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Tom <tomi@volcano.net> Mon, Dec 14, 2015 at 7:08PM 
To: edc. cob@edcgov. us, shawna. purvines@edcgov. us 

Dear BOS and Long Range Planning, 

Attached is an explanation of how the ZOU is inconsistent with the general plan, how the TGPA creates internal 
inconsistencies in the general plan, and how the ZOU has a nexus to the substandard aspects of Health, Safety 
and Noise Element. For these reasons it is unlawful for the County to adopt the TGPA/ZOU. 

Sincerely, 

Tom lnfusino, for RCU 

To: ElDorado County Long Range Planning and BOS 

From: Tom lnfusino, for RCU 

RE: TGPA/ZOU on the BOS 12/15/15 Agenda 

Date: 12/14/15 

It is impermissible to approve a zoning ordinance that is not consistent with the General Plan. It is 
impermissible to adopt amendments to a General Plan that make the plan internally inconsistent. It is 
impermissible to adopt zoning code provisions with a nexus to substandard provisions of the general plan. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the El Dorado County General Plan 

Public Water & Wastewater 

Policy 2.1.1. 7- Development postponed pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels 
without public water and sewers, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right , the ZOU conflicts 
with this policy. 
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Policy 2.2.5.3- 19 Criteria for evaluating Rezones: By mass rezoning primarily to meet land use map 
consistency only, without employing the 19 criteria, the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 2.2.5.6- Lower Intensity Zoning pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels 
without public water and sewers, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, the ZOU conflicts 
with this policy. 

Policy 5.1.1.2- Coordination with CIPs- The failure of the TGPA/ZOU to consider CIPs showing infrastructure 
constraints on lands, before increasing residential zoning densities, is contrary to this policy. 

Policy 5.1.2.2 -Adequate Water Supply: By increasing the density of residential zoning in areas not served by 
public water, the ZOU interferes with the attainment of this policy. 

Policy 5.2.1.4- By rezoning areas without a demonstrated water supply, the ZOU violated this policy. 

Policy 5.2.1.11 - By increasing the intensity of zoning in areas where no public water supply exists, the ZOU 
violated this policy. 

Policy 5.2.3.6- Use well data for General Plan changes : Not only did the County not use well data for 
determining where to increase densities and land uses by right, the County hired a consultant to claim that it 
can't and should not be done! Thus, TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 5.7.7.1- Emergency Water Supply: By increasing residential densities and by right uses in areas without a 
demonstrated emergency water supply, the ZOU interferes with the attainment of this policy. 

Measure PS-I : Groundwater Limitation Areas: The Water Limitation Areas should have already been identified, 
and this information used in determining changes to the General Plan, zoning map changes, and zoning 
ordinance changes. Because this was not done, the TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this implementation. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the El Dorado County General Plan 

Fire Protection 

Policy 6.2.1 .2 - Coordination: The TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy, as the County rejected the 
suggestions of the Board of Forestry to bring the Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element into compliance with 
state law with regard to evacuation routes, emergency water supply requirements, and road width and road 
clearance standards. Thus, the TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy. In addition, since there is a nexus 
between flaws in the ZOU (e.g. increasing residential densities in zones and by right uses in zones , where there 
are insufficient roads and emergency water) and these inadequacies of the safety element, the ZOU cannot be 
lawfully approved. (Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cai.App.3d 1176; Garat v. 
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city of Riverside (1991) 2 Cai.App.4th 259.) 

Policy 6.5.1 .10- Comprehensive noise control: By allowing a number of noisy home occupations on small 
residential lots, the ZOU undermines the comprehensive noise control sought by this General Plan Policy. 

Policy 6.5.1.14- Neighborhood Noise Conflict: Rather than resolving neighborhood noise conflicts, the ZOU's 
home occupation ordinance seems destined to exacerbate neighborhood noise conflicts, and thereby conflicts 
with this policy. 

Erosion 

Policy 7.1 .1.2- don't develop on slopes over 30%: By increasing the development density on areas over 30% 
slope, the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 7.3.2.1 -Protection from Erosion and Turbidity: By allowing so many developed land uses in riparian 
areas, the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Critical Habitat 

Policy 7.4.1.6 & Measure CO-U- Habitat Protection by INRMP: By allowing so much development in riparian 
habitat, before the mitigation is identified in the INRMP, the ZOU conflicts with this policy to avoid habitat 
fragmentation. 

Policy 7.4.2.2- Critical Wildlife Areas: The exceptions to the riparian setback standards in the ZOU seem to 
swallow up any protection afforded to riparian areas by this policy, and thus the ZOU is not consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 7.4.2.8 & Measure CO-M -INRMP: The ZOU increased zoning densities and land use intensities on 
lands before the County has completed a strategy for habitat protection or developed mitigation programs in 
accordance with this policy. Prematurely increasing zoning densities and land uses can increase the value of 
such lands, interfering with later acquisition of habitat. Furthermore, increasing zoning density and land uses 
facilitates development with impacts, prior to the development of mitigation programs. Thus, the ZOU interferes 
with the implementation of this general plan policy. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the El Dorado County General Plan 

Critical Habitat Continued 
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Policy 7.4.2.9- Important Biological Corridors: By increasing the zoning density and intensity of uses on lands 
in the biological corridor, the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 7.6.1.2 & &.6.1.3- Open Space: By designating the land around bass lake for intensive recreational 
development, the ZOU is not consistent with these policies. 

Timber. Mineral. and Agricultural lands 

Policy 2.2.2.2- Agricultural Districts: By allowing the Agricultural Districts to be pock-marked with openings, and 
supplemented with islands, based upon owner choice rather than land suitability for agriculture, thereby allowing 
adjacent conflicting uses, the Ag. District boundaries are not consistent with this policies. 

Policy 2.2.5.10- By expanding the uses allowed by right under the zoning ordinance in agricultural areas, the 
zou 

undermines the effectiveness of this policy which was intended to protect neighbors from the significant effects 
of conflicting uses. 

Policies 8.1.1.2 & 8.1.1. 7- Agricultural Districts: By limiting the extent of Agricultural Districts to those properties 
with owners who opted into the district, the TGPA/ZOU created an Agricultural District overlay using criteria not 
listed in these general plan policies. Therefore the TGPA -ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 8.1.3.4- By providing for rezones of agricultural lands to non-agricultural designations, without the benefit 
of an application by the land owner, the mass-rezone has avoided the application of this policy designed to 
mitigate the impacts of rezones leading to the conversion of agricultural lands. In this fashion, the ZOU 
interferes with the implementation of this key policy to mitigate agricultural land loss. 

Transportation System 

Policy 2.1 .1 . 7- Development postponed pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels 
without adequate roads, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, the ZOU conflicts with this 
policy. 

2.2.5.6- Lower Intensity Zoning pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels without 
adequate roads, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Water Courses 

Policy 2.2.5.18- Setbacks: By allowing so many conflicting land uses in riparian areas , the ZOU conflicts with 
this buffering policy. 
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Policy 7.3.3.4- Setbacks: The exceptions to the riparian setback requirement in the ZOU are so broad that they 
conflict with the general plan provision calling for the protection of riparian areas. 

Policy 7.3.3.5-limit riparian habitat fragmentation: The exceptions to the riparian setback requirements in the 
ZOU are so broad that they conflict with this policy to limit fragmentation. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the El Dorado County General Plan 

Water Courses Continued 

Policy 7.3.4.1 -Natural Water Courses: The exception to the riparian setback requirements in the ZOU are so 
broad that they conflict with this policy to avoid disturbance. 

Housing 

Housing Element- Approach: By reducing or eliminating environmental impact protections to promote residential 
developments, regardless of their contribution (or lack thereof) to the affordable housing stock, the TGPA/ZOU is 
inconsistent with the overall approach of the Housing Element to reduce constraints to the construction of 
affordable housing. Fewer than 3,000 of the total of over 13,000 projected new homes need such assistance. 
(Housing Element, Table H029) Reducing environmental protections to reduce the cost/price of a home from 
$1.11 million to $1.10 million does nothing to improve the County's affordable housing stock. 

Policy H0-1.2 -Environmental Constraints: By increasing environmental impacts and ignoring environmental 
constraints in increasing the density of zoning for residential development, the TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with 
this general plan policy. 

Policy H0-1.9- Work with Community Groups : Contrary to this policy, throughout the TGPA/ZOU process the 
County was hostile to neighborhood groups in RCU seeking to resolve conflicts regarding increasing densities. 

