 

c) Outdoor Lighting 

d )Mobile Home Park Design 

e) Research and Development Zone Design, and 

f) Parking and Loading; 
 

4. Adopt the Zoning Ordinance Update (Attachment 16N-Exhibit K) with the 

proposed minor revisions outlined in Technical Memorandum #2 (Attachment 16A) 

and in the Errata Sheet (Attachment 16M-Exhibit J), and modified as specified in 

“Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, September 2, 

2015”; 
 

5. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with the recommended 

mitigation measure revisions (Attachment 16L-Exhibit I0), and modified as 

specified in “Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project, 

September 2, 2015”; and 
 

6. Direct staff to return to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors within 

approximately one year of adoption or earlier, if necessary, to review 

implementation of the Project. 
 

AYES: Shinault, Miller, Pratt 

NOES: Stewart 

RECUSED: Heflin 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) – As 

recommended by the Planning Commission on September 2, 2015 

 

 

Planning Commission Recommendation on TGPA-ZOU Project  

September 2, 2015 
 

Note:   Track changes shown in single underline/strikeout are as shown in the Final EIR. 

Planning Commission recommended revisions to Draft TGPA-ZOU Project or Final EIR 

MMRP are shown in double-underline (additions) and double-strikeout (deletions).  

 

 

1.  Health Resort and Retreat Centers on TPZ zoned lands 

 

Planning Commission vote: 4-0 (Commissioner Heflin recused) 

 

FEIR pages 3.2-16-17 and PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 4, page 34 (pdf 

page 202) 

 

ZOU Section 17.40.170.E  (Health Resort and Retreat Center) 

 

Mitigation Measure AG-la: Amend the ZOU to limit the size of proposed Health Resort 

and Retreat Centers 

 

Planning Commission recommends amending the provisions for Health Resort and Retreat Center 

in proposed Section 17.40.170.E to read as follows: 

 

E.  Health Resort and Retreat Center. 

1. Health Resorts and Retreat Centers shall be considered an expanded home occupation in 

those residential zones allowing residential uses and may be a compatible use in 

Agricultural, Rural Lands, Resource, Commercial and Special Purpose zones. 

 

2. Prior to action by the review authority, lots Lots adjacent to or within Agricultural zoning 

must be reviewed by the Ag Commission for compatibility with surrounding agricultural 

uses prior to action by the review authority. 

 

3. Meals may be served to registered day use or overnight guests, only. There are no 

limitations on the number of meals or the times at which they are served. 

 

4. Health Resorts and Retreat Centers shall be subject to the requirements of Section 

17.40.100.D (Campgrounds and Recreational Vehicle Parks)17.40.170.D, with the 

exception of Subsection 5 relating to ancillary activities. 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Board of Supervisors/November 10, 2015 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

Page 2 

 

2.  Industrial Uses on TPZ zoned lands, and 

3.  OHV, Ski Areas, Public Utility Service Facilities on TPZ lands 

 
Planning Commission vote: 4-0 (Commissioner Heflin recused) 
 

FEIR page 3.2-21 and PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Table 17.21.020, Article 2, 

pages 11-15 (pdf pages 30-34) 

 

ZOU Section 17.40.350 and Table 17.21.020 (Timber Production Zone: Criteria, 

Regulations and Zone Change Requirements) 

 

Mitigation Measure AG-4: Amend proposed Table 17.21.020 to restrict incompatible uses 

from being located in the TPZ zone 

 

Planning Commission recommends amending Table 17.21.020 to remove the CUP allowance 

from the matrix cells relating to the FR and TPZ zones as follows: 

 

Use Type FR TPZ 

Health Resort and Retreat Center CUP CUP 

Industrial, General CUP   -- CUP 

Off highway or off road vehicle recreation area CUP   -- CUP 

Ski Area CUP   -- CUP 

Public Utility Service Facilities: Intensive 

Minor  

CUP CUP 

 

4.  Ranch Marketing on Ag and Resource zoned lands 

 

Planning Commission vote: 4-0 (Commissioner Heflin recused) 

 

FEIR page 3.6-14-15 and PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 4, page 47 (pdf 

page 215) 

 

Mitigation Measure LU-4b: Require proposed Ranch Marketing uses to be reviewed for 

compatibility with adjoining agricultural uses 

 

Planning Commission recommends revising Section 17.40.260.A.3, Ranch Marketing, as 

follows: 

 

3.    Agricultural production is the primary use or function of the property. The Agricultural 

Commissioner may review the proposed Ranch Marketing area to ensure that the site 

conforms to the standards 17.40.260.D.2. 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Board of Supervisors/November 10, 2015 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

Page 3 

 

Ranch marketing activities proposed within Agricultural Districts, as identified on the General 

Plan land use maps, on or adjacent to land zoned Planned Agriculture (PA), Limited Agriculture 

(LA), Agricultural Grazing (AG), Forest Resource (FR), or Timber Production (TPZ) must be 

reviewed by the Planning Director for consistency with General Plan Policy 2.2.5.2 and for new 

uses by the Agricultural Commissioner and Agricultural Commission for compatibility with 

surrounding agricultural land uses or on agriculturally zoned lands prior to action by the review 

authority. 

 

 

5.  Expanded Ranch Marketing and Rural Commerce, including Health 

Resorts and Retreat Centers 
 

Planning Commission vote: 4-0 (Commissioner Heflin recused) 

 

FEIR pages 3.2-16-17, 3.4-41 and PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 4, 

pages 51-52 (pdf pages 219-220) 

 

Mitigation Measure AG-la: Amend the ZOU to limit the size of proposed Health Resort 

and Retreat Centers 
 

Planning Commission recommends amending the provisions for Health Resort and Retreat 

Center in proposed Section 17.40.170.E.2 to read as follows. 

 

E.  Health Resort and Retreat Center. 

1. Health Resorts and Retreat Centers shall be considered an expanded home occupation in 

those residential zones allowing residential uses and may be a compatible use in 

Agricultural, Rural Lands, Resource, Commercial and Special Purpose zones. 

2. Prior to action by the review authority, lots Lots adjacent to or within Agricultural 

zoning must be reviewed by the Ag Commission for compatibility with surrounding 

agricultural uses prior to action by the review authority. 

3. Meals may be served to registered day use or overnight guests, only. There are no 

limitations on the number of meals or the times at which they are served. 

4. Health Resorts and Retreat Centers shall be subject to the requirements of Section 

17.40.170.D, with the exception of Subsection 5 relating to ancillary activities. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-lc: Limit music festivals and concerts  

 

Planning Commission recommends replacing in Footnote
1
 “project site” with “area of 

disturbance”.  

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Return event site to pre-event condition 

 

Amend Section 17.040.260.F.1.e as follows. 

 

11-0356 18F 7 of 49



Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Board of Supervisors/November 10, 2015 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

Page 4 

 

e.   Special Events. Special events, subject to the following limitations: 

(1) Total of 24 events per calendar year. 

(2) Maximum capacity of 250 persons at one time. 

(3) Special events shall be limited in time duration to 48 hours, and the event site shall be 

returned to its pre-event condition after each use, unless the next event is within two 

weeks, or an administrative permit is approved by the Director. 

(4)  The total number of special events shall be limited to the number provided in this 

paragraph and shall not be cumulative if a lot also qualifies for events under Paragraph 

1.4 or Section 17.40.400 (Wineries). 

(5)  Special events may be held throughout the year and are not limited to the harvest 

season. 

 

6.  Noise:  Short-Term Construction 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD TGPA March 24, 2014, page 22 (pdf page 22) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 

 

Policy 6.5.1.11   The standards outlined in Tables 6-3, 6-4, and 6-5 shall not apply to those 

activities associated with actual construction of a project as long as such 

where construction occurs between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., 

Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends, and on 

federally-recognized holidays.[Unless otherwise allowed by the permit or 

Director]  Further, the standards outlined in Tables 6-3, 6-4, and 6-5 shall 

not apply to public projects to alleviate traffic congestion and safety 

hazards. 

 

7. Noise resulting from existing nonconforming OHV and animal keeping uses 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

(Note: Planning Commission recommended this item be removed from this list)  

 

8. Noise Conflicts Resulting From (New) Residential Development Adjacent to 

High-Volume Roadways and U.S. Highway 50 
 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 3, page 68 (pdf page 166) 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Board of Supervisors/November 10, 2015 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

Page 5 

 

Section 17.37.070  Noise Reduction Measures 

 

Noise reduction measures shall be incorporated into the project design to reduce noise levels 

at or below the thresholds set forth in Tables in Section 17.37.060. Where applicable, the 

following specific requirements shall also apply: 

 

A. To meet noise threshold standards under Table 17.37.060.2, where feasible, setbacks 

shall be the preferred method of noise abatement for residential projects located along 

U.S. Highway 50. Noise walls shall be discouraged within the foreground viewshed of 

U.S. Highway 50 and shall be discouraged in favor of less intrusive noise mitigation (e.g., 

landscaped berms, setbacks) along other high volume roadways. For residential 

development along U.S. Highway 50, setbacks are the preferred approach to meet 

noise threshold standards under Table 17.37.060.2, where feasible.  Landscaped 

berms or screened sound walls may be considered as alternatives.  Sound walls in the 

foreground of Highway 50 are discouraged   

 

 

9.  Exemptions From Noise Regulations 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 3, page 63 (pdf page 161) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 

 

Section 17.37.020 Exemptions 

 

The following noise sources shall be exempt from the standards of this Chapter: 

 

A. Activities conducted in public parks, public playgrounds, and public or private 

school grounds, including but not limited to school athletic and school 

entertainment events, providing an amplified sound system is not required or 

used. 

 

B. The use of any mechanical device, apparatus, or equipment related to or 

connected with emergency activities or emergency work to protect life or 

property. 

 

C. Safety signals, warning devices, and emergency pressure relief valves properly 

operated and in good working order. 

 

D. Noise sources associated with property maintenance, such as lawn mowers, 

trimmers, snow blowers, and power tools in good working order, and cutting of 

wood for non-commercial personal use, provided that the activities take place 
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 

Board of Supervisors/November 10, 2015 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

Page 6 

 

between the hours of eight a.m. and nine p.m. on weekdays and nine a.m. to nine 

p.m. on weekends and federal holidays. 

 

E. Noise sources associated with agricultural uses listed in Section 17.21.020 

(Agricultural Zones: Matrix of Allowed Uses) that are performed consistent with 

the standards and practices of the agricultural industry. 

 

F. Noise sources associated with work performed by public or private utilities in the 

maintenance or modification of its facilities. 

 

G.  Noise sources associated with religious gatherings, public holidays, or other 

commonly celebrated occasions. 

 

H. Traffic on public roadways, railroad line operations, aircraft in flight, and any 

other activity where regulation thereof has been preempted by state or federal law. 

 

I. Construction (e.g., construction, alteration or repair activities) during daylight 

hours provided that all construction equipment shall be fitted with factory 

installed muffling devices and maintained in good working order. 

