
P.O. Box 121. Shinplc Sprinps, CA 95682 

June 17.2008 

El Darado County Board of Supervisors 

Su hmitted br&&~h, 

at Board Hearing o 
a= cT=? 

330 Fair Lane, PlacewilIe, CA 95667 

Re: Amendment oFGeneral Plan Policy 2.2.5.20 

Honorable Supervisors: 

The El Dora& Business Alliance (BA) is in support of the proposed amendment of Policy 2.2.5.20 of the 2004 
General Plan with the exception of the proposed change of, "any stmcttrre greater than 120 square feet" to "any 
muclure greater than 4,000 square feet-" We are seeking your consideration of this matter. 

The El Dorado Business Allian~e @A) believes that "4,000 square feet" is an arbitrary number. ?hat the part of 
the proposed sentence that reads, "All non-residential development, all subdivisions, residential development on 
existing legal lob involving any s h t a r e  greafer 1l1an 4,0011 squnre feet in size or requiring a grading permit" 
should lx redacted to read, "A11 non-midenrial development, all subdivisions, residential development on existing 
legal lots requiring a grading permit. ." This pmpmd change would not change the efficacy of the mitigation 
identified in the 2004 General Plan Em. 

We fully agree with the findings of attachment 3 of Planning Commission Agnda of May 22,2008, entitled, "EL 
DORADO COUNTY ADDENDUM TO THE 2004 GENERAL PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR AN AMENDMENT TO POLICY 2.2.5.20." A comprehensive seview of this supporting 
document demonstrates that a change from 120 square feet will not create any new, or more significant, 
environmental effects that were not disclosed in the 2004 General Plan EIR 

That same report does not provide any alpport for a "significance" of the number "4,000" square feet. Not only is 
this "thresholdlhumtKr unsupported as to having any qualitative merit, but also the report's own findings 
demonstrate that the elimination of ANY tlirest~old number would not change the conclusions of rhe report's 
findings. 

It is our opinion, using any threshold number without clear and compelling evidence that the number relates to 
some tangible "nexus". is only a partial solution to eliminating unnecessary inefficiencies, time delays, and 
economic drains on pdwctivity. Just as we have come to agree that requiring a General Plan Consistency Check 
for all permits is an l u n n m ' y  burden, we believe that you will tind that the threshold number of 4,000 square 
 fee^ is just as arbitrary and unnecessary. 

The soht ion proped  by the BA is to redaa the words, "imohing my shrmre  greater than 4,000 square feel in 
size or" h r n  the proposed amendment to Policy 2.2.5.20. 

As discussed En detail below, the supprting documentation for rhe proposed policy amendment does not support 
any significance or relevance 20 the number of 4,000 square feet. 

Reference: h t t p : l l w w w . c o . e l d o r a d o . ~ . u s l P l a n n i n g l g e  1-Attach3,pdf 

The El Dorado Business Alliance Is made up of the fo/!owlng organizaticns: El 
Dorada Builders' Exchange; El h r a d o  County Association of Realtors (EDCAR); 
Chambers of Commerce - El Dorado County & Shingle SpringsJCarneron Park; 
El Dorado Forum; Norfh State Building Indusrry Association (NSBIA); and 
Surve yo=, Architects, Gpologists & Engineers (SAGE). 
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Impact 5.13 - Creation of substantiai land use incampatibility 

'The Cozmn&finds that the eliminolion ofrke conristenqv rev/# for projects under 4,000 square feet of 
building area or 20,000 square feet cfsoil d&iurbance will not rm11 in any grearer degree of land me 
incompa~ibilicy thon is potentialb possible under aisting circumncar. There is no new or increased impact 
regarding land w e  compalibiliay m a result offhe p r o p e d  amendment. " Report Page 3. 

AIthough this finding states that there is no significmr change from 120 sqfl to 4,000 sqft, it does not 
give any support that either 4,000 is n significant threshold or that 5,000 sqfl, 8,000 sqfi, or 50,000 sqfl would be 
any different. 

Impact 5.21 - Potential for conversion of important farmland 

'The clvrent review afminkterial permits for Generai Plan consisienq does not provide aqv greater 
protection from the wmersion of fmmhnd. und ils elimination will not alter the /eve/ of proleclion Five 
additional mitigation measures were adopted to address /hi3 impact. Furthermore, the vast major@ of ministerial 
permifs we for single family homes or additions on exisling parcels, which are compatible andpermitted by right 
on ngrimItural land Ofher, akting programs sicch as minin~um pnrcel size and agriculhirnl setbach provide 
more fleclive rnii(galion " Report page 4. 