Economic Development 

Policy 10.1.2.2.4- Eliminating Un-needed government regulations : Rather than eliminating un-needed 
government regulations, the ZOU is ignoring essential general plan policies, land use laws, and environmental 
laws; and pretending to reduce regulation that is outside the jurisdiction of the County to effect. This will not 
promote orderly development, but only further confuse investors and empower those seeking to stop economic 
development projects, regardless of their merit. The TGPA/ZOU is therefore inconsistent with this policy. 

Policy 1 0.1. 7.4- Home Occupation: By creating so many home occupations in so many zones that are not 
compatible with surrounding uses , the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 
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Policy 2.3.2.1-Siopes: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels with slopes over 30%, the ZOU interferes 
with this policy to discourage development on slopes over 30%. 

Policy 2.5.2.2- New Commercial Facilities : By allowing home occupations in the residential neighborhoods in 
Community Regions, that already have established commercial centers, the ZOU conflicts with this policy to 
locate new commercial facilities near existing commercial facilities . i 

Policy 2.7.1.1- Signs in Scenic Corridors: By creating a new sign ordinance before creating the "designated 
scenic corridors" referred to in this policy, the sign ordinance is not consistent with this policy. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the El Dorado County General Plan 

Others Continued 

Policy 2.9.1.5- Mitigation Implementation: By gutting the mitigation measures designed to reduce the impacts 
of the 2004 General Plan, and by perpetuating the use of measures found ineffective, the TGPA/ZOU conflicts 
with this policy. 

LU-D- Compatible by right uses: By allowing conflicting uses by right, the ZOU violates this implementation 
provision. 

ffiii1 General Plan TGPA-ZOU lnconsistency.doc 
"2J 38K 
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To: El Dorado County Long Range Planning and BOS 

From: Tom lnfusino, for RCU 

RE: TGPA/ZOU on the BOS 12/15/15 Agenda 

Date: 12/14/15 

It is impermissible to approve a zoning ordinance that is not consistent with the General Plan. It is 

impermissible to adopt amendments to a General Plan that make the plan internally inconsistent. It is 

impermissible to adopt zoning code provisions with a nexus to substandard provisions of the general 

plan. 

The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies ofthe El Dorado County General Plan 

Public Water & Wastewater 

Policy 2.1.1.7- Development postponed pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on 

parcels without public water and sewers, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, 

the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 2.2.5.3- 19 Criteria for evaluating Rezones: By mass rezoning primarily to meet land use map 

consistency only, without employing the 19 criteria, the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 2.2.5.6- Lower Intensity Zoning pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on 

parcels without public water and sewers, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, 

the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 5.1.1.2- Coordination with CIPs- The failure of the TGPA/ZOU to consider CIPs showing 

infrastructure constraints on lands, before increasing residential zoning densities, is contrary to this 

policy. 

Policy 5.1.2.2- Adequate Water Supply: By increasing the density of residential zoning in areas not 

served by public water, the ZOU interferes with the attainment of this policy. 

Policy 5.2.1.4- By rezoning areas without a demonstrated water supply, the ZOU violated this policy. 

Policy 5.2.1.11- By increasing the intensity of zoning in areas where no public water supply exists, the 

ZOU violated this policy. 

Policy 5.2.3.6- Use well data for General Plan changes: Not only did the County not use well data for 

determining where to increase densities and land uses by right, the County hired a consultant to claim 

that it can't and should not be done! Thus, TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 5.7.7.1- Emergency Water Supply: By increasing residential densities and by right uses in areas 

without a demonstrated emergency water supply, the ZOU interferes with the attainment of this policy. 

Measure PS-I: Groundwater Limitation Areas: The Water Limitation Areas should have already been 

identified, and this information used in determining changes to the General Plan, zoning map changes, 

and zoning ordinance changes. Because this was not done, the TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this 
implementation. 
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The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies ofthe El Dorado County General Plan 

Fire Protection 

Policy 6.2.1.2- Coordination: The TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy, as the County rejected 

the suggestions of the Board of Forestry to bring the Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element into 

compliance with state law with regard to evacuation routes, emergency water supply requirements, and 

road width and road clearance standards. Thus, the TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this policy. In 

addition, since there is a nexus between flaws in the ZOU (e.g. increasing residential densities in zones 

and by right uses in zones, where there are insufficient roads and emergency water) and these 

inadequacies of the safety element, the ZOU cannot be lawfully approved. (Neighborhood Action Group 
v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cai.App.3d 1176; Garat v. city of Riverside (1991) 2 Cai.App.41

h 259.) 

Policy 6.5.1.10- Comprehensive noise control: By allowing a number of noisy home occupations on 

small residential lots, the ZOU undermines the comprehensive noise control sought by this General Plan 

Policy. 

Policy 6.5.1.14- Neighborhood Noise Conflict: Rather than resolving neighborhood noise conflicts, the 

ZOU's home occupation ordinance seems destined to exacerbate neighborhood noise conflicts, and 

thereby conflicts with this policy. 

Erosion 

Policy 7.1.1.2- don't develop on slopes over 30%: By increasing the development density on areas over 

30% slope, the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 7.3.2.1- Protection from Erosion and Turbidity: By allowing so many developed land uses in 

riparian areas, the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Critical Habitat 

Policy 7.4.1.6 & Measure CO-U- Habitat Protection by INRMP: By allowing so much development in 

riparian habitat, before the mitigation is identified in the INRMP, the ZOU confl icts with this policy to 

avoid habitat fragmentation . 

Policy 7.4.2.2- Critical Wildlife Areas: The exceptions to the riparian setback standards in the ZOU seem 

to swallow up any protection afforded to riparian areas by this policy, and thus the ZOU is not consistent 

with this policy. 

Policy 7.4.2.8 & Measure CO-M -INRMP: The ZOU increased zoning densities and land use intensities 

on lands before the County has completed a strategy for habitat protection or developed mitigation 

programs in accordance with this policy. Prematurely increasing zoning densities and land uses can 

increase the value of such lands, interfering with later acquisition of habitat. Furthermore, increasing 

zoning density and land uses facilitates development with impacts, prior to the development of 

mitigation programs. Thus, the ZOU interferes with the implementation of this general plan policy. 



The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies ofthe El Dorado County General Plan 

Critical Habitat Continued 

Policy 7.4.2.9 -Important Biological Corridors: By increasing the zoning density and intensity of uses on 

lands in the biological corridor, the ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

Policy 7.6.1.2 & &.6.1.3- Open Space: By designating the land around bass lake for intensive 

recreational development, the ZOU is not consistent with these policies. 

Timber, Mineral, and Agricultural lands 

Policy 2.2.2.2- Agricultural Districts: By allowing the Agricultural Districts to be pock-marked with 

openings, and supplemented with islands, based upon owner choice rather than land suitability for 

agriculture, thereby allowing adjacent conflicting uses, the Ag. District boundaries are not consistent 

with this policies. 

Policy 2.2.5.10- By expanding the uses allowed by right under the zoning ordinance in agricultural 

areas, the ZOU undermines the effectiveness of this policy which was intended to protect neighbors 

from the significant effects of conflicting uses. 
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Policies 8.1.1.2 & 8.1.1.7- Agricultural Districts: By limiting the extent of Agricultural Districts to those 

properties with owners who opted into the district, the TGPA/ZOU created an Agricultural District 

overlay using criteria not listed in these general plan policies. Therefore the TGPA -ZOU is not consistent 

with this policy. 

Policy 8.1.3.4- By providing for rezones of agricultural lands to non-agricultural designations, without 

the benefit of an application by the land owner, the mass-rezone has avoided the application of this 

policy designed to mitigate the impacts of rezones leading to the conversion of agricultural lands. In this 

fashion, the ZOU interferes with the implementation of this key policy to mitigate agricultural land loss. 

Transportation System 

Policy 2.1.1.7- Development postponed pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on 

parcels without adequate roads, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, the ZOU 

conflicts with this policy. 

2.2.5.6- Lower Intensity Zoning pending infrastructure: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels 

without adequate roads, and increasing the intensity of uses on such parcels by right, the ZOU conflicts 

with this policy. 

Water Courses 

Policy 2.2.5.18- Setbacks: By allowing so many conflicting land uses in riparian areas, the ZOU conflicts 

with this bu_ffering policy. 

Policy 7.3.3.4- Setbacks: The exceptions to the riparian setback requirement in the ZOU are so broad 

that they conflict with the general plan provision calling for the protection of riparian areas. 

Policy 7.3.3.5-limit riparian habitat fragmentation: The exceptions to the riparian setback requirements 

in the ZOU are so broad that they conflict with this policy to limit fragmentation. 