 

J.  Normal collection of household garbage, yard waste and recyclables. 

   

K. Cutting of firewood for non-commercial personal use.[Moved up to D] 

  

10.  Protection of Wetland/Sensitive Riparian Habitat 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 

 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 3, page 12 (pdf page 110) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 

 

Section 17.30.030.G.5.a Protection of Wetlands and Sensitive Riparian Habitat 

 

5. Exceptions; Conditionally Permitted Uses. 

 

a. The uses, and structures and activities allowed in the applicable zones are 

allowed within riparian areas with an approved Minor Use Permit.  
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Targeted General Plan Amendment-Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA-ZOU) 
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11.  State Compliance:  Infill Development/Opportunity Areas 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD TGPA March 24, 2014, page 12 (pdf page 12) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 

 

New General Plan Policy 2.4.1.5, Implementation Measure 

 

a) Adopt criteria to be used within existing communities with developed areas currently capable 

of being served by public water, recycled water, and public or private sewer; 

 

12.  New Rural Commercial (RCU) Zone 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 2, pages 18-24 (pdf pages 37-43) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 

 

Section 17.22.010.C.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, as well as surrounding residential 

uses in the Rural Regions. 

  

13.  Mixed Use Design (MXD) Manual 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

FEIR Appendix C, El Dorado County Mixed Use Design Manual, PRD March 19, 2014 

 

Planning Commission recommends the Mixed Use Design Manual be revised to differentiate 

between “guidelines” and “standards” as appropriate. Standards would apply as part of a Mixed 

Use Development project with a Design Review permit.  Guidelines may apply for Mixed Use 

project under a Planned Development permit or for projects other than a Mixed Use 

Development but electing to use the guidelines.  Apply as Mixed Use Design as “guidelines” in 

Rural Centers and Rural Region.  
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Planning Commission recommends revisions related to Shingle Springs community description 

and photo in the Mixed Use Design Standards and Guidelines as proposed by Lori Parlin. 

 

14.  Bass Lake Rezone 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 
Reference: TGPA-ZOU Technical Memo No. 2, Exhibit J – Errata Sheet, Mapping Revisions 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 
 

Amend proposed GP consistency rezone for single parcel adjacent to Bass Lake Park area (APN 115-400-

12) from proposed Recreational Facility – High (RFH) to Recreational Facility – Low (RFL).  

 

15.  Planned Development, Density Bonus and 30 Percent Open Space 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 3, page 25 (pdf page 123) 

 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 
 

ZOU Section 17.30.080  Open Space  

 

A. Applicability.  The provisions of this section apply to all residential subdivisions within 

the R1 and R20K,  zones. This section does not apply to residential subdivisions that are 

otherwise subject to Chapter 17.28 (Planned Development Combining Zone) and its open 

space requirements. 

 

B. Open Space Requirement.  Thirty (30) percent of the total site area shall be set aside for 

open space that is commonly owned or publicly dedicated. Commonly owned open 

space, as defined in Article 8 (Open Space: Common) shall not include space occupied 

by infrastructure such as roads, parking lots, or above ground components of sewer and 

water treatment plants, or area set aside for the sole use of individual residents, such as 

private balconies and patios.  Commonly owned open space may include land developed 

or set aside for: 

 

1. Recreational purposes, such as parks, ball fields, golf courses, or picnic areas; 

 

2. Passive purposes, such as gathering places, community gardens and landscaped 

areas; 

 

3. Aesthetic purposes, such as naturally scenic areas; 
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4. Protection of agricultural or natural resources, including agricultural activities; 

 

5. Pedestrian circulation, in compliance with Subsection D below; or 

 

6. Natural or man-made lakes, ponds and other water features, which are included in 

the calculation of open space, but excluded from the calculation of base units and 

bonus density. 

 

C. Exceptions. To facilitate and encourage development of moderate and lower income 

households, the following projects are exempt from the open space requirement:  

 

1. Residential developments consisting of five or fewer lots or units; 

 

2. Condominium conversions of existing structures; 

 

3. Existing sites within Community Regions that are zoned R1 or R20K, are served 

by public water and sewer, and that are three acre or less in size;  

 

4. Existing sites within Rural Centers that are zoned R1 or R20K, are not served by 

public water and sewer, and are five acres or less in size.  

 

D. Pedestrian Circulation.  Pedestrian connections shall be provided to allow internal 

circulation for the residents of the development to access surrounding commercial, 

recreational, residential, and civic uses, or on-site open space areas.   

 

 

PRD ZOU March 2014 (Complete Document) Article 2, page 61 (pdf page 80) 

 

ZOU Section 17.28.050.B.2.b  

 

Residential Development Requirements, Exemptions and Alternatives to the Onsite Open 

Space Requirement 

  

2. Alternatives for Improved Open Space.  The common open space requirement may be 

reduced to 15 percent of the total site for Planned Developments for Affordable Housing 

consistent with Chapter 17.31 (Affordable Housing Density Bonus) or other moderate 

housing developments under a Affordable Housing Development Agreement in the R1 

and R20K zones, where: 

 

a. The common open space is improved for active recreational uses, including but 

not limited to swimming pools, sport courts or sport fields, tot lots, clubhouse or 

meeting room facilities, and community gardens, or for passive recreational uses 

such as landscaped buffers or greenbelts; and 
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b. In addition to the common open space, additional area equal to 15 percent of the 

total site is devoted to open space areas reserved for the exclusive use of 

individual residents, such as unfenced private yards and patios or other alternative 

identified. 

 

 

Planning Commission recommends adding a new General Plan Policy 2.2.5.23 

 

General Plan Policy: 2.2.5.23  All residential subdivisions on High Density Residential land 

uses shall be required to include thirty (30) percent of the total site area in open Space as defined 

in the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

 

16.  Connecting to Public Water Systems within Community Regions 
 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

Planning Commission recommends the following changes: 
 

General Plan Policy 5.2.1.3 

All new medium-density residential, high-density residential, multifamily residential, 

commercial, industrial and research and development projects shall may be required to connect 

to public water systems when if reasonably available when located within Community Regions 

and to either a public water system or to an approved private water systems in Rural Centers.  

 

General Plan Policy 5.2.1.11 

The County shall direct new development to areas where public water service already exists. In 

Community Regions, all new development shall connect to a public water system. In Rural 

Centers, all new development shall connect either to a public water system or to an approved 

private water system. 

 

17.  Dam Failure Inundation 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 
 

Planning Commission supports staff’s recommendation to remove proposed General Plan policy 

revisions. 
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18.  Rezones 

 

Planning Commission vote: 5-0 

 

In general the Commission recommends that where a parcel is currently either entirely or 

partially zoned residential and is being rezoned to commercial for General Plan consistency, it 

should be rezoned to the least intense Commercial zone, except for where it would create a non-

conforming use. 

 

Planning Commission vote: 4-1  (Stewart dissenting vote) 

 

Support the rezoning as proposed in the TGPA-ZOU project.  
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Alliance for Responsible Planning  

Revised October 26, 2015 Page 1 www.edcarp.org 

LAND USE PLANNING IN EL DORADO COUNTY – COMMUNITY REGIONS 
 

I.  PROLOGUE 
 

State Planning and Zoning law is the foundation for local planning in California.  Each city and 
county must “adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for [its] physical development”.1 
The General Plan must include a Housing Element to ensure each locality meets its “fair share” 
of the regional housing need for housing affordable to all income groups (RHNA).  All land use 
decisions must comply with state law and be consistent with the adopted General Plan. 
 

El Dorado County’s adoption and implementation of a General Plan has followed a long and 
contentious course. The County adopted its first General Plan in 1969. During the late 1970’s, 
the County adopted a series of “Area Plans” as amendments to the General Plan; these Area 
Plans contained specific planning and development criteria for various communities.  
 

In 1989, the County embarked on a program to consolidate the 24 “Area Plans” into a 
comprehensive countywide General Plan in compliance with state law. This was the beginning 
of a 15-year process of planning, public debate, lawsuits and public votes, culminating in the 
adoption of the 2004 General Plan, and ratification of that plan by county voters in early 2005.  
 

As part of the strategy to “keep us rural”, the 2004 voter-approved General Plan (the “Plan”) 
accommodates about 75% of new growth within the existing communities of El Dorado Hills, 
Cameron Park, Shingle Springs and El Dorado/Diamond Springs, and the Placerville periphery 
along the Highway 50 corridor served by major roads, sewer and water. The remaining 25% of 
new growth through the General Plan horizon (2035 or later) is planned outside of these four 
Community Regions, in Rural Centers or within the one-million acres in the Rural Regions.   
 

In 2011, the Board of Supervisors completed a required five-year review of General Plan, which 
concluded that the underlying Plan assumptions remained valid, but implementation had fallen 
short of goals in several key areas:  the ratio of new jobs to new housing; provision of housing 
for moderate income households; retail sales and sales tax leakage out of the county; and 
policies to promote and protect agriculture.  The Board directed that a Targeted General Plan 
Amendment (TGPA) should be undertaken to consider policy changes to address these 
deficiencies, together with changes necessary to comply with new or revised state laws.   
 

As a cost-saving measure, the Board directed that four previously adopted Resolutions of Intent 
(ROI) to Amend the General Plan should be consolidated and processed along with the TGPA:   

 Designation of historic districts in El Dorado/Diamond Springs;  

 Conversion of the Camino/Pollock Pines Community Region to three Rural Centers 
(Camino, Pollock Pines and Cedar Grove);  

 Changes to the Planned Development Open Space policies for certain types of 
residential development projects in Community Regions; and, 

 Expansion of designated Agricultural District boundaries.   

                                                           
1
 Government Code Section 65300 
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The Board also directed the Zoning Ordinance Update (ZOU) should be consolidated with the 
TGPA and ROIs to allow all to be analyzed under a single Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  
The ZOU is a high priority General Plan implementation measure that has been underway since 
2006, and is the first comprehensive update of the County’s Zoning Ordinance in nearly 30 
years.  The last comprehensive update of the Zoning Ordinance was written on a typewriter.  
ZOU changes include revisions to the text and zoning map to make the zoning consistent with 
the General Plan as required by both the Plan and state law, other changes to fix a long list of 
issues with the current ordinance and to make the zoning ordinance more “user friendly”.  
 

At the Board’s direction, County staff initiated the TGPA/ZOU along with an EIR to analyze the 
effects of the proposed changes.  Since 2011, the County has also updated its Housing Element, 
and developed a Travel Demand Model (TDM) to analyze traffic impacts including potential 
impacts arising from the TGPA/ZOU.  The TDM also provides a basis for future analysis of 
development projects, and to support decisions related to the Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP), including prioritization of infrastructure improvements. 
 