In no way is the significance of the number 4,000 a d d r e d  in this finding. 

Impact 53-3.1 - Degradation of scenic vistas and scenic raources 

'Becme there are no speciJic standur& in the General Plan for scenic view protectioq the current 
comktenq review proem does not adriras scenic vistas. Three other miligalion measures also addressed this 
impacr. These inchrde measure 5.3- I@) (Poliy 2.6.1.3). and 5.3- I(4 (Poliq 2.6.1.5). Provisions addressing these 
h i @  will be included in the updufedzoning ordina~ce. However, the proposed atnendmenf to Policy 2.2.5.20 will 
not mire new impacts or increme the severity of the impact to scenic resources. Report page 5. 

Because the cursent consistency review process d m  not address scenic vistas, there can k no relevancy 
to the number "4,000 nor is this number addressed in any way in this finding. 

Impact 53-3 - Creation of new sources of substantial light or glare 

"The Counp has previously adopted an outdoor lighting ordinance (Section 17.14.170 of the El Dorado 
Cuunsy Code). Thir applies to all ministerial and discretionary development and alrea& implements this memre. 
These rnemurm have ken &lly implemented and appb regardlas of the General Plan consisteny review 
preess of Policy 2.2.5.20. Changes fo that policy will no! redlice rhe flectivena~s ofthe mitigation of the impact 
of light and glare." Report page 5. 

More specifically, Changes to that policy will not reduce the effectiveness of the mitigation of the impact 
of light and glare regardless of building size. 

Impact 5.43 - Short term unacceptable level of service &US) 

'la11 developmen!, both ministerial and discretionary, are szrbject to the pqvment of Tr@e lmpaa 
Mitigah'on (Tlw fea, which have been updated since the adoption of the 2004 General P h q  as required by 
Implementation Memure TC-3. The proposed mod$cation of Poliy 2.2.5.20 would not nlter the collection of 
TIM j'2a lo o$st tr@c impacts associated with the new development, nor wozild it worsen the short tern 
decreases in LOS. "Report page 5 & 6. 

Again, there is no significance to the nurnhr "4,000" to TIM f e s  or the LOS. 

Impact 5.5-1 - Increasd water demand and increased water shortages 
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'The C o t l ~  reqr~ires {hut aqy new reridence or non-residential tLTe present a meter award lerter or 
similar assurance jons the water pi~rveyor that d~monsrrares thd there is srflcient water supply to serve the 
development. Witholrr sirch asslcrance, rhe Colmny  ill not Lsue a permit. The proposed amendment would not 
change this reqtriremew, /herefore, rhere m i d  he no chnwe in the level of mitigalion f Poliq 2.23.20 is 
amended as proposed" Report page 6. 

Again, there is no significance to the numkt  "4,000" to water demand or shortages. 

Impact 5.86 - Risk or exposure to flood hazards 

"All building permits are reviewed for compliance wirh Chaprer 13.25, the Flood Domuge Proenlion 
Ordinance, which prohibits corz~Isfrc(ion in ajlood zone withour meeting standarch set forth in the mdinarmce os 
e~rrblished by the Federal Emergency Martagement Agency. ... Additional mitigation memre  5.8-6fbJ (Policies 
6.4.1.4 h IS.4.1.2) prohibit /he creation qfnov parcels firlly within either the flood zone or dam failure imndafion 
(RFI) zone and require the designwion of a building areafor new 101s parrialh within either zone. 

The size of "4,000" has no significance to this h m r d  and it is m v d  in of mitigation measures. 

Jmpct 58-9- Pi~blic exposure to asbestos 

'YAII of these progrants [Pol i~y  6.3.1. I ,  AQMD Rule 8223-2, Poliqy 6.3.1.3J operIn'e indpruienpb of rhe 
General Plan con~isrmq review process of Policy 2.2.5.20, herefore the proposed arnendmmt wmld not lessen 
the miligation measzrray ider~rj$ed in the ElR" Reporl page 7. 

As other independent policies operate here, there is no significance to the number "4,000" in the impact 
of the prop& changes to Policy 2.2.5.20. 

Impact 5.810- Increased potential lor fire incidents and hazards 

"PRC $4291 fire sqfii regrrlnriom) appb lo all prcjects. including ministerial permits. Projects are 
reviewed for conrislency and m permit mcgv be issued unless approved by fire aicthorities. This occurs wirh or 
without the consirtenqv reviau, ther$ore, the proposed amenhen! wotrld not lessen the miliflion idenrFed in 
the EIR. Report page 7- 

Again, them is no signifi~ance to the number "4,000" in the impact of the proposed change to Policy 
2.2.5 20. 