The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies ofthe El Dorado County General Plan 

Water Courses Continued 

Policy 7.3.4.1- Natural Water Courses: The exception to the riparian setback requirements in the ZOU 

are so broad that they conflict with this policy to avoid disturbance. 

Housing 

Housing Element- Approach: By reducing or eliminating environmental impact protections to promote 

residential developments, regardless of their contribution (or lack thereof) to the affordable housing 

stock, the TGPA/ZOU is inconsistent with the overall approach of the Housing Element to reduce 

constraints to the construction of affordable housing. Fewer than 3,000 of the total of over 13,000 

projected new homes need such assistance. (Housing Element, Table H029) Reducing environmental 

protections to reduce the cost/price of a home from $1.11 million to $1.10 million does nothing to 

improve the County's affordable housing stock. 

Policy H0-1.2 -Environmental Constraints: By increasing environmental impacts and ignoring 

environmental constraints in increasing the density of zoning for residential development, the 

TGPA/ZOU is not consistent with this general plan policy. 

Policy H0-1.9- Work with Community Groups: Contrary to this policy, throughout the TGPA/ZOU 

process the County was hostile to neighborhood groups in RCU seeking to resolve conflicts regarding 

increasing densities. 

Economic Development 
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Policy 10.1.2.2.4- Eliminating Un-needed government regulations: Rather than eliminating un-needed 

government regulations, the ZOU is ignoring essential general plan policies, land use laws, and 

environmental laws; and pretending to reduce regulation that is outside the jurisdiction of the County to 

effect. This will not promote orderly development, but only further confuse investors and empower 

those seeking to stop economic development projects, regardless of their merit. The TGPA/ZOU is 

therefore inconsistent with this policy. 

Policy 10.1.7.4- Home Occupation: By creating so many home occupations in so many zones that are 

not compatible with surrounding uses, the ZOU is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 2.3.2.1-Siopes: By increasing the density of zoning on parcels with slopes over 30%, the ZOU 

interferes with this policy to discourage development on slopes over 30%. 

Policy 2.5.2.2- New Commercial Facilities: By allowing home occupations in the residential 

neighborhoods in Community Regions, that already have established commercial centers, the ZOU 

conflicts with this policy to locate new commercial facilities near existing commercial facilities. 

Policy 2.7.1.1- Signs in Scenic Corridors: By creating a new sign ordinance before creating the 

"designated scenic corridors" referred to in this policy, the sign ordinance is not consistent with this 

policy. 



The TGPA/ZOU conflicts or interferes with the following policies of the ElDorado County General Plan 

Others Continued 

Policy 2.9.1.5- Mitigation Implementation: By gutting the mitigation measures designed to reduce the 

impacts ofthe 2004 General Plan, and by perpetuating the use of measures found ineffective, the 

TGPA/ZOU conflicts with this policy. 

LU-D- Compatible by right uses: By allowing conflicting uses by right, the ZOU violates this 

implementation provision. 
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EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

LUPPU Vote Tuesday Dec 15, 2015 
1 message 

Nikki <ntcostello@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Dec 14,2015 at 11:55 PM 
To: bosone@edcgov 0 us, bostwo@edcgov 0 us, bosthree@edcgov 0 us , bosfour@edcgov. us, bosfive@edcgov. us, 
edc. cob@edcgov. us, s hawna. purvi nes @edcgov. us 

Supervisors Ranalli, Frentzen, Veerkamp, Mikulaco, and Novasel: 

I am writing to request that you do not approve the rezoning being requested by the 
planning department under the LUPPU process. The rezoning will significantly damage the 
quality of life in my neighborhood. I live within 1/4 mile of the Ponderosa I North Shingle 
Road intersection. Several parcels, both undeveloped and already developed, are to be re­
zoned under this LUPPU process for a new, higher intensity commercial use zoning to 
encourage such developments as a big box store or stores. Such an occurrence would 
destroy the rural nature of our neighborhood by attracting traffic, noise, light pollution, and a 
myriad of other problems. Those parcels are already zoned commercial - rezoning them to 
the most intense commercial use, without any notice to those of us who live nearby (let 
alone the community at large) is a disservice. There are homes adjacent to the 
undeveloped parcel, and near the other parcels slated for rezoning to the most intensive 
commercial use- those homeowner's way of life would be significantly damaged. 

I take exception to the following facts: 

1. I attended an early outreach meeting at the CP Community Center, probably 2 years 
ago. The planner there told me that the rezoning was being performed to equate on-the­
ground conditions to the zoning- for example, if a house was on a 3-acre lot zoned 5-acre 
minimum, then the lot would be rezone for 3-acres. That seemed reasonable. I was 
recently shocked when I learned that in fact, the rezoning was far more than that- vacant 
parcels are being rezoned into more intensive commercial use. The planning department 
personnel were not being truthful to me, or the attendees, by not disclosing that certain 
parcels, some undeveloped, would be rezoned to more intensive commercial uses, 
effectively disallowing less intensive commercial uses that would be more compatible with 
nearly land use. 

2. The planning department seems to be deciding on intensive commercial land use by 
proximity to freeways and especially overpasses, without consideration of the community 
character. That is completely against the spirit of the community plans that the County has 
indicated they would like to see for each community. Planning decisions should be 
performed in concert with the character of the communities. How dare the Planning Dept. 
rezone parcels with absolutely no consideration for the community. 

3. There has been no public notice of the rezones aside from posters at public meetings, 
or a website, that only those in the know would be aware of. That is particularly 
disappointing. Typical public notices include mailers to all addresses within the affected 
radius- in this case, it should be at least 1/2 mile for each parcel re-zoned to a more 
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intensive commercial use. That has not been done. Has the planing department notified 
adjacent and nearby land owners in cases where rezoning will create more intensive 
commercial uses, especially those located near homes? The answer I'm afraid is no. That 
is not right! 

4. This very important vote is being held during the holidays, when workers are very busy. 
I cannot attend tomorrow's meeting due to work requirements. I feel that holding such an 
important meeting during working hours, during the holidays, only serves to minimize public 
participation. It is difficult not to think that such a tactic may, at least in part, be strategic on 
the part of the County. 

I am not opposed to development; I did not oppose the fire station replacement or the 
Carlton Engineering building, both close to my house. Those developments were in line 
with the zoning I believe. Did you know that planning did not allow a small illuminated sign 
in front of the fire station that was proposed, due to it's character not being consistent with 
the surrounding land uses (mostly residential)? How can planning disallow a small sign in 
front of the fire station on the grounds that it would not match the character of the 
neighborhood (which is true) while at the same time push a significant rezoning of nearby 
parcels that would result in a completely incompatible land use within the community? How 
will those who drop off their children at Happy Kids Daycare on Ponderosa Drive (like I did 
for over 8 years with my kids) feel when having to navigate through traffic created by 
resulting intensive commercial development? 

I urge you to please vote NO to the rezoning. If the area near where I live is being impacted 
so significantly, I can only imagine how other communities may be being affected as well. 
Matching on the ground conditions with zoning appears reasonable; using the rezoning as 
some sort of planning policy tool, without proper public notice or recognition of community 
character, is just plain wrong. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Costello 
3903 Los Padres Lane 
Shingle Springs, CA 
916-672-1455 
ntcostello@sbcglobal.net 

https://m ai l.google.com/mai l/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e 7&view=pt&search= inbox&th= 151 a4a2c85ebca 75&sim I= 151 a4a2c85ebca 75 2/2 
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Project Description 
0 The project description says the ZOU is mandated by state law. This is not true and 

has been pointed out repeatedly and extensively in public comment. 

2.4.2 Zoning Ordinance Update 
The ZOU is a comprehensive update of the County's Zoning Ordinance. TI1e update is needed so that 
the Zoning Ordinance vvill be consistent with the provisions of the General Plan's. goals, objectives, 
policies, and Implementation Measures. Consistency between the general plan and zoning is 
mandated by state lavv· (Government Go de 65860). The cmTent Zoning Ordinance is not consistent 
vvitb the General Plan. 

The proposed comprehensive ZOU has two major components: 

fl Dorado County TGPA/ZOU 
final Program EIR 

SCH# 2012052074 
2-10 

July 2.015 
ICF 00103.12 

• Policy 2.2.5.6 makes the blanket 'mass rezoning for consistency' unnecessary. 

• The land use consistency matrix, Table 2-4, is being revised unnecessarily, creating inconsistencies 
by eliminating the accommodation of less intensive transitional zoning. 

• Residents have provided many suggestions/alternatives to improve consistency with less impact 
2 



Project Description (can't.) 