The TGPA/ZOU has included extensive public outreach, including a dedicated website, email, 
newspaper notices and more than 100 public workshops and hearings since 2011. Recently, 
after final hearings over two full days, the Planning Commission forwarded its recommendation 
to the Board of Supervisors.  Soon, the Board will hold additional public hearings to consider 
certification of the EIR, and adoption of the various elements of the TGPA and ZOU.  Alliance for 
Responsible Planning encourages all interested parties to participate in these important 
hearings and will post information on our website (www.edcarp.org) and Facebook page 
(https://www.facebook.com/edcarp2014) to encourage informed and open discussion. 
 

A future report will address the TGPA/ZOU’s effect on over 1,000,000 acres in the rural areas.  
This report focuses on the roughly 31,750 acres2 in Community Regions with sewer (CRs).  
 

1. Considering that about 75% of new single-family homes are accommodated in the four 
CRs:  
a.   How many new homes are forecast to be built by about 2035? 
b. How many new parcels have been approved and created under this General Plan? 
c.   Do we have an adequate supply of approved and entitled residential lots? 
d. Do we need to create new lots/parcels to accommodate the forecast? 
e. What land is available to accommodate these new lots or parcels? 
e. What are the criteria or priority ranking for the approval of new parcels? 
f. How many residential parcels will remain after the 2035 General Plan horizon?  

 

2. How much new multi-family housing is planned, and where will it be located?   
 

3. How does the TGPA/ZOU affect the Community Regions and the housing forecast? 

                                                           
2
This area includes the total of public and privately owned lands within all land use designations. About 400 acres 

of residential land classified “vacant” by the county, lies both outside the Placerville city limits and within the 
“Placerville Community Region”.  Because of the relatively small area involved, we did not analyze this in detail, or 
map the available land.  Some of the 75% of GP growth directed to Community Regions may occur within the 400 
acres. 
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II.  LAND USE PLANNING IN EL DORADO COUNTY 
  

The General Plan can be described as the County's "blueprint" for future development.  It 
represents the voter approved view of our future – a land use constitution made up of the goals 
and policies that are the basis for future land use decisions.  The Plan must be internally 
consistent, meaning that the assumptions, goals, objectives, policies and implementation 
measures in each element must be consistent, and cannot act to hinder or obstruct execution 
of the plan.  The County’s Zoning Ordinance, and all subsequent zoning decisions, subdivisions, 
public works projects, and related permits must be consistent with the general plan.  If 
inconsistent, they cannot be approved. 
 

A.  General Plan Land Use Designations 
 

All land within the county is assigned a “land use designation” represented by a color on the 
General Plan Land Use Map.  Land use designations broadly describe the planned or allowed 
use of the property, including Natural Resources (NR), Agricultural Lands (AL), Commercial (C), 
Industrial (I), and a range of Residential designations including Multi-Family (MFR) at 5 to 24 
units per acre, High Density (HDR) at 1 to 5 units per acre, Medium Density (MDR) at one 
dwelling per 1 to 5 acres, Low Density (LDR) at one dwelling per 5 to 10 acres, and Rural 
Residential (RR) at one dwelling per 10 to 160 acres.  General Plan policies describe the types of 
uses allowed within each designation or category, and also indicate whether the land use 
designations are allowed in Community Regions, Rural Centers or Rural Regions of the county.   
 

B.  Rural Regions, Rural Centers, and Community Regions 
 

The land use diagram of the General Plan outlines the boundaries of Community Regions and 
Rural Centers, and designates the areas outside those boundaries as Rural Regions.   
 

Rural Regions comprise more than 1 million acres, or 90% of all land within El Dorado County.  
More than half (550,000 acres) is publicly owned; and 90% of public lands are owned by the 
federal government.  Nearly two-thirds of all Rural Region land is designated in the General 
Plan as Open Space or Natural Resources (including timber production), and about 10% is 
devoted to existing residential uses within the Tahoe basin, outside the South Lake Tahoe city 
limits.  Most of the remaining Rural Region land (about 240,000 acres) accommodates a range 
of Agricultural, Rural Residential and Low Density Residential uses.  Commercial, Industrial, and 
higher intensity residential uses, including MFR, HDR, and MDR are generally not allowed in the 
Rural Regions under the General Plan. 
 

The land use diagram identifies 26 Rural Centers – existing locations in the rural parts of the 
county where goods and services are provided to the surrounding rural communities.  While 
Rural Centers allow a range of commercial and residential uses, the intensity of these uses may 
be limited, either by zoning or General Plan policy, to reflect the rural nature of the area and 
the lack of available infrastructure, such as sewer, public water and major roads.   
 

Altogether, the Rural Centers comprise about 15,000 acres, or less than 1.5% of the total land 
area of El Dorado County.  At about 5,800 acres, Georgetown is the largest, followed by Cool 
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(1,700 acres) and Grizzly Flat (1,400 acres).  At the other end of the spectrum, Little Norway is 
the smallest (28 acres), followed by Latrobe (34 acres) and Fair Play (43 acres).   
 

Camino/Pollock Pines is currently designated a Community Region, but a Resolution of Intent 
(ROI) adopted by the Board in 2009 proposes to convert this 16 square mile area to three Rural 
Centers (Camino, Pollock Pines and Cedar Grove).  This proposed change recognizes that the 
proximity to the Camino/Fruitridge Agricultural District makes more intensive development 
undesirable, and that infrastructure limitations and the lack of sewer service in the area would 
constrain development there for the foreseeable future.  Environmental review is required 
prior to consideration of the amendment.  When the TGPA/ZOU EIR is finalized later this year, 
the Board will be able to decide whether to adopt this General Plan Amendment. 
 

The remaining five Community Regions are generally located along the Highway 50 corridor 
from the western county line to Placerville:  El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park, Shingle Springs, El 
Dorado/Diamond Springs, and Placerville3.  These Community Regions are located in areas 
served by major roads, sewer and water infrastructure, and services such as fire protection, 
sheriff, ambulance, schools and public parks.   
 

C.  General Plan Housing 
 

The 2004 General Plan provided for a total of 32,421 homes from 1999 through completion; 
about 15,000 were built by 2012.  About 17,500 remain to be built from 2012 to 2035, at a 
1.03% growth rate equivalent to the county’s historical growth during the past 50 years.  
(Although more permits have been issued since 2012, we use the 17,500 unit estimate here for 
consistency with the TGPA/ZOU.)  The County forecasts that 75% of the 17,500 remaining 
homes (about 13,125 total) will be built in the Community Regions with sewer and water.    
 

III.  COMMUNITY REGIONS WITH SEWER ACCOMMODATE 75% OF NEW GROWTH 
 

The General Plan recognizes and generally continues the pattern of growth that has occurred 
for generations – a concentration of commercial and residential uses along Highway 50 from 
Placerville to the west county line.  Community Regions were not “created” by the General 
Plan.  These are once rural areas that evolved over generations into commercial and residential 
centers of activity, served by sewer and water infrastructure and major roads.  Construction of 
Highway 50 during the 1960’s accelerated the pace of development activity in the communities 
west of Placerville.  The General Plan continues this pattern by directing future growth into 
identified Community Regions as part of the strategy to minimize impacts on rural areas, and to 
make efficient use of available infrastructure and services. 
 

The map below shows where 75% of growth is forecast to occur over the next 20 years.  
Community Regions with sewer are the colored areas generally within the red ovals.  The Plan 

                                                           
3
 The City of Placerville has jurisdiction over land use matters within its boundaries.  The Placerville Community 

Region includes land outside the city limits that is currently within the County’s jurisdiction.  Coordination between 
the City and County in this area is required to ensure that development is consistent with the General Plans of 
both jurisdictions.  Urban level development is discouraged until the property is annexed to the city. 
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provides that major job centers, hospitals, public facilities, retail, industrial, business parks and 
residential developments should be located within these Community Regions. 
 

75% of New Growth 
Concentrated in Community 

Regions with Sewer

Central El 
Dorado 
County

El Dorado 
Hills

25% in Rural Regions

15  
 
The following discussion identifies existing vacant or underutilized residential land in the 
Community Regions: what projects or land (such as multi-family sites, Specific Plans and 
approved subdivision maps) have been approved or entitled for new residential units; and what 
other Available Residential Land can be utilized for future development.          
 

A.  Community Region Developed, Existing, Approved, and Available Residential Lands 
 

Following are brief descriptions of the four Community Regions with sewer, including the status 
of Specific Plans, Approved Projects4, Existing Lots5, and Available Residential Land6.  Each 
description is accompanied by a map of the Community Region that depicts developed or non-
residential land (in black), Specific Plans (purple), Entitled Projects (gray) and Available 

                                                           
4
 “Approved Projects” (in gray on the maps), include projects outside the Specific Plans with one or more of the 

following approvals: Tentative Subdivision Map, Tentative Parcel Map, or Planned Development.  
5
 “Existing Lots” are colored by land use; excludes lots for which building permits have been issued (in black). 

6
 “Available Residential Land” is colored by land use designation and includes unentitled land that is of sufficient 

size to be subdivided consistent with its General Plan land use, and is either vacant or “underutilized”, meaning 
classified by the County as developed, but eligible for further subdivision based on parcel size and General Plan 
land use designation.  Throughout this report, we refer to the number of existing “parcels” in a given category; 
because a small number of existing parcels (less than 3% county-wide) have “split land use” or “split zoning” a 
single parcel number may appear multiple times in the data base, to represent multiple areas or polygons with 
unique land use and zoning characteristics.  For simplicity, we use the term “parcel” to refer to the total number 
and acreage of the polygons. 
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Residential Land (colored by land use designation) to accommodate the remaining residential 
development demand forecast for these areas under the General Plan (approximately 13,125 
homes) 7.  Commercial land (C/MUD) is included in the analysis to account for the residential 
component of “Mixed Use Development”, forecast at about 257 dwellings outside Specific 
Plans through the 2035 General Plan horizon. 
 

1.  El Dorado Hills Community Region (EDH) 
 

El Dorado Hills is the largest of the Community Regions at about 15,125 acres (or 24 square 
miles).  EDH has a current population of about 37,000, comparable in size and population to the 
City of Lincoln.   Upon build-out of the entitled properties, EDH will be roughly the size, 
population and density of the City of Palo Alto (2,500 people per square mile).   Other regional 
cities with comparable population densities include Chico, Danville and San Rafael.   
 

Development activity in El Dorado Hills has been underway since the 1960’s.  A series of large 
Specific Plans were approved from 1987 through 1999, including the communities of Serrano, 
Promontory, Carson Creek, Valley View and Bass Lake Hills.  The Specific Plans are accompanied 
by Development Agreements that include assurances over the long-term that the projects can 
be implemented as approved.  The Specific Plans comprise about 60% of land in EDH and have 
been the source of most new residential development in the county since 1999.  As of early 
2015, about 5,124 homes remain to “buildout” of the Specific Plans; this is forecast to occur 
during the estimated General Plan horizon through about 2035.   
 

