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Chapter 1

PURPOSE AND FOR}~T OF THE FINAL EIR

Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guide
lines, El Dorado County is required, after completion of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), to consult with and obtain
comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with
respect to the proposed project, and to provide the general
public with opportunities to comment on the Draft EIR. The
county, as lead agency, is also required to respond to signifi
cant environmental points raised in the review and consultation
process.

This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to the public
agency and general public comments received on the Draft EIR on
the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, which was circulated for
public review on October and November 1987.

This document has been prepared in the form of an attach
ment or addendum to the Draft EIR as allowed by Section l5146(b)
of the CEQA Guidelines. This document and the Draft EIR, herein
incorporated by reference, constitute the Final EIR.

The Final EIR contains the following:

o Responses to significant environmental comments raised
in the Draft EIR review process. Numerous comments were
asked about the project and the Specific Plan. These
comments are addressed in a separate document because
they do not identify environmental concerns.

o Copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR
through November 23, 1987.

Responses to comments on the Draft EIR have been separated
by chapter corresponding to the Draft EIR outline. Some com
ments have been paraphrased, and similar responses are occasion
ally cross-referenced to other responses to avoid duplication.
Appendix A contains each comment numbered to correspond with the
response.
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Chapter 2

CHANGES TO THE SPECIFIC PLAN AND
CORRECTIONS TO THE EIR

Changes to the Specific Plan

During the public review process, several comments were
made concerning lot sizes and densities in Villages J-l and J-3,
which border Green Springs Ranch. Village J-3 is designated as
Ranch Estate (RE) lots, which are four acres in size.

Village J-l is currently designated View Estate (VE) lots,
which are one acre in size. El Dorado Hills Investors (EDHI)
has suggested two options to minlmlze conflicts with Green
Springs Ranch. The first option would be to design 4-acre
parcels as a buffer to Green Springs Ranch and still maintain
overall densities in Village J-l. The second option is to
require design review on the I-acre lots. Design review would
consider structure location, orientation, grading, preservation
of trees, landscaping, fencing location and materials, and other
aspects of development. Either one of these options could be
required by the county to minimize impacts on Green Springs
Ranch.

Corrections to the EIR

Chapter 7 "Transportation" contains an analysis of 2010
Plus Project Condition on page 7-58. Figure 7-21 shows the
estimated lane requirements for the major roadways in the study
area under this condition. This figure was inadvertently
omitted from the Draft EIR.

2-1
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1-3

Chapter 3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Chapter 1: Introduction

Comment: (Office of Planning and Research)

The State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected
state agencies for review. The review period is closed and
the comments of the individual agencies are enclosed.

Response: No response necessary.

Comment: (Sierra Planning Organization)

Sierra Planning Organization is concerned with the regional
impacts of projects and their conformance to local planning
needs and objectives. Based on these policies, it has been
determined that this project will have no regional impact.

Response: No response necessary.

Comment: (ECOS)

We believe the defects and omissions in the Draft EIR must
be corrected and the revised report recirculated before it
can be presented to the County Board of Supervisors for
review.

Response: ECOS's comments address the issues of alterna
tives to the project, transportation, air quality, and
cumulative impacts. These comments are addressed in each
respective chapter. The primary issue that caused ECOS to
believe that the report needed to be recirculated is that
the EIR does not include environmental review sufficient to
submi t for a new interchange at u. S. Highway 50. As
stated on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR: "Environmental
effects of the interchange are addressed in a separate
document currently being prepared for Caltrans and the
Federal Highways Administration." See also Comment 7-2.

It is the belief of the EIR preparers that the EIR ade
quately discusses the impacts of the project. The report
does not need to be recirculated.

3-1
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No comments were received.

Chapter 3: Summary of Findings

Response: Plan Area J-3 is proposed for Ranch Estate (RE)
lots 0.25 dwelling units per acre. See Figure 2-7 Land Use
Diagram.
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Chapter 2: Project Description

(Mrs. Tong, Public Hearing)

(Ronald W. Peek)

Chapter 4: Land Use

(James D. and Pamela J. Bayless)

Response: The majority of the Tong property has been
excluded from the Plan Area. Only that portion encumbered
by the interchange has been included. The site-specific
environmental impacts of the interchange, such as impacts
to the cemetery and spring, are being addressed in the
environmental report on the interchange.