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. 

The General Plan Allows Lower Intensity 
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Proiect Description (can't.) 
TABLE 2-~ 

GEl' IERAL PL~'i L\ .. c\1> USE DESIG~ATIO::\ -~'m ZOJ\~G DISTRICT COJ\SISTE::\CY :\l-\.TRIX 

L :"l ud t":• D•:i~:trion~ • 

l ouin: Diaritn· ~ !FR. T HoR l~iDi-1 L!l."_L~ L AI. I NR. I c I .R.S:D I I I OS I 1R 

R.:'\I &R:! [ ___ , 
MP 

..j... -- !---r-----; 
Rl &R.20,000 

; - ____j 

,-- :------ ---: 
Rl A 

R1A 
~------: 

R3A 
i 

RE-S 

RE-10 ... ~- --F~=:-~: ' . ; RA-20 
R.A-l()o 

·_: ___ ~ 
1. ··· · · r--;-c- -~ 

··· ········- -~- ---: 
~ . ~ . 

NS1 

c.>!' c::=:l I 
c ~ ~ ~ 
CPO. CP. CG ·-·-·-: - ; 

~w ···---{- :=:: : .. H ·· I·· 

R · 
t :.: : ::.L_~-~-:1 -~-J c_-= 

·····'-. -:------~ 
!R' 

l====r- ' . ' 
. . 

. ' T~ J::::::=~_r A&SA-10 

p.; 

AE I • • 

..... c:.=J_j -''--'--~- ' . . ~ 0 ~ . 
r __ -r--· ~l TPZ 

FRl 

h!R :.. _________ , 
Rf 

RT 

I CN 1---·-' ___ j_j_ H--~ - -- L. .. ~---·· -··H· HHOOO ·- '··· H ... ..... ' I 
OS . ~ . . ~ 

~---- ~---, ···:---.---·-: 
TC 

LEGa'(" l •'01' - c<>.,;.,,"" ) I lr.c="""' 
~ ... , ~ 

1 P'toply...ecit:.tw : one cfucie~: <... - lli~n'3.') -~- - ; NS- ~ti:hbcreood .Senlce : IR- Re~Ci!: lndu....arill~~ .. fR -Fort!t Rk:ource 
' Zone c:ii;[t\ct i.u.t~ty/dm:.iry ofpe.nuined u:.~ ~-..., tJ.b!e r.m;e ofl.md u:e de:.i;n,Jtion 
1 Zone .ii.:.tri~t i.ruen:ityfd.en::ity ofpt.n::rintd u:.e:; btlon~~ . cih.nd u:.e de~ c:.=1rion 
• Suable be..to...· for lmd u:.e d.e~ign.nio:l.; :md .:ccin; ci.i.~tric:~ 

Mass rezoning of 37,000 parcels 
for 11Consistency" is not required. 

LEGEND e20;3 - Consistent 
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Project Description 
0 The project description severely misrepresented the extent of parcel to be 

rezoned via the ZOU, throughout the process of public outreach. 

• County staff repeatedly claimed only 8,000 parcels were being rezoned. 

• With release of the Final EIR, July 2015- after the 200 public outreach meetings touted 
by staff- that count was upgraded from 8,000 parcels to 37,000 parcels. 

• Even at that point, residents were told the changes were "in name only"; that changes 
of use were not involved. 

200 meetings worth of misinformation. 
From staff's presentation to the Board 11/10/15: 

Public Engagement Process/Timeline 

During eight-year period (2008-2015L nearly 200 publicly noticed meetings 
were held in which the Project was discussed. 
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July 28, 2014, Staff erroneously reported 
8,000 parcels rezoned 

A summary of actual proposed zone changes is found in the table below. 

General Plan Approximate# of %of County 

Land Use Designation parcels1 rezoned Acreage Total 
Acreage2 

MFR 2.000 1,21 0 .'1 0% 
HDR 735 1,954 .'1 7% 
MDR 2,250 5,424 .48% 
LDR '1,170 17,080 1.50% 
RR 660 11,746 1.04% 
AL 150 9,240 .81% 
NR 300 11.607 1.02% 
c 370 1 074 .09% 

R&D 4 96 .009% 
I 70 345 .03% 

OS 350 11 ,186 .99% 
TR 1 98 .009% 

615 . 05~~ 
_S., Total 8,075 ..,.::71,676 6.298% 

Total o .... Lco" .. , uAn arelv 1 OR 000 anrt exc:lllrlf>c; thf> 
Placerville and South Lake Tahoe 

2 Total Acreage equals 1.'13 million acres. and excludes the Cities of 
Placerville and South Lake Tal1oe 

FEIR, July 28, 2015, finally acknowledged 
37~000 parcels rezoned 

Table S-1. Summary of Proposed Rezonings Under the ZOU 

E~timated 
Numb;;rof 
Parceb 

6,000 

:!,000 

14,500 

8,000 

Percentage of 
Total Pa.rc;;ls 
in the County 

5.5% 

!.8% 

13.2% 

7.3q~ 

2 .7q~ 

2.4% 

33.6% 

P~opooed Rezone From/T-o 

Variou:; upzone~ and downzone 

Multi-family to multi-famil]•: 
e.'ri.!iting Recreational Faciliti.es 
(RF) to new· RF-L and RF-H 

Reason for Propo~ed Rezoning 

Required by Government Code 
Section 65860 to en5ure 
coll5i5t.oncy with General Plan 
designations 

Required by Governme11t Code 
Section 65860 to el15Ure 
coll5i5tency with General Plan 
polides 

Na.nh? change only Align zone name5 in Tahoe 
Regional Plan\'ling Area \•,ith 
County zone names 

RE/RA to new RE/RL REzone~ i115ide Commm1ity 
R.:gioru; RL zones outside 
Commm1izy Regioru; R...>\ to RL to 
clarify Right to Farm 
protection5. Nev; RL zone for 
Rm·al Cente1-,; and Rural Region~ 
replace5 RE orR...>\ zone5. 

Commercial to 11ew -commercial Addition of three new 
zone: or Agriculn1ral to new 
agriculrural zone 

Road "slivers" 

commercial zones and three 
ne\v a.gricultw·al2one:.; zone 
name changes; removal of 
duplicati\' i? zones 
Clean-up of zoning designations 
along road, corridor, and trail 
easen1ents 

~lisc;;llaneous dean-up 
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Project Description (con 1t.)_ 

Zones 
RM 

Rl 
R20K 

RlA 
R2A 
R3A 
RE 
( 5-l 0) 
CPO 

R l' l'iser/ Table 2-4 
General Plan Lancllse Designation and Zonin: 

Laud Use Desig 
MFR HDR MDR LDR RR AL } 

• 
• 1:!. 

• 
• • 

• 
• 

2 

• • • 

EIR Executive Summary section 1.2 falsely states: 

"Where more than one zone classification would be 
consistent with the General Plan, the most restrictive zone 
would apply" 

Examples of ZOU rezones: 
APN 329-171-74, rezoned from RE10 to RlA, Land Use: MDR, 
(currently consistent & ZOU consistent; upzoned unnecessarily) 
APN 329-171-15, rezoned from RE10 to RES, Land Use: MDR 
(currently consistent & ZOU consistent; upzoned unnecessarily) 
APN 319-260-01, from RES to R&D, with residential on three 
sides (creating incompatible uses) 
APN 070-250-05, RlA to CR in a residential area (creating 
incompatible uses) 

37,000 rezones. These are NOT isolated cases. 
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Proiect Description (can't.) 

Table 8-1 added to the FEIR July 2015, acknowledges 37K rezones, 
but indicates Tahoe changes are in 'name only' 

Table S-1. St1mmary of Pro1>osecl Rezonings Under tile ZOU 

Estimated 
Number of 
Parc~b 

6,000 

2.000 

14,500 

8,000 

3.000 

2,600 

900 
Total: 3 7,00 0 

Percentage of 
Total Pare;;[, 
inch;; Canney Propo>ed R;;-zon;; From/ To 

5.51)-6 Various upzones ~~nd do\'lnzone 

1.8% Multi-family to multi-family: 
existing Recreational Fac:i1itir5 
(RF) to n2w RF-L and RF-H 

13.2qt- N.un~ change only 

7.3% RE/ RA to new RE/ RL 

2.7G.'6 Comtnercial to ne\'l cotnm~rci.;.l 
zone: or Agricultural to ne\\' 
agricultural zone 

2 .~% Road ''~liver~" 

0.8% 

33.6 o/o 

Variou:~ 

R~ason for Propo~ed Rezotting 

Required by Government Code 
Section 65 860 to ensure 
consist;;ncy with Gen"ral Plan 
designation5 

R;;quired by Governmet\t Code 
Section 65860 to ;msure 
coJBi~tency \Vith General Plan 

'='T o.vue ni:Unes 

REzones in:; idE Co tumunicv 
R-:gion:;: RL zone:; outsid.r · 
Community Regioru: RA to RL to 
clarify Right to Farm 
protectioru. Nev.r RL 2one for 
R\u·al Cent;;rs and Rural R;;gions 
replac.e-5 RE or RA zon.c-5. 