Outside the Specific Plans, High Density Residential (HDR) comprised about half of the total land 
area, with another 15% designated Medium Density Residential (MDR).  Most of this land is 
already developed.  Our mapping effort identified the following Available Residential Land, 
including existing subdivided lots and acreage described in the Table below: 
 

Table 1.  El Dorado Hills Available Residential Land, Approved Projects & Specific Plans (SP) 

 SP8 APPROVED C/MUD MFR HDR MDR LDR 

Existing/approved lots (number) 5,124 109  -- 282 -- -- 

Available Residential Land (acres) -- -- 132 6 272  364 280 
 

As shown, in Figure 1, below, the majority of El Dorado Hills is either already developed or 
covered by one or more approved Specific Plans in various stages of implementation.  Outside 
of the Specific Plans, approximately 282 existing lots, 109 approved lots, and about 922 acres of 
currently unentitled residential land (excluding C/MUD) is available to accommodate demand.   
                                                           
7
 The information utilized in our analysis and map preparation was taken from a 2012 database of public records 

and from 2015 shapefile data obtained from the El Dorado County Surveyor’s Office containing land use, zoning, 
and other information.  The maps depict General Plan land use designations allowing residential uses, including the 
Mixed Use (MUD) component of Commercial (C/MUD).  “Developed or Non-Residential” land includes roads and 
highways, common open space, Public Facilities, Research & Development, Industrial, residential land that has 
been divided at or near the minimum parcel size, and land classified by the County Assessor as “developed” that 
contains improvements making further subdivision unlikely or impractical.    
8
 Specific Plan “Existing lots” include existing tentative or final mapped lots or lots authorized under each Specific 

Plan on remaining undeveloped land for which a building permit had not been issued as of early 2015. 
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Figure 1.  El Dorado Hills Community Region (EDH) 
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2.  Cameron Park Community Region (CP) 
 

The Cameron Park Community Region (CP) encompasses about 4,900 acres.  About 15% of the 
land (750 acres) is publicly-owned, including a portion of the Pine Hill/gabbro soils rare plant 
habitat area.  Cameron Park has a current population of 20,000 people in 8 square miles for a 
population density of 2,500 people per square mile, comparable to South Lake Tahoe at 21,000 
residents in 10 square miles, or 2,100 people per square mile.   
 

There are no Specific Plans in CP, but High-Density Residential (HDR) is the predominant land 
use, accounting for more than 70% of privately owned land.  Development activity has been 
ongoing here since the late 1950’s, so most of the land has been developed.  There are a total 
of 710 existing or approved lots; other Available Residential Land is shown in Table 2 below: 
 

Table 2.  Cameron Park Available Residential Land & Entitled Projects 

 SP APPROVED C/MUD MFR HDR MDR LDR 

Existing/approved lots (number) -- 476  -- 234 -- -- 

Available Residential Land (acres)   156 63 650  18 197 
 

While Figure 2, below, shows that most land in Cameron Park is developed, this Community 
Region the number of existing or approved lots is less than 15% of the supply available in El 
Dorado Hills.  (710 in CP vs. 5,515 in EDH).  Although Cameron Park contains about the same 
area of Available Residential Land as EDH, rare plant habitat in Cameron Park is a unique 
constraint that may limit development potential in this Community Region.    
 

 
Figure 2.  Cameron Park Community Region  
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3.  Shingle Springs Community Region (SS) 
 

At approximately 4,000 acres, Shingle Springs (SS) is the smallest of the Community Regions, 
both in area and population, with about 3,800 residents in less than 7 square miles.  About one-
third of the territory is currently undeveloped, and there are few existing or approved parcels. 

About 60% of the land (2,400 acres) is designated Medium-Density Residential (MDR); about 
70% of this land has been developed.  The average existing MDR lot is smaller than 2 acres; 
undeveloped parcels are generally much larger.  There are only 133 approved lots and about 45 
existing (MDR) lots.  All Available Residential Land in SS is shown Table 3, below. 

Table 3.  Shingle Springs Available Residential Land & Entitled Projects 

 SP Approved C/MUD MFR HDR MDR LDR 

Existing/approved lots (number) -- 133 -- -- -- 45 -- 

Available Residential Land (acres)   110 54 13  599 748 

 
Figure 3, below, illustrates that a higher percentage of land (about 35% of total area) in the 
Shingle Springs Community Region is available for residential development but not approved, 
although planned at lower densities than EDH and CP.  The largest block of Available Residential 
Land consists of approximately 700 acres designated Low Density Residential (LDR) on the 
eastern boundary of the Community Region. 

 

Figure 3.  Shingle Springs Community Region 
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 4.  El Dorado/Diamond Springs Community Region (EDDS) 
 

At 7,700 acres, El Dorado/Diamond Springs is the second-largest Community Region9.  With a 
current population of about 9,000 on 12 square miles, EDDS has a population density of about 
750 people per square mile, less than half that of the City of Placerville, at about 1,800 people 
per square mile (10,000 people in 6 square miles).  At buildout, EDDS population density can be 
projected to be roughly equivalent to Placerville. 
 

Overall, EDDS contains more than 500 acres of MFR, almost 1,300 acres of HDR, 3,600 acres of 
MDR and about 560 acres of LDR.  About two-thirds of the HDR and half of the MDR land has 
been developed to date.  Although only 253 lots are existing or approved for development, 
more than 35% of the land is available for residential use, as shown in Table 4, below:   
 

Table 4.  El Dorado/Diamond Springs “Available Residential Land” 

 SP Approved C/MUD MFR HDR MDR LDR 

Existing lots (number) -- 175 -- -- 14 64 -- 

Available Residential Land (acres)   270 337 432  1,574 429 

 
Figure 4, below shows very few existing/approved lots, but a substantial inventory of available 
land.  It also illustrates that EDDS contains a large amount of undeveloped Multi-Family land 
(MFR) – about 2.5 times the combined total area of the other three Community Regions. 

 
Figure 4.  El Dorado/Diamond Springs Community Region 

                                                           
9
 Our analysis assumes the 10,000+ acre Camino/Pollock Pines Community region, the second-largest after El 

Dorado Hills, will be converted to three Rural Centers in the TGPA as discussed above.  
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5.  Composite Map – EDH, CP, SS and EDDS Community Regions 
 

Figure 5, below, is a composite of the 31,750 acres in the four Community Region maps above.  
This map illustrates that most of the western part of the county is developed, located within a 
Specific Plan or otherwise approved or entitled.  Single family residential densities are generally 
higher within these areas, but relatively little multi-family housing is planned.  Moving east, 
planned uses include more Medium Density Residential, but also more Multi-Family housing 
sites.    
 

 
Figure 5 – Composite Community Region Map – EDH, CP, SS and EDDS 

 

Table 5 below summarizes the residential land available for development in these four 
Community Regions, including lots in Specific Plans, lots that are existing or approved, and the 
acreage of “Available Residential Land” where no entitlements have been approved.  
 

Table 5.  Residential Land Available for Development in Community Regions  

 SP  
(# Lots)  

Approved 
(# Lots) 

C/MUD 
(Acres) 

MFR HDR MDR LDR 

    Lots Acres Lots* Acres Lots* Acres Lots Acres 

EDH 5,124 109 132 -- 6 282 272 -- 364 -- 280 
CP -- 476 156 -- 63 234 650 0 18  197 
SS -- 133 110 -- 54 0 13 45 599  748 
EDDS  -- 175 270 -- 337 14 432  64 1,574 -- 429 
Totals 5,124 893  668  460 530 1,367  109 2,555  1,654 

*Existing Lots for which building permits have not been issued 
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B.  Maintaining an Adequate Supply; Criteria for Residential Development Projects  
 

The analysis and mapping above show the current supply of existing and approved residential 
lots is insufficient to accommodate 75% of General Plan growth in Community Regions.  Nearly 
85% of new homes built under this General Plan will be built on parcels approved prior to 1999; 
fewer than 5,000 new lots were required from the 1999 base year through the General Plan 
horizon, now about 2035.  Contrary to allegations of developer control, less than 1,000 new 
parcels have been approved by the County (outside the previously approved Specific Plans with 
Development Agreements) since 1999.  Accordingly, about 4,000 new parcels are needed to 
accommodate housing in Community Regions before 2035. 
 

The General Plan requires review, at five year intervals, to summarize results of the prior period 
and identify whether amendments are needed to increase or decrease the supply of lots 
available.  In 2011, the Board determined that sufficient land is available to meet anticipated 
demand without land use changes.  The Board has also adopted a policy governing privately-
initiated General Plan Amendments (BOS Policy J6; 12/10/2013).  Figure 6, below, illustrates a 
framework that could be used, along with periodic reviews and the Board policy, to maintain an 
adequate supply of lots and to prioritize decisions on project proposals.  Such a framework 
would provide a level of predictability to residents and guidance to landowners and developers.   
 

 
Figure 6.  Proposed “Criteria” for Residential Development Projects 

 

The above criteria suggest utilization of land in order of priority or “tiers” to maintain an 
adequate supply of residential lots.  Creating new lots to meet demand can take years and 
sometimes decades.  Lots approved almost 30 years ago in El Dorado Hills are still being used to 
meet housing demand today.  Monitoring gives the County advance warning that the supply is 
not keeping pace with future demand so that adjustments can be made; the criteria provides 
options as to where and how to increase the supply of available land.  Activity in more than one 
tier will be necessary at any given time; the Board may also want to incorporate other factors 
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into their decisions, such as the extent to which a proposal meets General Plan goals and 
objectives and whether it makes efficient use of existing infrastructure and services.   

 Tier 1 – Develop existing and entitled lots.  Use strategies to preserve and extend the life of 
entitlements, such as development agreements and map/permit extensions. 

 Tier 2 – Utilize Available Residential Land to create new entitled lots, consistent with the 
2004 General Plan land use. 

 Tier 3 – Increase density of Low Density Residential (LDR) reserve lands in Community 
Regions by approving land use changes where infrastructure can be provided.10 

 Tier 4 – Consider amending land use designations of other Community Region lands to 
increase residential density.  For example, convert Medium Density Residential (MDR) site 
to High Density Residential (HDR), or non-residential to residential use where suitable.  

 Tier 5 – Consider General Plan Amendments to expand the Community Region boundaries 
and concurrently amend land use designations of added territory to increase residential 
density.    
 

C.  Remaining Inventory of Residential Lots at General Plan Horizon (2035 or later) 
 

The graph below illustrates the inventory of residential lots available countywide at the 2035 
General Plan Horizon, without land use changes.  This graph assumes that an additional 4,000 
lots will be created, mostly in Community Regions, from Available Residential Land – consistent 
with existing General Plan land use designations.  At the 2035 General Plan Horizon, even after 
the addition of 4000 new lots, single family residential land supply in Community Regions would 
be exhausted and the remaining single family residential land would be located primarily 
outside the Community Regions. 
 