Comment:

Please excuse us from the plan. We wish to remain as
ranchers. If they put an interchange in at Silva Valley,
our family cemetery will be disturbed and our spring
destroyed.

We are appealing to the Planning Division and EI Dorado
Hills Investors to zone ALL property bordering Green
Springs Ranch, including area J-3, at 0.25 du/acre.

The Plan Area J-3, which abuts the Green Springs Ranch
Rural Development at the south end of Dormity Road, is
proposed for 1 dwelling unit (du)/acre zoning. All lots in
Green Springs Ranch are five acres or more. Noise and
light dispersion from homes on one acre lots will impact
the rural atmosphere of our community. We believe that the
livestock and dusty dirt roads in our development will be
annoying to any new neighbors living on parcels substan
tially smaller than five acres.

Comment:

Comment:

The proposed development creates a negative impact on our
property by not providing for a gradual transition from
5 acre parcels. Why aren't 4 acre lots proposed all along
the border of Green Springs Ranch? It appears that an
exception has been made at area J-l, creating an obvious
lack of consistency and representing a flagrant disregard
for the rights of families bordering that area.

2-1
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o General Plan requires that densities between residential
developments shall blend with existing development.

o Spatial relationships of various project components
would not create any impacts on adjacent components.

The Final EIR should address specific issues related to
farmland conversion and the Williamson Act, as recommended
in the Department's January 29, 1987 comment letter on the
Notice of Preparation of an EIR.

See changes to the SpecificComment noted.

(Department of Conservation)

(Department of Conservation)

The Draft EIR identifies the project's impact on grazing
land (11 percent reduction in areawide acreage) as less
than significant and recommends no mitigation measures for
this loss. The impact of loss of this grazing land to the
area should be discussed in the FEIR and also include
specific data, e.g., number of animal unit-months the land
supports and the cumulative impact of the loss of the
grazing land to the county· or surrounding area.

Approval of the Specific Plan would result in the gradual
conversion of this farmland. It is estimated that the
project would require 10-20 years to build out. Develop
ment of this area would probably encourage other property
owners to develop their land to take advantage of the rise
in property values. Therefore, this project is considered
growth inducing.

On the contrary, the proposed zoning for J-l violates
required spatial relationships and fails to provide for
blending with existing densities. To be in compliance,
Area J-l should be rezoned as .25 unit per acre; that is,
one home per four acres.

Response:
Plan.

Comment:

Response: The Plan Area includes 4,086 acres of land of
which approximately 3,700 plus acres is owned by EDHI and
based for grazing. Most of the soils are generally unsuit
able for cultivation and are not conside~ed prime agricul
tural land.

Comment:

Furthermore, a section of the report is both misleading and
false when applied to area J-l. I refer to .two statements
under "EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT" (see ENVIRON
MENTAL IMPACT REPORT: EL DORADO HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT
pp. 3-3 to 3-4):

4-3

4-4
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Comment: (Green Springs Ranch Landowners Association)

Response: The parcel is 37 acres in size.

The Draft EIR also identifies land south of Highway 50 that
is currently under Williamson Act contract. Although the
property owner has requested withdrawal from the contract,
the acreage of the parcel that is included in the project
area should be noted in the Final EIR.
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See changes to the SpecificComment noted.

(Green Springs Ranch Homeowners)

(Department of Conservation)

Comment:

Residents are concerned that the plan does not provide
adequate density transitions. The Green Springs Ranch
rural· development consists of parcels of five acres or more
in size. We therefore request that all parcels adjoining
Green Springs Ranch be zoned no less than four acres.

Comment:

We, the undersigned Green Springs Ranch homeowners, are
protesting the plan to rezone area J-l to 1 house per acre.
Area J-l borders Green Springs Ranch, a development of
5 acre parcels which are designed for rural living. We are
outraged at the prospect of having 1 acre homes immediately
adj acent to 5 acre homes. In addition, we are concerned
and alarmed that the ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: EL
DORADO HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT IS INACCURATE WHEN IT
INDICATES: "Spatial relationships of various project
components would not create any impacts on adjacent compo
nents." and that densities between residential developments
blend with the existing development. Not only are these
statements misleading, but they are false when applied to
area J-l. We request that area J-l be rezoned for a
maximum of one house per four acres.

Response:
Plan.