Addition of three new 
con1ntercial2ones and three 
nc-\\r agriculnu·al2oues; zone 
name change5; removal of 
duplicative zones 

Clean-up of zotting de~ignation!i. 
along road, corridor. and trail 
ea.setuent!i 

!\!i$Ce!laneom clean-up 

Tahoe examples of NOT 'just a name change': 

APN 01535101- TRT (Tourist Residential} 
changed to RF-L (Recreational Facility} 

APN 01603124- TR1 (Single Family Residential} 
changed to FR-160 (Forest Resource} 

APN 01302001- TA (Agriculture} changed to FR-
160 

APN 01607112- TR1 changed to FR-160 
APN 01604106- TR1 changed to FR-160 

14,500 parcels changed- examples likely not 
isolated cases 
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Project Description 

0 The project description implies that the Zoning Ordinance is only 
being reorganized. This conceals the fact that uses are greatly 
expanded in each zone: 

• Reorganize the Zoning Ordinance for ease of use. The existing Zoning Ordinance includes 

ei<.:tensive lists of land uses that are allml\red by right or by special use permit £or each zoning 

classification. The ZOU makes· extensive use of tables to identify the types of deve1oplnent that 

ar e allowed by right1 and those allm·ved upon approval of a conditional use permit (CUP), 
development plan permit7 administrative permit .. temporary use permit, and Ininor use permit~ 

Development standards~ such as parking and aHO\·\rable noise levels, are similarly presented in 

tabular form for ease of reference. 
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Project Description 
0 Examples of new uses under the ZOU, with ministerial review, include: 
• RE (residential estate) zone 

• Wholesale nursery, Community Care Facility, Vacation Rentals 
• Public park ( .. exempt from noise standards) 
• 2 employees {4-7 employees if over 5-acres) 
• 2 six ft. signs per home business (no limits on number of businesses) 
• OHV use- ministerial approval under an Administrative permit, without noticing 

• Rl (single family residential) zone 
• Vacation home rentals with no 'nuisance' criteria 
• Public parks are & were allowed in Rl, but now theire newly exempt from noise standards 
• Employees allowed with home business 
• 2 signs, 6ft in height, per home business (no limits on number of businesses) 

• Neighborhood character changes with greatly expanded Home Occupation Ord.; includes auto repair 
and vehicle storage unscreened from neighbors views 

• MP (mobile home park) eliminated, and re-designated as RM (multi family res.) zoning 
• Density increase from max. 7 units/acre up to 24 units/acre via mixed use 
• Vacation rentals with no 'nuisance' criteria 

• Expansion of Commercial uses into rural areas 

• Expansion of Ranch Marketing to increase events and uses in LA, PA, AG, RL, FR & TPZ zones 
10 



Project Description 
DThese policy revisions were omitted from both the project description and the re­
circulated project description, March 2015. They were not added until the Final EIR 
release in July 2015. 

•Policy revision 5.2.1.3 
•Policy revision 5.3.1.1 

Proposed changes to the Public Services and Utilities Elem.ent aPe shm·\•'11 belm.v. 

Policy 5.2.1.3-: i~.U medium-density residential. high-d.ens~ty resid!entiat 1nul.tif.amUy residential, 
connnerdal, industrial and! research and development pro1iect~ .::h.;;li~ be required to connect to 
public•,..fater systems ifreasonab]v available T,,then ~ocated ,Nithin Conl!J.m:nllity Regions .and to either a 
public water system or to an approved private water syst.ems in Rural C.enit.ers. 

PoJk.y 5.3 .. 1.1: High-density and n:ndtif.amily residential, con:l!lnercial. and! industrial project~~ 
.m..gy be requh·ed to connect to public \•\•aste'l.·vater collection facilities if re.asonablv avail!ab]e as a 
condition of approval. c::eept in R:..;r.::l Centers &nd s.rcs.s dcsigna:cd s..:: P~ s.tted Lands ( PL) . ]n #.re 
Gemmur.ity Region ef C"nl!ino-Po]lock Pines, the long tern1 development of public sev>'er servic·e .sbaU 
be encouraged; hevi@'Yeor, deveo~e;nneoJ:::t projects 'i'i'iU net he· rsGI~uire·d te cennsct te 1Nasts\'l<lter 
ceUectien !acH:nes -,•;he·re such oon!1ectic11: is in.fsasible·, based en tl-::e sca~e efthe p~·ejsct. 

11 



Project Description 
0 The project description implies that zones were added and deleted 

only to comply with state and federal laws, and General Plan 
consistency. In truth, the County has not demonstrated that any of 
the zone changes were required. 

• Zones were added and deleted as needed to ensure that t he Zoning Ordinance is consistent 'iN:ith 
applicable state and fecleralla\·VS1 as 'Nell as the General Plan policies. The follm·ving new zones 

were added: Rural Lands (RL)1 Forest Resour ces (FR), Agricultur al Grazing (AG), Limited 
Agricultur e (LI\), Commercial Regional (CR), Commercia] Community (CC), Commercial Limit·ed! 

(CL), Commercial Main Street (Cf-.·1), Indush·ial Light (IL), Industrial Heavy (IH), Recreation 
Facility-Lm.v (RFL), and Recreation Facility-High (RFH). The follo\·Ving 21ones \·vere deleted: 
Unclassified (U), Agriculture (A), Residential-Agricultural (RA), Exclusive Agriculture (AE), 

Select Agricultural (SA), Agricultural Preserve (AP)J Genera~ Commercial (CG), Planned 
Commercial (CP), Limited Multi-family (R2), Tomist Residential (RT)J and ResidentialAg:Iicultural 

(RA). Combining zone districts (e.g., Historical, Comnnmity Design) 'i.·vould be created to 
identify land that needs ad ditional prot ection of resources or protect ion of public health and! 

safety, and a revie,o~,• process \Vould be established to rnore effect ively implement General Plan 
policies and related ordinances. 

12 



Project Description 

0 The project description implies the ZOU provides greater protection of 
riparian areas, yet new policy reduces the current setbacks required to 
riparian zones, and greatly expands the allowed uses within those zones. 

Misleading statement from the project description: 

• Establish standards, including setbacks fron1l:.=lli.es! dv-ers! and strean1s to a\.ro]d and 1ninin1ize 
in1pacts 011 r,,vetlands and sensitive r ip a dan habitats .. 

13 



Project Description_( riparian prQtectian continued) 

0 ZOU section 17.30.030(G)S(a) allows any use in a given zone to be built within the setback with 
the Zoning Administrator's approval. 

0 ZOU section 17 .30.030(G)3(d) reduces the setback from 50' /100' down to 25' /50'. 

Neither policy was in the NOP or the project description for the DEIR. New uses that could occur 
within sensitive riparian zones include: 

roadways for maintenance • landscaping with irrigation • storm drains dumping directly 
into creeks and riparian area • trails, impervious or otherwise; no limiting standards • 
ramps, docks, piers • bridges and culverts with Planning Director approval • agricultural 
activities without limitation • primary residence structures • commercial buildings & 
parking • accessory structures • swimming pool • barn • 2nd garage • 2nd residence 

The 'minor use permit' approval is considered discretionary, but there is no criteria guiding 
findings for approval to protect the sensitive riparian habitat. 'Reasonable use' is not defined, 
and the performance standards are circular, referring back to any action allowed under an 
approved permit. 

14 



Project Description 

0 The project description implies greater limitation on hillside 
development, but the new zoning policy is less restrictive than the 
current policy. As described: 

• Estab]ish standards for hiHside developrnent, including lhu]tations on the d!evelop1nent of slopes 
that are 30q-'b (Le., 30 feet of rise for ever~y 100 feet of horizontal distance) or greater. These 

include the rnethod for calculating a.vera.ge slope. 

15 



Project Description 
Proposed policy (strikeout version} shows prohibition removed, making 
the new policy in violation of state standards for certain uses: 

Policy 7.1.2.1 Development or dismrbance of slopes over 30% shall be restlicted. prohibited 
on slopeD m<ceeding 30 percent unless necessary for access. Standards for The 
implementation of this policy. includine: but not limited to exceptions for access. 
reasonable use of the parcel. and ae:riculmral uses shall be inc01J)Orated into the 
Zonine: Ordinance. 