 
Figure 7.  Housing Demand Forecast 

                                                           
10

 General Plan Policy 2.2.1.2 provides “Within Community Regions and Rural Centers, the LDR designation shall 
remain in effect until a specific project is proposed that applies the appropriate level of analysis and planning and 
yields the necessary expansion of infrastructure.”  LDR in Community Regions (five or ten acre lots) is generally not 
consistent with the strategy of concentrating growth in these areas to keep the rest of the county rural. 
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IV.  IMPACT OF TGPA/ZOU ON COMMUNITY REGIONS 
 

A.  TGPA DOES NOT Amend the Land Use Map 
 

The General Plan Land Use Maps above use color-coded designations to express the intended 
use of land across the Community Regions with sewer over the time horizon of this General 
Plan, now about 2035.  Except for a small number of land use map corrections identified 
during the Zoning Ordinance update, the TGPA does not amend the designated land use of 
any parcel.   In other words, the General Plan land use map and the Available Residential Lands 
maps shown above will look the same before and after the TGPA.  In addition, the EDH Specific 
Plans and tentative maps are authorized and entitled under rules and regulations at the time 
they were approved and are not affected by the TGPA/ZOU. 
 

B.  The Proposed Major Residential Projects DO NOT NEED the TGPA/ZOU. 
  

Several major residential projects are proposed in El Dorado Hills and Shingle Springs; these are 
not affected or helped by the TGPA/ZOU.  Each proposed project would require a General Plan 
Amendment to change the land use designation.  Each project has been designed and 
applications have been submitted through a separate planning process.   The TGPA does not 
change the General Plan land use designations for these projects.  
 

Misinformation abounds about the ZOU, especially concerning the effect of rezones on the 
proposed major residential projects.  Although some parcels within these projects are included 
in the ZOU, the proposed changes bring zoning consistent with the voter-approved General 
Plan, not consistent with the proposed General Plan amendments.  For example, the portions 
of Dixon Ranch and San Stino that are designated Low-Density Residential (LDR) and currently 
zoned AE (a zone once applied to Williamson Act contracts but obsolete under the ZOU) would 
be zoned for 10 acre lots (RE-10), at the low end of the consistent LDR density range.  Similarly, 
the El Dorado Hills Golf Course would retain its Open Space (OS) land use and would be rezoned 
from Recreational Facilities (RF) to Recreational Facilities, High-Intensity (RFH) zone consistent 
with its use as a golf course located in the Community Region.  The ZOU ensures these 
properties are consistent with their land use designations, but does not change the land use 
designations or rezone the land for higher density residential use to facilitate those 
developments.    
 

C.  Zoning Ordinance Update (ZOU) 
 

“...The existing ordinance and zoning map is both outdated and inconsistent with 
the General Plan, which leads to uncertainty and confusion for the public.  It 
affects people purchasing property who want to know what to expect on land 
adjacent to them, applicants for development projects who need to know the 
procedures and standards by which they need to abide, and decision makers who 
need to be consistent in applying the code.”   

 

  – Roger Trout, Staff Report to Board of Supervisors, April 11, 2011. 
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The ZOU is the first comprehensive update of the County’s zoning ordinance in nearly 30 years 
– the last comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update was written on a typewriter.  It was 
undertaken to bring zoning into consistency with the 2004 General Plan as required by the 
General Plan and state law; to add, delete or rename a number of zone districts; to fix problems 
with the current ordinance; and to reorganize the ordinance to make it easier to use.11   
 

Although some 37,000 parcels countywide will be rezoned, all but about 6,000 of these zone 
changes are driven by zone name changes, the addition or deletion of zones, to match zoning 
with existing parcel size, or other corrections.  Countywide, only about 5% of parcels would be 
rezoned to achieve consistency with the General Plan.  Parcels to be rezoned because current 
zoning is inconsistent with the General Plan Land Use Map are identified in Figure 8, below.   

 

 
Figure 8.  Zoning Changes for Consistency with General Plan 

 
General Plan “consistency” does not mean “maximum density”.  In fact, the mapping rule sets 
used to develop the ZOU maps generally provide for residential land currently zoned below the 
consistent range to be rezoned at the low end of the consistent range.  For example, one-acre 

                                                           
11

 The effect of changes in the ZOU in Rural Centers and Rural Regions will be covered in more detail in a 
subsequent report.  The information below summarizes the changes applicable within Community Regions.  
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lots in HDR, three- or five-acre lots in MDR, and ten-acre zoning in LDR are all consistent and at 
the low end of the allowable range.12   

 
D.  ZOU in the Community Regions 

 

 About 27,800 existing parcels (26,800 acres) are located within the four Community 
Regions with sewer.  Of these, about 26,000 parcels (22,900 acres) are planned for residential 
use, not including commercial/mixed use capacity. Most of this Community Region land has 
already been developed.  This report and the accompanying maps identify remaining land to 
accommodate future residential development within the Community Regions, including Specific 
Plans, approved projects outside Specific Plans, existing subdivided lots and unentitled land, 
referred to in this report as “Available Residential Land”.  This section of the Report describes 
the effect of the Zoning Ordinance Update on identified “Available Residential Land” by land 
use designation.13   
 

 El Dorado Hills Specific Plans approved prior to 1999, authorize an additional 5,124 new 
residential dwellings.  Some of these use unique zone designations, while others 
including Bass Lake Hills, use zone designations found in the County Zoning Ordinance.  
Where zones are eliminated or renamed under the ZOU, the Specific Plan parcels are 
treated like other similar parcels and rezoned to a comparable zone designation.  Since 
the “A” zone will be eliminated, Bass Lake Hills parcels with “A” zoning are to be 
rezoned to RE-10, the closest equivalent in lot size and permitted uses.  The ZOU has no 
effect on the number of new homes that may be built under the Specific Plans (shown in 
purple on the maps).   
 

 Approved Projects represent various approved Tentative Subdivision Maps and related 
entitlements outside the boundaries of the Specific Plans.  Shown in gray on the maps, 
and totaling 863 lots, these projects and the number of lots approved by the County are 
unchanged by the ZOU. 
 

 Existing Lots are shown in yellow, light orange and tan on the maps.  In general, these 
parcels are vacant and available building sites, but have already been divided to their 
minimum size and have no further subdivision potential.  There are about 530 of these 

                                                           
12

 For more than 40 years, Government Code section 65860(a) has required that a county’s zoning ordinance must 
be consistent with the county’s General Plan”.  Zoning is “consistent” with the General Plan if “...the various land 
uses authorized by the ordinance are compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs 
specified...” in the General Plan. (Government Code section 65860(a)(2)).  When “zoning becomes inconsistent 
with a general plan by reason of amendment to the plan... the zoning ordinance shall be amended within a 
reasonable time so that it is consistent with the general plan as amended.” (Government Code section 65860(c)). 
 
13

 Our analysis excludes publicly owned and common area land within the four Community Regions with sewer 
service (El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park, Shingle Springs and El Dorado/Diamond Springs), utilizing data obtained 
from El Dorado County based on 2012 and 2015 parcel data.  The 2015 data contains about 335 parcels not found 
in the 2012 database; these are believed to be new parcels created from existing entitlements (within Specific 
Plans or approved tentative maps).  These new parcels, are generally not affected by the ZOU, and are not 
included in the analysis.  Less than 100 parcels involving General Plan land use map corrections through the TGPA 
are also excluded from our zoning analysis. 
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lots in High Density Residential (HDR) land uses and only about 109 in Medium Density 
Residential (MDR).  Again, the ZOU does not affect the number of these lots, and does 
not increase development potential of these lands. 
 

 Commercial (C).  This land use designation is shown on our maps (in red), only because 
these lands allow mixed-use residential units where compatible with other uses in the 
zone.  General Plan Policy 2.2.1.2 provides that numerous zone districts shall be utilized 
to direct specific land uses to appropriate areas of the County.  In compliance with this 
Policy, the ZOU proposes a number of zones, such as Main Street commercial (CM), 
applied to the historic township of El Dorado/Diamond Springs; Community Commercial 
(CC); Limited Commercial (CL); and Regional Commercial (CR).  In general, whether the 
current zoning is a more general commercial zone, or is completely inconsistent with the 
land use (i.e., RA-40 or AE), a majority of commercial lands will be rezoned to one of the 
new zones consistent with the directive of Policy 2.2.1.2.  These zone changes affect 
both developed and undeveloped land, and do not increase the number of mixed-use 
units built over the General Plan horizon.  Much of the commercial land has already 
been built, and the number remains constant at an estimated 257 dwellings within the 
identified 668 acres of Commercial land. 
 

 In the Multi-Family Residential (MFR) land use designation, the two consistent zone 
districts, Limited Multifamily (R2) and Mobile Home Park (MP) are to be eliminated and 
replaced with under the ZOU by the Multi-Unit Residential (RM) zone.  There are at least 
1,670 MFR parcels (928 acres) in the Community Regions, including existing developed 
units.14  Nearly 1,450 of these are affected by this “name change” rezone from R2 or MP 
the new RM zone; the remaining parcels are currently zoned inconsistent with MFR and 
will be rezoned to RM for consistency.  Our mapping analysis identified about 460 acres 
of “unentitled” MFR land that would be available for future residential development.  
We estimate about  435 acres are affected by ZOU; 145 acres subject to a “name-
change” rezone from R2 to RM and about 290 acres to be rezoned to RM for 
consistency.  
 

 High Density Residential (HDR) includes 12,800 existing parcels within 6,800 acres (for 
an average parcel size of .53 acres).  Our mapping identifies about 1,367 acres in larger 
lots available for subdivision, along with about 530 existing subdivided lots.  We 
estimate approximately 775 acres of HDR land of sufficient size for future subdivisions 
would be affected by ZOU; where zoning is inconsistent with the land use designation, 
about 85% of this land would be rezoned R1A, at the low end of the density range. 
 

 Medium Density Residential (MDR) consists of about 3,400 parcels on 7,000 acres 
(average parcel size about 2 acres).  Our mapping identifies about 2,555 acres available 
for potential subdivision, along with about 109 existing subdivided lots.  The ZOU affects 

                                                           
14

 The number of multi-family dwellings in within the Specific Plans cannot be determined from our database; 
however the total dwelling unit counts remaining within the Specific Plans does include the number of multi-family 
units remaining to be built. 
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mostly smaller existing and developed lots to be rezoned consistent with the current lot 
sizes (R1A, R2A and R3A).  Excluding the 300-acre Forni Ranch (the only remaining active 
Williamson Act contract property in the Community Region), less than 350 acres of 
MDR in parcels larger than 5 acres which are available for future subdivision would be 
affected by ZOU. Nearly all of these are currently zoned RE-10 (inconsistent with MDR) 
and would be rezoned RE-5, at the low end of the density range. 