Cumulative projects in the area are described in Chapter 17
"Cumulative Impacts." A substantial amount of the cumula
tive projects such as project 59 which is 1,860 acres of
land, project 46 which is 909 acres, and major projects in
the City of Folsom are grazing land. The cumulative im
pacts of these projects on grazing land are significant.

Response: The project would result in the conversion of
3,700 plus acres of grazing land. As a general rule of
thumb, it is estimated that 7 acres can support one cow
plus one calf, therefore approximately 500-550 cows plus
calves can be grazed on the EDHI portion of the Plan Area.
The cows and calves are usually grazed with horses and
bulls. Normal grazing time is five to six months.

4-6

4-5

4-7



3-5

2. Loss of current access road.

5. The current home will have to be removed.

1. Extreme exposure to freeway noise.

See changes to the SpecificComment noted.

(Art and Bonnie Byram)

(Debi Drake)

4. Location of a school overlooking the site.

8. Relative isolation from rest of development because of
Carson Creek position to west and north of property.
(Only fairly large bridges could provide access)

7. Location of an elevated freeway cloverleaf adjacent to
the property.

Comment:

The Specific Plan designates this area as residential. We
feel that several factors make our property unsuitable for
residential development.

3. Loss of acreage to elevated off-ramp and new access
road.

6. Total destruction of the creek-side setting.

We, therefore, urgently request that the Planning Commis
sion and the Board of Supervisors designate our property
for commercial use. The high freeway visibility, the
off-ramp, and the isolation from other development would
then become assets rather than liabilities.

Response: The Specific Plan designates the Byram property
as residential, which is consistent with the EI Dorado
Hills/Salmon Falls Area Plan. The site-specific impacts of
the interchange are being addressed in the environmental
report on the interchange.

Response:
Plan.

Comment:

However, I believe that some key issues have been over
looked in this proposed Specific Plan. The fact that the
plan allows for quite a bit of "open space" has been widely
touted as a wonderful by-product of this development. In
my opinion, the acreage that is devoted to the 36-hole golf
course in the Plan should not be included as "open space"
that is available to the community at large. I know of no
golf course that encourages picnics, hiking, frisbee play
ing or small children to use its greens, so I do not

4-9
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Chapter 5: Population, Housing, and Employment

Modern planning in a nonattainment area (due to automobile
traffic) should study the job-housing balance. We need to
reduce the commute to help the air standard.

Response: The EI Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Area Plan
designates land south of Highway 50 for multiple, family
housing. Since EDHI owns a substantial amount of land
south of Highway 50, it would be possible to require
affordable housing in this area.
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The Specific

(Commissioner Johnson, Public Hea!ing)

(Commissioner Johnson, Public Hearing)

Response: Comment noted. The Specific Plan designates
1,020 acres or 25 percent of the Plan Area as open space.
Adding the 370 acres of golf course to the open space would
increase the visual "open space" or land that is not devel
oped with building to 34.1 percent of the total 4,086
acres.

Response: The jobs-to-housing relationship is addressed in
Chapter 5 "Population, Housing, and Employment." Several
job centers exist in the Highway 50 corridor, including the
850-acre EI Dorado. Hills Business Park directly south of
the Plan Area, the City of Folsom, and employment centers
located at the interchanges of Sunrise Boulevard, Bradshaw
Road, and Watt Avenue. In addition, the Plan Area includes
260 acres of commercial development in Villages U and T.

understand how the golf courses in the plan are considered
"open space." Golf is not an activity that everyone enjoys
or has access to. Therefore, I recommend in the Commis
sion's consideration of the open space benefits offered in
the Plan that you do not include the acreage set aside for
the golf course to be open space for public use. I also
encourage you to require that more, true open space be set
aside for public use in the Plan. ----

I am concerned about the Housing Element.
Plan should comply with the housing element.

It is estimated that these employment centers will attract
approximately 109,000 new jobs between 1985 and 2005. The
Highway 50 corridor contains very little land available for

. residential development. Development of housing in the
Plan Area would slightly improve the jobs-to-housing
balance within the Highway 50 corridor.

5-1 Comment:

4-10 Comment:
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Comment: (Buckeye Union School District)

Response: Comment noted.

Chapter 6: Public Services and Utilities

(Buckeye Union School District)

(Buckeye Union School District)

(Covington Homes, Northern California)

Response: Comment noted. This comment applies to the land
use designations and not the environmental impacts of the
project.