Impact 5.9-2 - lncmsed development in areas susceptible 20 landslide and avalanche hazard 

'9 geotechnicd reporr k required with rhe submiltal of building penni!.~ and subdivision mops. This is 
reqrrired independently of the Genw~l P h  consirtency review proceI.r, so the proposd amendment bvould not 
redtrce the level of mitigarion or worsen the impnc6. ." Reprr pnge 7. 

Again, there is no significance to the nurnkr " 4 , W  in the impact of the proposed change to Policy 
2.2.5.20. 

Impact 5 . M  - Increase in rate or extent of erosion 

'The grading ordinance appliar to all buflding permits and emh movement @more than iO,a#)  square 
&el of mqfiace area ... The grading ordinance and standard erosion control measram qp / fed  to btrilding permit3 
adequateb mitigare the impact of grading, and rhe proposed mendmen! ~vould not lessen rhe mitigation idenr fied 
in !he EIR " Report page 8. 

As this EIR element is  primarily a grading issue, the Grading ordinance contmls. The size of the 
structure is not an issue as the grading reqi~ired for any size ofmcture is niitigated by the p d i n g  ordinance. 

Impact 5.9-6- Land use compatibility with mining opemtions 
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''In addition to the consis/enq~ rmliav, wo other menrure.r were applied Memare 5.9-6(c) (Policy 
7.2.2.1) .. . Poliqv 7.2.2.3 . .. The on-line d m  provided to an applicanl at the lime qf n permit app(eation simp& 
identfie~ thnr a purcel is atijacent to a mine in order to give the w8ner mfice that I E  or she mqv k impc~cted tFj 
noise, dud, and other efecrs from the mining opernt ion. ThB norice will conrime fo be provided ar o pon' @the 
permit procars, therefore, the proposed arnendnrenr ~vour'd not seduce the mi~iga/ionji-om fhal ident@ed in the EIR 
and there would be no incrensed inrpaa " Report page 8. 

This EIR identified impact is related to the land, not the size of the building. Again, there is no 
significance to the number "4,000" in the impact of the proposed change to Policy 2.2.520. 

lmpact 5.1 1-3 -Toxic air emissions 

"No sfnndark exisr within the General Plan rhar could be applied on n minkrerial bask, rherqfiwe. the 
proposed nmendmenr would not Imen   he mitiga!ionfiom thk measure. .. . Measure 5.1 I -3(c) directs the Cmtnty 
Air @laliw Mnnogement Di.~trict (AQMD) to utilize the most updated version of the Guide to Air BiaIiv 
Assessment (Poliqv d 7.7.1). T11i.r applies to discretionary development applications and Counw projects, 
ther@ore, fhe proposed nmcndmenr would not change the application of this poliq. ... All dirci-etionary 
develop men^ projects we roitted to AQMD for comment d~rring the early review process, including subdivirions 
and mas! orher serr~itive ILW. ... The proposed anlendmen! would not increase fhe sever/@ ofthe impact when all 
of (he mitigarion measures ond misting procedrrres are c o n s i d d  ' Report page 9. 

Again, there is  no significance to the number "4,000 in the impact of the proposed change to Policy 
2.2-5.20. 

Impart 5.13-1 - Destruction or alterstion of prehistoric and historic s i t e  

'The General Plan EIR idenh$ed this impact as las than sign$can~ qfter mitigation meastcres were 
applied Four addtionat memfrres were adopfed ... The Cmny has estnhlished a procedure for review of any 
den~olition or renovation permil to determine (f rhe structure is hkrorc. I f  listed, the procedwa established with 
the living are applied I$ not lisred !he permil tr refereed to the Cmrnry Mtcsmcm for doa~menrarlon and 
recommenda1jon prior to irsriance o f t k  permi~ This process operatm independently of the consisrenq reviao 
process, ~hertfiwe (he proposed o m e n d m  m i d  not redtrce the eflecliveness of this memire." Report page 10. 

Once again, there is no significance to the number "4,000" in the impact of t l ~ e  proposed change to 
Policy 2.2.5.20. 

This comprehensive review demonmates that no significance is attributed to the number o f  4,000 square feet. 
Without a clear and compelling m n to include it, or any other number, the whole phase should be eliminated. I t  
is arbib-nry, lacking in qualitative merit, and conttibutes to process inefficiencies. 

Sincerely, 

U 
Kimberly Beal 
2008 Chair, El Dorado Business Alliance. 