  

 Low Density Residential (LDR) includes about 10,500 parcels county-wide, comprising 
79,200 acres (with an average size of 7.5 acres).  Only about 42 LDR parcels are located 
within the four Community Regions; about 30 of these (about 1,550 acres) are larger 
than the 5-acre minimum parcel size.  About half are already zoned consistent; 
therefore, only about 800 acres need to be rezoned for consistency under the ZOU.  
Most are “rolled-out” Williamson Act contract lands that retain obsolete AE zoning.  
These include the remaining portion of Dixon Ranch (about 300 acres), the Scheiber 
Ranch (about 300 acres and part of the San Stino project) and about 400 acres in several 
ownerships in El Dorado/Diamond Springs.   These parcels will be zoned RE-10; any 
subsequent development plans for lots smaller than 10 acres would require future 
discretionary rezoning. 

 
Summary of ZOU on Unentitled Residential Land by Designated Land Use 

 
 Most ZOU changes in Community Regions relate to existing developed parcels and have 
no impact on future development potential. The ZOU has no significant effect on development 
potential or residential capacity within the Community Regions with sewer.  In fact, less than 
2000 acres of unentitled land available for future single family residential subdivisions are 
affected by the ZOU consistency rezones.  In general, these fall at the low end of the General 
Plan density range, as described in the table below: 
 

Figure 9.  Effect of ZOU on Unentitled Residential Land in Community Regions. 

General 
Plan 

Land Use 
Designation 

Existing Parcels in 
EDH, CP, SS and EDDS 

Community Regions 

Available Land 
“Unentitled” 

Available Land 
Unentitled; 

ZOU Rezones 
for Consistency 

Notes about 
ZOU Consistency 

Rezones 

 

# 
Parcels Acres 

Avg Size 
(Acres) Acres Acres 

HDR 12,810 6,758 0.53 1,367  775 
85% zoned R1A (low 
end consistent range) 

MDR 3,442 7,038 2.04 2,555  350 

Parcels > 5 acres 
zoned RE-5 (low end 
consistent range); 
Forni Ranch AG-40 (in 
WAC) excluded. FN1 

LDR 48 1,775 36.98 1,654 800 
Rezone to RE-10;  
FN2 

FN1:   Parcels < 5 acres generally zoned consistent with parcel size (R1A, R2A, and R3A).  350 acres “unentitled land” to be 
rezoned for consistency includes parcels > 5 acres (except 300-acre Forni Ranch, which remains under Williamson Act contract.) 
FN2:   800 acres “unentitled land” to be rezoned for consistency excludes parcels smaller than 5 acres.    
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E.  Controversy Involving ZOU in Community Regions 
 

Most of the objections to ZOU changes in the Community Regions are really challenges to the 
underlying General Plan land use.  Some object that proposed zoning, although consistent with 
the land use designation, is “incompatible” with adjacent (primarily residential) uses.  Others 
stand planning and zoning law on its head by suggesting that the General Plan be amended to 
conform to current zoning, rather than make zoning with what they consider an inappropriate 
General Plan land use designation. 
 

Another variation on this theme is based on General Plan Policy 2.2.5.6, which provides: 
 

“Policy 2.2.5.6  Where approval of this General Plan has created inconsistencies 
with existing zoning, lower intensity zoning, in accordance with Table 2-4, may 
remain in effect until such time as adequate infrastructure is available to 
accommodate a higher density/intensity land use.” 

 

Advocates of this approach suggest that inconsistent zoning, with allowed uses or lot sizes 
below the range established by the General Plan, should be allowed to remain in place (or a 
new inconsistent zone should be applied through the ZOU) until a future time when the 
undefined “infrastructure” is available to serve the development.  This position lacks 
foundation, in that no objective analysis has identified any significant existing infrastructure 
deficiency, let alone a deficiency that can only be mitigated by keeping inconsistent zoning in 
place.    
 

On the contrary, substantial evidence in the 2004 General Plan and TGPA/ZOU record 
establishes that infrastructure is generally available to serve future development.  Most 
commercial, industrial and 75% of future residential development is planned for Community 
Regions where sewer infrastructure is available.  The travel demand model indicates that 
adequate levels of service can be maintained through improvements programmed in the 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and water purveyors, including EID, indicate that sufficient 
supplies are available to serve development through the General Plan horizon.  School Districts, 
Fire Protection Districts, CSDs and similar special districts have established fee programs to 
provide for necessary facilities and services.  Before approval of a new development project, 
the applicant must demonstrate and the county must find that the project is consistent with 
the General Plan and that adequate infrastructure and services are available or can be 
provided. 
 

Some TGPA/ZOU comment letters suggest that, once zoning is consistent with the land use 
designation, the county has somehow forfeited its discretion to approve or deny future 
development entitlements.  Nothing could be further from the truth.  It’s never a simple 
downhill slide to approval of a tentative subdivision map (more than 4 parcels) or a tentative 
parcel map (4 or fewer parcels), regardless of whether the zoning is consistent with the General 
Plan.  Both actions are discretionary, and subject to environmental review under CEQA.   
 
In fact, the application submittal requirements and environmental analysis for a tentative map, 
are essentially the same as those for a zone change or general plan amendment – biological 
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resource studies, wetland investigations, traffic studies, archaeological reports, air quality 
analysis, acoustical reports, perc tests (for projects relying on septic systems) and water/sewer 
availability letters from the applicable districts, among others.  The CEQA document must 
analyze environmental effects, by comparing the proposed project to existing conditions.  In 
this sense, consistency rezoning has no effect on the ultimate environmental analysis, because 
the property “as zoned” does not become the baseline or “existing condition” used for the 
environmental review.     
 

The state Subdivision Map Act allows the county to regulate the design and improvement of 
subdivisions, including the right to impose conditions of approval.  General Plan Policy 2.2.5.7 
similarly allows the county to condition a development project to pay for or construct needed 
infrastructure, or to deny the application where the infrastructure cannot be provided.   
 

“Policy 2.2.5.7  Where a zoning district applied to given land is consistent with the 
General Plan land use designation, the County reserves the right to deny 
development plans providing for permitted uses where adequate findings for 
approval (including adequate public facilities and services) cannot be made.”  

 

Conditions of approval imposed on new development must be satisfied at specified stages 
during construction.  If the infrastructure cannot be feasibly provided because of physical, 
environmental or economic constraints, the County can deny a development proposal, even if 
the zoning is consistent with the General Plan land use designation. 
 

Those who argue that inconsistent zoning should be retained or that new inconsistent zones 
should be applied through the ZOU consider Policy 2.2.5.6 as a “loophole” that relieves the 
county of the duty to comply with the consistency provisions of state law.  State law does not 
support the notion that counties can exempt themselves from zoning consistency requirements 
simply by adopting such policies in their general plans.  Moreover, advocates of inconsistent 
zoning ignore the inconvenient fact that the General Plan itself requires that the Zoning 
Ordinance be updated to “[p]rovide consistency between the General Plan land use 
designations and the Zoning Ordinance [Policy 2.2.1.2]”.  The ZOU was to be completed within 
one year of General Plan adoption (GP Measure LU-A); it is now more than 10 years overdue. 
 

The General Plan land use designations discussed above establish a rational planning scheme 
for the county.  Policy 2.2.1.2 describes the various land uses ranging from natural resources 
and open space at the least intense through the most intense multi-family, commercial and 
industrial uses.  In between, a series of single family residential uses are defined from highest to 
lowest intensity:  High Density (HDR) from 5 to 1 lot per acre, Medium Density (MDR) lots 
ranging from 1 to 5 acres in size, Low Density (LDR) lots ranging from 5 to 10 acres, and RR with 
lots ranging from 10 to 160 acres.  The plan designates residential land uses allowed in 
Community Regions and Rural Centers (HDR, MDR and LDR, but not RR), and those allowed in 
Rural Regions (LDR and RR, but not HDR or MDR).  Agricultural Land (AL) and Natural Resource 
(NR) designations are reserved for Rural Regions; not allowed in Community Regions or Rural 
Centers. 
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At 5 to 10 acre lots, LDR is recognized as below the optimum density range for Community 
Regions.  Language in Policy 2.2.1.2 indicates the “LDR designation shall remain in place until a 
specific project is proposed that applies the appropriate level of analysis and planning and 
yields the necessary expansion of infrastructure.”  In contrast, LDR in Rural Regions is planned 
as a transition to the more rural and agricultural areas of the County, such that 5- to 10-acre 
parcels are appropriate. 
 

Alternative planning scenarios for land now designated LDR were considered during the 2004 
General Plan adoption process.  A 2001 GP Alternative would have designated LDR as 5- to 20-
acre parcels; the Roadway Constrained and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives would 
have applied different land uses to the LDR parcels, including Rural Residential and Natural 
Resources, which would have limited the potential future parcels that could be created.  These 
alternatives were rejected as infeasible; the plain language of the 2004 General Plan and 2004 
GP EIR explicitly provide that LDR is planned for 5 to 10 acre parcels, notwithstanding 
conflicting dots or diamonds in a General Plan table. 
 
The General Plan includes criteria to identify land to be zoned for agricultural use.  Policies 
8.1.1.5 and 8.1.2.2, applicable to zoning of cropland and grazing land, respectively, set a 
threshold that excludes lands “designated for urban or nonagricultural uses on the Land Use 
Map”.  The 2004 General Plan and the General Plan EIR make clear that land uses inside 
Community Regions are “urban” lands, and further that LDR is an “urban or nonagricultural land 
use”.  The argument that agricultural zones should be applied to LDR land, including land rolled-
out of Williamson Act contract, is inconsistent with the plain language of the General Plan. 
 

LDR lands inside of Community Regions affected by the ZOU include the remaining portion of 
Dixon Ranch, the Scheiber Ranch portion of the San Stino project, and about 400 acres in 
several ownerships in El Dorado/Diamond Springs.  These projects were the subject of Measure 
O, defeated in November, 2014 by 60% of voters.  The properties are all former Williamson Act 
contract lands which retain their old AE (Exclusive Agriculture) zone, despite roll-out of contract 
years or decades ago.  Opponents of these projects, not surprisingly, have organized behind the 
“retain existing zoning strategy” or other approaches which would convert the 5- to 10-acre 
parcel size for LDR to something ranging from 5- to 20-acres, or as one commenter suggested 5- 
to 60-acres.  
 

If the Board of Supervisors, in adopting the 2004 General Plan, had intended these LDR lands in 
Community Regions to be zoned for 20 acre parcels or larger, they could have adopted one of 
the other General Plan alternatives, or could have designated these lands RR (10-160 acres) and 
excluded the area from the Community Region Boundary.  The Board did neither, and the effort 
to redefine LDR after the fact is nothing more than an attempt to revise the General Plan, by 
those who oppose development projects.   
 