• Reasonable use of the pro erty '"OU . 
• The project is necessary t. t1l ~. 1~ ot~erwise be denied. 

· · 01 e 1epa1r Of ev · . · 
mitl_gate hazards to the pablic d . .dSHng mfrastracture to avoid and 
eno . as etemuned by G 1"1< . • 

_meer or a re!!istered enoineerino oeolo~:r aa HHllia registered civil 
._ . ._, • ......... ~b.~.~ ....................... .!:' c ..... ...,.~. ..... :::-... .... , . 

• Replacement or repair of existing structures ·;.zoald occur in s<lbstantially the 
same footprint . 

• The use is a honicultural or grazing use that utilizes ·'best management 
practices (BMPs)" recommended by the Gounty Agricultural Gollllllission 
and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

:\ccess conidors on slopes 30 percenr and greater shall have a site specific 
reviev• of soil IJ1Je, vegetation, drainage contour, and site placement to 
encoarage proper site selection and mitigation. Septic r;ystems may only be 
located on slopes under 30 percent. Roads needed to complete 
circ1lation/access and for emergency access may be constr..lcted on such cross 
r;lopes if all other standards are met. 
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Project Description 

0 New noise related policies and exemptions are not discussed in the 
project description, yet there is a new noise ordinance that provides 
new categorical exemptions for several types of activities such as 
parks & playgrounds, noise associated with agricultural use, noise 
associated with maintenance of property (ZOU 17.37.020). 

17 



Unclear General Plan Policies 
0 'Opportunity Areas' have not been designated, nor has the criteria been 

developed to determine where they might occur- there is insufficient 
detail for analysis OR implementation. 

The FEIR seems to concur: 
fl Dorado count~( Responses to Domm~rnts 

0-1-345 

And yet .... 

Proposed Genera] Plan Goal 2.1.4 does not apply to any specific sites in the county, nor does: it 
contain sufficient detail to be implemented as vnitten. As stated in its accompanying 
Implementation !\·Ieasure, the Count~y is to "[e]~stablish a program. inducting appropriate criteria for 
designating Opportunity Areas." No increase in a1.lo\•\o"able density• is contemplated. under Goal2.1.4. 
It \Vould require that sites designated as Opportunity _A.reas at s01ne future time "develop .at or .above 
the mi.dpoiutofthe allm.'1•ed densi.ty"' (emphasis .added). Development at.allmv.able densities bas 
been anal~yzed in the TGPA/ZOU EIR Please see Master Response 2: Relationship oftbe TGPA/Z:OU 
EIR to the 2004 General Plan EIR and 2004 Impact.A.nalysis regarding the impact analysis. 
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.... TGPA includes new policies 2.1.4.1- 2.1.4.4 as well as the Implementation 
Measure for these un-detailed and un-analyzed policies. 

GOAL 2.1.4: OpportunitY Areas 

OBJECTIVE: 

Policv 2. 1.4.2 

Policv 2. 1.4.3 

Policy 2.1.4.4 

EKCOUR:\GE DEVELOPMENT Ai\1> REVITALIZATION 
\"\llTHIN DESIGNATED OPPORTUi\TIY AREAS WITH A :vrrx 
OF USES THAT SrPPORT THE COL~TY'S JOBStHOUSING 
BALA ... 'lCE. 

\\'hen setting priorities for public infrastmcmre spending_ cive particular 
attention to improvements that will support development and 
redevelopment within desi!!ll<lted Oppommitv Areas. 

Utilize incentives to promote i.tlfill de\·e)opment. revitalization. 
rehabilitation. and mixed-use projects ill dt>si!!IJ.1ted Oppommitv Areas. 

Require that proiects within Oppomuuty Areas develop at or above the 
midpoint of tht> allowed deusitv lnuess one or more of the followu1g 
fmdu1g,s are made: 

• 1l1e proposed project does not u1clude residential development. 
• Residences are ullegrated verticallv in a nll..xed-use project. 
• Site considerations such as parcel stze. cotlfiguratiotL 

envirolllllental resources. or other feamres nmke achieving the 
mid poult i.tlfeasible or lnldesirable. 

• lnfrastrucnlfe comtrai.tm llJ.1ke achieving the midpoint unpractical. 

lmpJementauon Measure: Establish a program u1cludin!!: appropriate criteria for desi!!llatul!!: 
Qppomuutv Areas. 1l1e program shall uJCiude settu1g priorities for public i.tlfrastmcmre and 
fi.mdi.tJg support . [Policies ?. 1.41. ?. 1.4.J . 2. 1.4.3. and 2. 1.4.4] 

Policy 2.1.4.1: "Facilitate increased density 
and intensity of development'' 

Clearly increased development is planned, 
contrary to the FEIR response. 

19 



Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 'lnfill Development' Policy 2.4.1.5 directing the County to "implement a 
program" lacks sufficient criteria to enable public understanding, 
comment, or impact analysis. 

hnplementation ~\Jeasure 
Prornote lnfill Dev£?lomnent: TI1e pro!rram shall be linked to land-use_ housin:!L air g;uahtv_ 
transportation and circulation strate·12:ies that support developm.ent within existin12: conuutm:ities_ 
reduce vehicle miles traveled_ increase enenn' e:fficiencv_ and en.couraQ:'e the devdopme11t of 
affordable housing. Tlte progratn shall include, but not be limited to: 

a) Adopt criteria to be used "\Vtthin existing conllniuuities: with developed areas c.urrentlv 
capable of being sen.ied by public. "\Vater and public. or private sewer: 

Yet policy is being put in place ready for project tiering regardless of the 
lacking analysis 

20 



Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 1 lnfill Development' Policy 2.4.1.5 in the project description indicates 
that implementation may support the use of {{form-based" codes. 

New Policy 2.4.1.5. This policy would set c1iteria for and identify infill sites and opportunity 
areas and provide, through an implementation measure, incentives for development of these 

vacantjunderutilized areas. Implementation may support the use of mixed-use and "form­

based" codes. These policy changes would not include amending the land use designations or 
increasing the densities currently provided for in the General Plan. 

• There is no definition in the glossary for this and the FEIR response to comments 
left it unanswered. 

• The TGPA version posted in March indicated this would be used for tiering after 
approval. 

{::'\ote: ThE'I't- is an implementation. meas.un:· to cre-ate- an InfiH Ordinance- in the Housine 
Element that includes a Yel'Y iuilef descriptiou of what lufil] is . B.- :ru1<lin:2: a mor e 
de-scripti...-e- Poil.k"· and Implementationl\·:lle-asure :iu Land Us e Element fo r analYsis unde-r an 
'IG·P.-\. I:IR. futu1·e pt·oject mav tier off GP" EIR pt·o...-idilti CEQA St reamlin: benefits .} 

Po]icy 2 .4. l .S The Countv .:::.hall .Unplement .a -pro 2ram to promote .infiill d.evelo-pmeut .in 
existing communities. 
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Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 The categorical exemptions for agriculture are very broad and vague, often 
referencing 'bmp's. There is no definition or reference document for "standards and 
practices of the agricultural industry" 

0 ZOU section 17.37.020, noise standards exemptions, lack clarity: 
• 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 
• G. Noise sources associated with religious gatherings, public holidays, or other commonly 
celebrated occasions 
• The terms are very vague and broad, for example, what constitutes "religious purposes"? There 
are no restrictions on the types of noise source, frequency, locations, days, or hours of these 
gatherings. Are weddings and receptions exempt, even though staging outdoor weddings is now a big 
business? It is possible that such events require a use permit that deals with noise limiations. 

0 ZOU section 17.40.160 allows for a large variety of new home occupations, and left 
many issues unclear, lacking criteria, ana not analyzed: 

• How many business will be allowed per home effects traffic, parking & aesthetics (not analyzed) 
• Multiple business would exponentially increase the associated sign age (not analyzed) 
• Hours of operation for various business was disregarded in the responses (not analyzed) 
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Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 Policy 17.52.021, Conditional Use Permit, does not clearly specify for which 
projects the public will be noticed, and if there will be a public hearing. There is 
some discretion on the part of the Director but criteria is lacking: 
"The determination of the review authority shall be made by the Director based 
on the nature of the application, and the policy issues raised by the project." 