Consistency zoning within LDR or any other land use, does not commit the county to a specific 
course of action on the development proposals.  Those should be evaluated by the county in 
due course; as General Plan Amendments, these are fully discretionary and should stand or fall 
on their own merits.  Efforts to interfere with the orderly implementation of the General Plan 
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by manipulating zoning to frustrate these projects or prevent General Plan implementation 
must not be allowed.  To this end, there has been no objective information presented to justify 
differential treatment that would deprive a handful of properties and land owners of the right 
to have their zoning brought consistent with the land use designations, a right enjoyed by more 
than 90% of all land within the Community Regions. 
 

Our analysis indicates that the Available Residential Land assuming full utilization of land in the 
four community regions, no significant constraints and densities equivalent to the densities of 
similar developed parcels, has the potential to produce the number of lots required to meet the 
objective to maintain 75% of residential growth within Community Regions with sewer.  While 
the ZOU will achieve consistency between the General Plan and zoning, the minimum-density 
range approach is generally not sufficient to yield the number of new lots needed, and future 
site-specific rezoning will likely be necessary.   
 

At bottom, the opposition to consistency rezoning is fundamentally opposition to the adopted 
General Plan.  Zoning is necessary to implement the General Plan, and the consistency 
rezoning is a first step in that process.  Maintaining inconsistent zoning provides no tangible 
benefit except to those who want to frustrate implementation of the General Plan.  To 
paraphrase Roger Trout’s 2011 staff report, the ZOU is needed so that property owners know 
what to expect on neighboring properties, applicants for development projects know the rules 
and standards applicable to their projects, and decision makers are able to consistently apply 
the code.   The ZOU is long overdue, and should be moved forward by the Board. 
 

F.  Public Outreach 
 

El Dorado County mounted an extraordinary public outreach effort for the TGPA/ZOU.  
Opportunities for public participation have been numerous and varied, including more than 100 
meetings and public hearings since 2011; detailed workshops before the Board or the Planning 
Commission; a webpage devoted to TGPA/ZOU documents and other relevant information; and 
email notices to subscribers and print notices published in local newspapers.15  The County 
allowed extended comment periods for both the Draft EIR (DEIR) and Recirculated Draft EIR 
(RDEIR).  More than 6,000 pages of public comments and support materials were submitted in 
response to the DEIR and RDEIR and are made a part of the public record. 
 

V.  THE TGPA/ZOU IMPLEMENTS AND ENHANCES THE GENERAL PLAN 
 

In 2011, the Board of Supervisors concluded that the 2004 General Plan is generally working, 
but that targeted amendments should be considered to reach goals and objectives related to 
promotion and protection of agriculture, limiting retail sales and sales tax leakage, balance of 
new jobs to new housing, and increasing housing opportunities for moderate income 
households.  The Board also acknowledged that the County is responsible to ensure consistency 
between its General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and directed that the ZOU should be 

                                                           
15

 See “Public Outreach” tab at http://www.edcgov.us/Government/LongRangePlanning/LandUse/TGPA-
ZOU_Main.aspx 
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consistent with the General Plan pursuant to state law and General Plan policies.  The Board 
consolidated the TGPA/ZOU with a series of previously initiated General Plan amendments, and 
directed that the entire package should be analyzed under a new programmatic EIR.  At long 
last, we are nearing the end of that process. 
   
Our mapping analysis was developed to generally quantify and identify land available in 
Community Regions to meet housing demand.  This analysis supports the conclusion reached in 
2011, that 75% of remaining housing demand can be accommodated in the Community Regions 
with sewer.  However, the current supply of available and entitled lots is insufficient, such that 
about 4,000 new lots would need to be created and available to build prior to the General Plan 
horizon now forecast for 2035.  The supply of available residential land in the Community 
Regions is adequate to accommodate the additional lots; the Board may want to consider 
utilizing criteria such as the “tiering” framework proposed above, to monitor progress, to 
prioritize land use decisions and to provide guidance to developers and the public as to the 
Board’s goals and expectations.  In the end, the net effect of the General Plan is to substantially 
reduce the overall supply of residential lots available for development in the county (Figure 7). 
 

The TGPA/ZOU includes many benefits for the residents of El Dorado County, including the 
following: 
 

 Designate Historical District Overlays to protect the historic townships of Diamond 
Springs and El Dorado. 

 Change the Camino/Pollock Pines Community Region to the Rural Centers of Camino, 
Pollock Pies and Cedar Grove. 

 Expand the Agricultural Districts by more than 17,000 acres. 

 Establish several commercial zones (i.e., Main Street Commercial, Regional Commercial) 
to direct appropriate commercial uses to appropriate areas.  Plan rather than react. 

 Revise development standards to provide alternatives that the Board may consider in 
approving projects to achieve General Plan objectives in Community Regions.  

 Allow detached housing units within 863 acres of available Multi-Family land to meet 
moderate housing objectives as an alternative to below-moderate affordable housing 
and apartments by right.  Allow limited commercial in multi-family to serve these areas. 

 Set standards applicable to Mixed Use Development within approximately 661 acres of 
Commercial available to meet the commercial/mixed use demand. 

 Allow a range of agricultural support services and other economic uses of properties in 
rural areas as an alternative to rural subdivisions.   

 Set standards for home occupations, which involve between 8 to 16% of the work force 
in El Dorado County. 

 Promote and enhance agricultural operations through zoning ordinance provisions to 
permit various direct marketing opportunities, and simplified permit processing for uses 
incompliance with established standards. 

 Implement the Zoning Ordinance Update which is nearly 10 years overdue.  This update 
will ensure consistency between land use and zoning for roughly 5% of parcels that are 
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currently inconsistent, and will reduce the uncertainty and confusion of landowners and 
their neighbors concerning the intended use of property. 

 

Alliance for Responsible Planning is dedicated to providing information about critical and timely 
issues facing the County.  We do not take the role of research lightly; we invest the time to 
consult many experts to check and double-check our facts.  Our goal here is to present 
important facts about the TGPA/ZOU, with a special focus on the Community Regions.  Our  
next effort, which will be published prior the final hearings at the Board of Supervisors, will 
focus on the remaining critical link – the rural areas of the county, and the effect of the 
TGPA/ZOU on natural resources, recreation, agriculture, rural commerce, and rural lands.   
 

We care deeply about the future of El Dorado County, our residents and our businesses.  
Accurate information is critical to a meaningful discussion of the issues, and ultimately forms 
the foundation for better decisions.  We hope you find this information helpful. 
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Reg Reform 

Report to 

CEDAC Summary

BOS 

Agenda 

Date

Legistar 

File # BOS Action

7/1/2009 Regulatory Reform Subcommittee formed.

10/29/2009 Update.

11/4/2009 Update.

12/2/2009 Update.

12/16/2009 Update: Reg reform recommendations for implementing G.P. 

Policy 2.3.1.2 - Community Design Format.   CEDAC passed 

Motion to move the recommendation to the BOS.

1/13/2010 Above item anticipated to BOS in February.

1/27/2010 Update on Reg Reform efforts re: General Plan Objective 2.4; 

Land Design Manual/Highway Design Manual/Standards Plan.

2/10/2010 Update on Reg Reform efforts re: Land Design Manual/Highway 

Design Manual/Standards Plan; Grading Ordinance; Fire Codes; 

Design Waiver Standards; INRMP; Zoning Ordinance

Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) requesting 

that the Board receive and file update on prior year activities 

and provide direction for 2010-11 goals and objectives.

3/22/2010 10-0262 Received and Filed.

3/10/2010 Community ID and visioning efforts will go to the BOS with G.P. 

5-year review update.

4/28/2010 Upcoming BOS presentation:  Zoning Ordinance; fire 

regulations; community design; land development regulations, 

grading ordinance, rare plants issues; reforms to G.P. and 

Zoning Ordinance to streamline development process.

CEDAC and EDAC Recommendations to the BOS relating to the TGPA-ZOU Process

 (and other BOS items related to CEDAC/EDAC and TGPA-ZOU)
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Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) requesting 

that the Board receive and file update on activities and provide 

direction as needed.

5/10/2010 10-0480 Received and Filed.

5/12/2010 Update.

6/17/2010 Upcoming meetings will focus on Zoning Ordinance Maps and 

begin the conversation about agricultural operations.

7/15/2010 Upcoming meetings will focus on preparing for BOS 

presentation on 8/19/10 that will include feedback re: the 

Ranch Marketing Ordinance.

8/19/2010 Upcoming meetings will focus on:  TIM fee ordinance; Zoning 

Ordinance; Ranch Marketing Ordinance; 9/21 BOS update on 

Reg Reform activities.
9/16/2010 Update.

10/21/2010 Final preparations underway to provide update to BOS on 

1/10/11.

11/18/2010 Overview of BOS presentation scheduled for 1/10/11:  Zoning 

Ordinance update; G.P update; recommended changes to land 

use governing documents.

1/20/2011 Announcement that Reg. Reform will be presenting at 1/10/11 

and 2/15/11 BOS workshops.
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Presentation of General Plan analysis and recommendations 

from the Regulatory Reform Subcommittee.

1/10/2011 11-0019 A motion was made by Supervisor Sweeney, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, as follows:

1) Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to work with Development 

Services, Department of Transportation, Human Services and EDAC and 

return to the Board on February 15, 2011 with a draft Resolution of 

Intention with the cost of implementation of each item to allow the 

Board to prioritize the following items:

a) Adoption of Greenhouse Gas Action Plan (GPA);

b) Approval of Ag District Expansion and Protection (GPA);

c) Revisiting of Density Bonus (GPA);

d) CR and RC Changes (incl. PP/Camino, others) (GPA);

e) C/MUD opportunities and CD for C/MUD, I, R&D (GPA);

f) Review constraints to C/MUD moderate housing (GPA);

g) Consider range of Measures to reduce Retail Sale Leakage;

h) Consider requiring Econ Analysis for large retail/residential;

i) Review GP Jobs/Housing Balance Goals and Means;

j) Identify and facilitate obstacles to regulatory shelf ready status for 

C/MUD/I/MFR projects w/in CRs w/sewer;

k) Consider Ag/Recreation Housing Alternatives  (GPA);

l) Coordinate Project with INRMP;

m) Coordinate Project/effect on Circ. Element w/CIP 5 yr update;

n) BOS “to do list” compiled over the last 5 years; and

o) Items already presented by Development Services; and

2) Direct staff to seek funding sources for the projects on the list.  

Chief Administrative Office in conjunction with Development 

Services, Department of Transportation and the Economic 

Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) returning to the 

Board with a draft Resolution of Intention to initiate a General 

Plan Amendment.

2/15/2011 11-0019 A motion was made by Supervisor Sweeney, seconded by Supervisor 

Briggs to set a hearing to consider a report from staff on the General Plan 

implementation and have a discussion of potential General Plan 

amendments including the proposals made by EDAC.

2/17/2011
Update.

3/17/2011 Comment noted that Regulatory Reform is CEDAC's greatest 

success.
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Development Services Department recommending the Board 

adopt a Resolution of Intention to amend the General Plan as 

recommended by EDAC to address findings from the General 

Plan Five-Year Monitoring and Review Report.