017.52.010 Administrative Permit is a ministerial staff level review, which is not 
clear how that differs from a use permitted by right ('P' in the matrix of uses) 
regarding the approval process 

-
.."'..~~- 03 .. •24:'1.! 

p Allow.od use 
R.\I: Multi-unit R~sidenibl 

PD Planned De-.-elopmant P;Hmit required (17 .52.040) 
Rl , R101\:: Single-unit Redd~ntbl 

A .~.dminis!raiiYe Permit required (1 7.52.010) 
RIA: One-ncre Residential 

CUP Condi[ional U ~ e Permit I 
RB: Trro-ncl'e Re~ideutinl 

MUP Minor me Pe1mit required (li.52.020) _ _ 
RB.: Three-nne Residentinl DvL"'.. T~mllorarv Mobile Home Pe1mit required (17.) 2.0)0) 
RE: Re;ideuti:tl Estate 

TUP Temporary me pe1mit requi!·c0 (1 7.52.06.0) 
!:'iS: !'i'eighborhood Sen;~e 

Uze not ~!lowed i.n zone 

Specific Us~ USEn"PE 
Rl\1 l Rl, l RH l RH l R3:\ l RI 

RJOK Regulation 
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Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 ZOU Minor Use Permit section 17.52.021- the Planning Director (Roger Trout) 
makes a recommendation to a higher authority, the Zoning Administrator {also 
Roger Trout) 

Table 1 i.30.030 .. -\. ReYiew Authority 

Zoning I Pbnning I Boord of 
Admini.~ft· :ltor Commhdou Sup~ni.~or.~ 

Type of I Cirotion I Director Applicotion 

_.>,.dmini,.rorin 1 
P.rmit 

n.:::mo I h-;. u-e.,~ . .>,.pp•ol I . .>,.pp.ol 

---
Recommeud 1 ~finor U<e I 1 i.:::.o:o I Pei'lnit 

DeciclEj I :\ppool I App.ol 

Conditio no! I 1 i.s:.o:1 I Reccommeud 1 

L"<e Pormir 
Docide' I De-cide I . .>,.pp••l 

Drofr El Dorodo County Cod• SUI# 2012051074 Poge3 

NOTES: 
1. The review authority will consider a discretionary application and 

make a recommendation for decision to a higher review authority. 

To ensure dclinry prior to the hearing, written information from the public is encoun1ged to 
he suhrnilled to l'l:uming Sen-ices by Friday the week prior to the meeting. l'l:tnning Services 
can guarantee that any '1 , • rece!.u:_d the day of the meeting will be delivered to the 
·_oning Administrator prior to any action. 

ROGER TROUT, Development Services Division Director 
Octolll:r 30, 20 15 

• No criteria specified that the Directors' recommendation to himself is to be based on. 
• Extent of public notification is unclear: a classified ad in an out-of-area newspaper {the 

Mountain Dem for an EDH project) or email to residents on the County's 'notification' list 
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Unclear Zoning Policies (cantJ 

0 ZOU section 17.40.160 (C}(6} attempts to spell out mitigations for home 
occupation nuisances, by stating: 

"no equipment or process shall be used that creates noise, vibration, dust, glare, 
fumes, odors, or electrical interference detectable to the normal senses off-site." 

• However, quite a few activities are allowed by right or over the counter 
permit that create "noise, vibration, dust, glare, fumes, odors, ... detectable 
to the normal senses off-site." These activities include: Cabinet making, 
music lessons, auto repair, the use of heavy equipment, food preparation, 
employees who smoke, kennels, catteries welding and machining, repair. 

• There is no information about how these activities could or should be 
contained so as to not be "detectable to the normal senses off-site". 
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Unclear Zoning Policies rcantJ 

0 ZOU section 17.40.210- Confusing regarding use of off-highway vehicles (OHV). OHV use is 
allowed on residential lots of 5 acres or more, and must conform to the noise standard. 

However, parks are allowed in any residential area, and parks are categorically exempt from the 
noise ordinance. 

Does this mean that off-highway vehicles are exempt from the noise ordinance when used in parks 
in residential areas? What if the 5 acre parcel is adjacent to smaller urban-like parcels. 

From the ordinance: 
E. Off-highway or Off-road Vehicle area. Uses within this subsection shall include but not be limited to go-cart, 
motocross, all-terrain vehicle, snowmobile, and miniature auto tracks for recreational purposes. The following 
standards shall apply: 
Residential Zones. Where allowed in the use matrices for the zones, the noncommercial on -site use of 
recreational off-road vehicles shall be subject to the following provisions: 
a. Lot size- five acre minimum 
b. Compliance with all applicable development standards under this Title to include, but not be limited to: 
(1) Noise and outdoor lighting standards 
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Conflicting goals and policy 
0 ZOU section 17.37.020 exempts daytime construction noise from 

standards "during daylight hours". 

This conflicts with the new General Plan policy 6.5.1.11, which allows 
the exemption to extend "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". 

Both of these conflict with the FEIR where on pg 3.7-5, standards were 
assumed to apply to daytime construction noise (NOT exemptedL so 
protective standards were erroneously factored into the analysis. 
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Conflicting goals and policy 

0 The expansion of allowing Off Highway Vehicle uses in RE zones 
combined with reduced noise standards in the ZOU, undermines 
General Plan Noise Standard protections. Additionally, 

• the RF-L zone allows an Off Highway Vehicle recreational area in one place, 
while disallowing it in another; ZOU matrix 17.25.020 pg 40 (disallowed) & 
41{allowed). This would be an issue for the Bass Lake parcel, erroneously 
rezoned from Open Space to RF-L via the ZOU. 

• And in spite of consistent resident complaints, OHV use will be allowed in 
residential zones under a ministerial approval when it is acknowledged as 
requiring a Conditional Use Permit in a zone specifically designated for 
recreational use. 

28 



Conflicting goals and policy 
0 While Policy 8.1.3.4 is not being modified, the 1:1 mitigation required for the conversion of 

agricultural land into residential land is being circumvented by the mass rezoning of AE parcels. 

Site specific review is infeasible with 36,000 parcels being rezoned. The proposed Dixon Ranch 
will be a direct beneficiary of this if approved, APN 126-020-02 

0 Revisions to policies 8.1.3.1, 8.1.3.2, 8.2.4.2, 8.2.4.4 all undermine the attainment of Gen Plan 
Objective 8.1.3, "Protection of Agricultural Lands". 

2004 General Plan Mitigation Measure AF-A was intended to protect agriculture through 
minimum parcel sizes and setbacks, and existing ordinance 17.14.120{C}3 protected that 
mitigation. 

These policy revisions reduce setbacks 
and parcel size, and eliminate the SUP 
requirement providing for discretionary 
rev1ew 

MEASURE AF-A 

Reviev.• the. Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 ofthe El Dorado County Code) to identify revisions 
that accomplish the follo\:ving: 

A. Provisions that e:stablish minimum densities of and setbacks on lands adjacent to 
agriculn~rally-zoned lands and timberlands to protect current and fun~re agriculnlfali and 
timber production on those lands as set forth belo\v: 

1. 10-aa:e minimum parcel sizes adjacentto agricultt~rally-zoned lands [Policy 8. 1.3.1 ]~ 

2. 200 foot setback adjacent to agriculnlildlly zoned lands j[Policies 8.1.1 .5 and 8.1.3.2]; 
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Conflicting goals and policy 
0 The FEIR says Policy 5.3.1.7 is not proposed for amendment, and will act as a constraint for 

development, yet Policy 5.3.1.1 is being amended to remove that constraint. 

From the FEI R, page 8-17 (incorrect page cited in previous public comment Sept 2, 2015-e9 1471: 

General Plan Policy 5.3.1.7, which is not proposed for amendment, limits new development in areas 

without public sewers: 

In Community Regions, all new development shall connect to public wastewater h·eatment 
facilities. In Community Regions where public waste\·vater collection facilities do not exist 

project applicants must demonstrate that the proposed waste\'vater disposal system can 

accommodate the highest possible demand of the project. 

Policy 5.3.1.1 from the TGPA 
Policy 5.3.1.1 High-density and multifamily residential, collllnercial, and industrial projects 

tiliall-m..w be required to connect to public wastewater collection facilities if 
reasonably available as a. condition of approvaL except in R~:ral Centers and 
areas designated as Platted Lands ( PL). In the Coa111R:uity Region of 
Camino/Pollock Pines, the long tenn development of public sewer service 
shall be encouraged; hov;e...-er, development projects will aot ae re.ftuired to 
connect to wastev;ater collection facilities where. such connection is infeasiale. 
ea'jed oa the :;cale of the u.roiect. (Res. No. 298-98; 12/8/98) 

30 



Conflicting goals and policy 

0 Mass rezoning for mapping consistency "only", disregards the other 19 
criteria also required to be reviewed for rezoning per GP Policy 2.2.5.3. {GP 
Policy 2.2.5.6 specifically written for the 2004 voter approved Gen Plan, 
was to eliminate the need for the mass rezoning as proposed by the ZOU) 
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General Plan Rezoning Criteria 
0 General Plan policy 2.2.5.3 specifies 19 criteria for analysis prior to rezoning any given parcel. 