4/4/2011 11-0019 A motion was made by Supervisor Knight, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, to adopt the Resolution of Intention striking out the second to 

last paragraph.   Pertinent section: "BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the El 

Dorado County Board of Supervisors will set a public hearing to address 

proposed amendments to the General Plan relating to the development 

of housing affordable to the moderate income earner, the creation of 

jobs and improving tax revenues in the areas identified for urban growth. 

The hearing will also address proposed amendments related to 

supporting the agriculture and natural resource industries; "  A motion 

was made by Supervisor Knight, seconded by Supervisor Briggs, to set the 

4/21/2011 Report to BOS scheduled for 7/25/11. Reg Reform is now 

conducting a peer review of the system.

7/21/2011 Update.

Development Services Department requesting the Board 

provide direction on the Scope of Work and the Environmental 

Impact Report Project Description for the Targeted General Plan 

Amendments, comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update, and 

the revised Land Development Manual . . . 

7/25/2011 11-0356 A motion was made by Supervisor Knight, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, as follows: 1) Create a subcommittee including Supervisor 

Knight and Sweeney to work with DSD Director and EDAC in the 

preparation of a comprehensive Resolution of Intention that will combine 

previous Resolutions of Intention regarding General Plan Amendments 

and Zoning Ordinance update, to be used as the basis for the Project 

Description for an EIR and the RFP for the EIR, to be brought back on 

Tuesday, August 9, 2011; 2) Return to the Board in October - November 

with Targeted General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update 

project description and draft RFP for an EIR; and 3) The LDM and 

Standard Plans may move forward independent of the targeted General 

Plan amendment and Zoning Ordinance Update. The LDM and Standard 

Plans are to be adopted by the Board Resolution. Staff will continue to 

work with EDAC, SAGE and other professionals.
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Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) presenting 

an analysis and recommendations of the Regulatory Reform 

Subcommittee. (Cont'd. 4/4/11, Item 3)  Refinement of original 

findings and presentation of 7/5/11 Report

7/25/2011 11-0019 A motion was made by Supervisor Knight, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, as follows: 1) Set September 26, 2011 afternoon for CEQA 

workshop organized by EDAC; 2) Direct staff to continue to work with 

EDAC and interested groups, such as SAGE, on the LDM, Standard Plans, a 

Climate Action Plan, and an Updated Traffic Model; and 3) Direct staff to 

continue working with EDAC in the preparation of a Planning Commission 

hearing on General Plan Amendments and Zoning Ordinance update; 

report progress and unresolved issues to BOS at time of CEQA workshop.

8/18/2011 Update.

9/15/2011 Update.

Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) presenting 

to the Board an overview of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) as it relates to economic development and 

regulatory reform. (Cont'd 7/25/11, Item 2)

9/26/2011 11-0019 A motion was made by Supervisor Santiago, seconded by Supervisor 

Sweeney, as follows: 1) Direct Staff and EDAC to continue work on the 

alternative Zoning treatments

of the following 14 items: 1. Multiple commercial zones; 2. 

Commercial/Industrial and Ag Support Uses or Zones; 3. Planned 

Development provisions; 4. Table 2-4. Amendment; 5. Home occupations; 

6. Residences in TPZ; 7. Mixed Use Development (MUD 2); 8. Animal 

Keeping; 9. Wetland/Riparian Setbacks; 10. Zoning Map Update; 11. 

Ranch Marketing on Grazing Lands; 12. Ag Zoning "Opt In" within Ag 

Districts and Rural Regions underlying land uses; 13. Agriculture 

Homestays; 14. Rural Lands "Uses" Allowed; and 2) Continue the 

workshop to October 24, 2011.

Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) 

recommending the Board discuss a possible date in October or 

November to consider the adoption of a Comprehensive 

Resolution of Intention including previous resolutions of 

Intention regarding General Plan Amendments and Zoning 

Ordinance update, Draft Project Description and Draft Request 

for Proposal (RFP) for the Environmental Impact Report. (Cont'd 

8/9/11, Item 29)

9/26/2011 11-0356 A motion was made by Supervisor Santiago, seconded by Supervisor 

Sweeney, as follows: 1) Direct staff and EDAC to continue work on the 

project description and request for proposal; 2) Set a meeting for 

November 14, 2011 to review the project description and the adoption of 

request for proposal; and 3) Direct staff, CAO and EDAC to continue to 

work on Traffic Forecast Needs Analysis (Quick Start) and Sierra Business 

Council Greenhouse Gas Analysis Inventory and work towards a Climate 

Action Plan.

10/20/2011 BOS Workshop on 10/24/11. Reg Reform presentation re: 

CEQA.

11-0356 18F 44 of 49



Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC) presenting 

to the Board an overview of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) as it relates to economic development and 

regulatory reform. (Refer 9/26/11, Item 2)

10/24/2011 11-0019 Received and Filed.

Development Services Department providing draft Resolutions 

of Intention for review and direction from the Board for the 

Targeted General Plan Amendment and Comprehensive Zoning 

Ordinance Update. Staff recommends that the Board direct 

staff to return on November 14, 2011 with three specific items: 

1) Resolution of Intention to amend the General Plan; 2) 

Resolution of Intention to adopt a Comprehensive Zoning 

Ordinance Update - Legistar No. 08-0061; and 3) Scope of work 

and a Request for Proposals to prepare an Environmental 

Impact Report for both. (Refer 9/26/11, Item 3)

10/24/2011 11-0356 A motion was made by Supervisor Sweeney, seconded by Supervisor 

Briggs, to direct staff to return on November 14, 2011 with the following 

items: 1)Resolution of Intention to amend the General Plan; 2) Resolution 

of Intention to adopt a Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update - 

Legistar No. 08-0061; and 3) Scope of work and a Request for Proposals 

to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for both.

11/17/2011 Update.

1/19/2012 Update.

2/16/2012 Update.

3/15/2012 Targeted General Plan status.

Chief Administrative Office providing the Board with an update 

on the Land Use Policy Programmatic Update. [See EDAC  

Paper, Attachment 3F, 4/11/12]

2/27/2012, 

3/27/12

12-0267 A motion was made by Supervisor Sweeney, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, as follows: Chief Administrative Office recommending the 

following be analyzed under the Project Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) to provide an adequate level review for a range of options for future 

Board decisions: . . . 3) Accept as one option for the base analysis the 

draft zoning map based on the zoning map criteria reviewed in October 

2010, and subsequently modified to address elimination of the AE/AP 

zones and further refinements by the Agriculture Department and the 

Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC), including the “Opt-

In” process.
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4/12/2012 Update re: BOS presentation on 4/16/12:  Land Use Policy 

Programmatic Update progress, including Agricultural, Rural 

Lands and Home Occupation workgroups.  Motion passed by 

CEDAC:  Provide the draft zoning map criteria presented to the 

Board on 4/16/12 and map prepared by staff to consultants for 

analysis.  Provide public review draft zoning text with optional 

language included to consultant for analysis.  The optional 

language shall be identified in the November 14, 2011 compact 

disc and the April 11, 2012 compact disc and shall be 

incorporated by reference into the draft text for analysis.

Chief Administrative Office providing the Board with an update 

on the Land Use Policy Programmatic Update. [See EDAC  

Paper, Attachment 3F, 4/11/12]

4/16/2012 12-0267 A motion was made by Supervisor Briggs, seconded by Supervisor Knight, 

to continue this matter to Tuesday, May 1, 2012 at 2:00 p.m.

6/21/2012 Work in progress. No new report.

8/16/2012 Workshop in July created a large "parking lot" list.  Workshop 

scheduled for Monday, 8/20/12, where direction from the BOS 

will be required on some policies.  Goal is the finalize the 

project description in Sept. and begin the EIR in Oct.  

Chief Administrative Office recommending the Board receive a 

presentation on the Legal Nonconforming chapter of the Draft 

Zoning Ordinance (Workshops)

 7/16/12, 

7/18/12, 

7/19/12, 

7/20/12, 

8/20/12

12-0837 Received and Filed.

11/14/2012 Summary of Reg Reform activities and accomplishments to 

date.

12/20/2012 Community Identify process update.

1/24/2013 Overview of BOS presentation scheduled for 1/28/13:  LUPPU, 

"Future Planning"
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Presentation by the El Dorado County Economic Development 

Advisory Committee on the Land Use Policy Programmatic 

Update (LUPPU) and beyond.

1/28/2013 13-0081 Received and Filed.

2/21/2013 Update on Reg Reform efforts:  Community ID process, BOS 

update on 3/25.

Presentation by the El Dorado County Economic Development 

Advisory Committee on the use of Transient Occupancy Tax.
2/25/2013 13-0081 A motion was made by Supervisor Veerkamp, seconded by Supervisor 

Santiago, to direct staff to bring back this matter on March 25, 2013 with 

language to enable the Board to take action.

3/21/2013 Motion passed to approve presentation providing information 

and recommendations on Community and Economic 

Development Program funding and requesting Board Direction.

El Dorado County Economic Development Advisory Committee 

providing information and recommendations on Community 

Organization and Economic Development Program funding and 

requesting Board direction regarding same. 

3/25/2013 13-0081 A motion was made by Supervisor Veerkamp, seconded by Supervisor 

Mikulaco as follows: 1) Release the Draft Housing Element Update; and 2) 

Approve the recommendations of the Community and Economic 

Development Advisory Committee (CEDAC) and the County 

Administrative Officer.

Chief Administrative Office recommending the Board: 1) 

Receive a presentation of the 2013 Housing Element Update 

process, discussion of proposed revisions, and; 2) Authorize 

staff to release Draft Housing Element Update to the 

Department of Housing and Community Development and 

public for the required 60 day review period.

3/25/2013 12-0078 A motion was made by Supervisor Veerkamp, seconded by Supervisor 

Mikulaco as follows: 1) Release the Draft Housing Element Update; and 2) 

Approve the recommendations of the Community and Economic 

Development Advisory Committee (CEDAC) and the County 

Administrative Officer.

Chief Administrative Office providing the Board with an update 

on the Land Use Policy Programmatic Update.
3/25/2013 12-0267 Received and Filed.

5/16/2013 Update on Reg Reform efforts:  Community meetings continue 

across the county.
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6/20/2013 CEDAC approved presentation prepared for 6/27/13 BOS 

workshop to discuss community boundary guidelines, pending 

projects, CIP TIMM fees and the role of CEDAC. (There was no 

mention of the Regulatory Reform group in the minutes or 

Legistar Item but the presentation includes slides from former 

Reg Reform work product.)

Community and Economic Development Advisory Committee 

(CEDAC) providing information and recommendations on the 

Land Use Policy Programmatic Update (LUPPU) and beyond in 

support of the County's Capital Improvement Program.

7/30/2013 13-0782 Received and Filed.
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