Where the 2004 General Plan created inconsistencies in the existing zoning, lower intensity zoning 
was permitted to remain in effect via policy 2.2.5.6. 

Both of these existing General Plan Policies are being violated through mass rezoning without site 
specific analysis, as proposed in the TGPA/ZOU. 
The specific criteria to be considered under 2.2.5.3 include, but are not limited to, the following: 

L Availability of an adequ. .. 1.te public 'Water source or an approved Capital 
Improvement Project to increase service for existing land use. 
demands.; 

2. Availability and capacity of public treated water system; 
3. Availability and c.apaci ty of public waste \:Vater treatment .system;, 
4. Distance to and capacity of the serving e lemen ta:ry and high school· 
5. Response. time :from nearest fife :r,tation handling structure fires; 
6. Distance to nearest Community Region or Rural Center; 
7. Erosion hazard; 
8. Septic and leach field capability; 
9. Ground'V.'ater capability to support '.vells ~ 

W. Critical flof<l! and fauna habitat areas ~ 

11. Important timber production areas; 
12. Important agricultural areas; 
13 .. Important mineral resource areas; 
14 .. Capacity of the tra11sportation system serving the area; 
15. E"tisting land use pattern~ 

16. Proximity to perennial ;,;,;ater course~ 

17. Important historical/archeological sites; and 
18. Seismic llazards and present of active faults. 
19. Consistency i.¥ith existing Condition<;, Cov'ell!allts:, and Restrictions. 
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Proposed Housing Projects- West EDC 

:S :: 

SACRAMENTO CO. \ 
~ 

Over 8,000 Proposed new, 
plus 8,000 already approved and not yet built 
AND: Over 12,000 approved in South Folsom 

34 

1. Marble Valley 3236 

2. Lime Rock 800 

3. San Stino 1041 

4. Bass Lake 1500 

5. Central EDH 1028 

6. Dixon Ranch 605 

7. Tilden Park 80 

8. Saratoga 316 
Estates 

9. Town Center 255 

28 
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Failed Mitigations Still in Use 

0 Home Occupation (off-site odors example from Lori Parlin) 

0 Storm water Runoff- County failure to enforce (Grand Jury report) 

0 CIP is chronically under funded and projects delayed 

0 The County's failure to acknowledge Measure Y limitations and 
abide by them. 
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'Piecemealing' of Projects 
OBio Resources I ORMP 

•Estimate of impact on oak woodlands is based on 2004 GP estimates of the 
amount of oak woodland in the County, not on an estimate of the impact of GP 
policies plus TGPA/ZOU policies on oak woodland. 
•Impact of Ag expansion since Ag is exempt from mitigating oak removal 

DDevelopment on 30% slopes 
•impacts bio resources, but estimates/impacts are not included under the Bio 
Resources project. 
•Impact of Ag expansion under TGPA/ZOU is not evaluated under Bio 
Resources (ag is exempt from mitigating oak removal). 
•Impact of TGPA/ZOU on Open Space will not be evaluated in the Bio 
Resources EIR. (Some new Ag is coming from Open Space ... ) 
•Impact of TGPA/ZOU groundwater use on oak woodlands is not evaluated 
under the Bio Resources project. 

36 



Cumulative Impacts--Traffic 

• The FEI R in 5.1 spells out 
the projects evaluated in 
the cumulative impact: 

• But ... (next page) 

Table 5-1. Cumulative Projects 

Project Name Appro)ocimate Location 

Central El El Dorado Hills-n01th of 
Dorado Hills U.S. Hwy 50: along El 

1 Specific Plan Dorado Hills Blvd. 

Dixon Ranch El Dorado Hills-south of 
Green Valley Road: no1th of 
U.S. H\\Y 50 

Lime Rock South of Cameron Park-
Valley Specific centered along 1\larble 
Plan Valley Road and Amber 

Fields Olive 

San Stino Shingle Springs-south of 
!\'!other Lode Olive: east of 
French Creek Road 

Village oflvtarble ElDorado Hills-about 
Valley Specific 1.000 feet southeast of the 
Plan U.S. Hwy SO and Bass Lake 

Road interchange 

Folsom South of City of Folsom-West of El 
U.S. Highway SO Dorado County line. south 

of U.S. Hwy SO. north of 
White Rock Road 

---

Area of Other 
Uses. incl. roads. 

Approximate Commercial/ open space. 
Size Residential Office Area schools. et.c. (in 
(in acres) Units (in acres) acres) 

2S7 1.028 11 69 

280 60S - 84 

740 800 - 363 

64S 1.041 - 270 

2.3·H 3.236 60 1.484 

3.58S 11.340- 30S 1.480 
14. 630 
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Cumulative Impacts-Traffic (cant) 
• But the traffic section analysis does not include the cumulative 

impact of these project proposals (or approved projects) 

• And, even the "supercumulative" analysis done omits the traffic effect 
of the 11~000 -14~000 already approved homes in Folsom south of 
Highway 50. 

not presuppose that any of these propo sed development projects 1.vill be approved. The Super 
Cumulative m odel assumes land use growth consi stent ,,vith the General Plan plus proposed 
development projects, including: 

• Dixon Ranch 

• Lime Rock Valley Specifi c Plan 

• San Stino Residential Project 

• Tilden Park 

• Central El Dorado Hill s Specific Plan 

• Marble Valley Specific Plan 
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12/15/2015 Edcgov.us Mail- TGPNZOU Final vote on 12-15-15 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

TGPA/ZOU Final vote on 12-15-15 
1 message 

Melissa Camper <melspurpose@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 15,2015 at 1:09PM 
To: bosone@edcgov. us, bostwo@edcgov. us, bosthree@edcgov. us, bosfour@edcgov. us, bosfive@edcgov. us, 
edc.cob@edcgov. us, shawna. purvines@edcgov. us 

I am sending forward a copy of a friend's letter as I am in agreement with their verbage and opinion. 

Thank you ... 

Dear Supervisors Mikulaco, Veerkamp, Ranalli, and Novasel, 

I request that you do not approve the rezoning of thousands of parcels in El Dorado County. 

The rezone at the intersection of Ponderosa Road and Highway so is an example of how the 

community of Shingle Springs was left out of the process and not informed about the 

negative impacts to traffic and quality of life from these rezones. Instead of these rezones, I 

ask that you use our County resources to protect our existing Community Identity in Shingle 

Springs as a peaceful country community of homes and ranches on acreage. 

Thank you to Supervisor Frentzen for voting No on these rezones and the TGPA. 

Be Well, Be Blessed and In Joy Every Moment, 

Melissa Camoer 

Cameron Park/Shingle Springs 

www.RememberYourDivinity.com 

Allow your true Divine Essence to leave its signature on every moment your Beingness occupies ... 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=151a779dd7ccf39d&siml=151a779dd7ccf39d 1/1 



12/15/2015 Edcgov.us Mail - TGPA/ZOU Final vote on 12-15-15 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

TGPA/ZOU Final vote on 12-15-15 
1 message 

Brian Camper <bcamper@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 15, 2015 at 1:13PM 
To: bosone@edcgov. us, bostwo@edcgov. us, bosthree@edcgov. us, bosfour@edcgov. us, bosfive@edcgov. us, 
edc.cob@edcgov .us, shawna. purvines@edcgov .us 

Dear Supervisors Mikulaco, Veerkamp, Ranalli, and Novasel, 

I request that you do not approve the rezoning of thousands of parcels in El Dorado 
County. The rezone at the intersection of Ponderosa Road and Highway 50 is an example 
of how the community of Shingle Springs was left out of the process and not informed about 
the negative impacts to traffic and quality of life from these rezones. Instead of these 
rezones, I ask that you use our County resources to protect our existing Community Identity 
in Shingle Springs as a peaceful country community of homes and ranches on acreage. 

Thank you to Supervisor Frentzen for voting No on these rezones and the TGPA. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Camper 
Cameron Park, CA 

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=35d558a9e7&view=pt&search=inbox&th=151a77db4ebcb177&siml=151a77db4ebcb177 1/1 