Finally, the proposed twenty (20) acre middle school site
at the end of Harvard Boulevard will better serve as an
elementary school site. There is a possible problem in
receiving state approval of this site because of the loca
tion of the water tank. However, our site selection com
mittee believes that a ten (10) acre site to the north of

Comment:

Response: Comment noted. Development of the Plan Area
would require five elementary and intermediate schools to
be located in the Plan Area. The exact location of the
school sites needs to be agreed upon by the school dis
tricts, state, and developers. This issue will be
addressed in the Specific Plan.

Secondly, access and services to all proposed sites needs
to be available on a timely basis to enable the District to
develop the sites for school use.

Comment:

The Buckeye Union School District has three concerns
regarding the EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan. First, we
have received a letter from Covington Homes which indicates
one of our proposed school sites is located on land which
has disputed ownership. The District will eventually need
to take title to this proposed school site or an alternate
site. The District requests clarification and resolution
of this apparent problem.

We have reviewed the plan as it pertains to the subject
project and note that a portion of it is to be made avail
able as a school site and the remainder to be developed
into a high density, "patio home" type development (5 du/
acre). This is not consistent with our own plans for the
property.

As you have been earlier advised this firm claims title to
approximately two hundred acres of property within the Plan
Area. Litigation is on-going on this question and the
property has had a lis pendens recorded against it.

Comment:

6-4

6-2

6-3

6-1
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Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted. This issue will be addressed in
the Specific Plan.
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This
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(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

Page 6-1 last paragraph should be revised as follows
(revisions are underlined): Existing water system infra
structure has been provided to the Plan Area as part of
EID's Assessment District No.3 (A.D. No.3) improvements.
A.D. No. 3 was formed to provide for the expansion of water
and wastewater facilities in the El Dorado Hills area. The
improvement plan for El Dorado Hills involves a 25-year,
seven-phase construction project which will provide major
transmission, storage, and treatment facilities in the
district area. These improvement phases will be installed
in conjunction with development in the El Dorado Hills
vicinity. Phase I improvements were financed by A.D. No. 3
with subsequent phases to be funded by supplemental connec
tion fees (Wade and Associates 1987).

Comment:

Comment:

Page 6-2, first paragraph. Reference to the El Dorado
Hills Water Tank is not clear, since there is no tank with

Comment:

Since the district will eventually need a middle school
within the Specific Plan Area, the District requests desig
nation of an approvable be twenty (20) acre site - either
by expansion of one of the proposed sites or by designating
an alternate site.

Page 6-1 3rd Paragraph should be rewritten as follows: EID
currently contracts with the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation to
receive 7,550 acre feet of water per year from Folsom Lake.
Current EID water deliveries to the El Dorado Hills area
are estimated to be 1700-1800 acre feet per year. In 1986,
a significant portion of this water was supplied by gravity
from Sly Park which resulted in overdraft of allotments
from that source. The USBR has made known that this will
not be tolerated in the future.

the water tank access road would meet state approval.
site is the only one of all the proposed sites which
rently has access and availability of services. The
trict's next need for a school is for an elementary
(10 acres), not a middle school (20 acres).

6-6

6-7

6-5
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Other corrections recommended are underlined as follows:

Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

that name. Reservoirs in El Dorado Hills are: Oakridge
Tank; Ridgeview Tank; and Business Park Tank. None has a
24-inch line to the north.

Comment:

Existing water system infrastructure in the Plan Area
vicinity consists of an l8-inch diameter line located in
El Dorado Hills Boulevard south of the El Dorado Hills
Water Tank, and a 24-inch line exists north of the
El Dorado Hills Water Tank. An l8-inch line constructed by
A. D. No. 3 as part of Phase 1 improvements, bisects the
Plan Area. This line connects the line in El Dorado Hills
Boulevard with the 3-million-gallon water tank above Oak
ridge High School and a pump station at Bass Lake. Addi
tional storage facilities, outside the Plan Area boundary,
include a l-million-gallon water tank at Ridgeview and a
l-million-gallon water tank above the El Dorado Hills
Business Park. A 3-million-gallon water tank is proposed
at the south end of the Plan Area (Village C), as part of
future improvements.

A raw water pumping station exists drawing water from
Folsom Lake. Primary potable water pumping stations exist
at the Water Treatment Plant, and at the Oakridge Tank
site. Small hydropneumatic systems at Highlands and Ridge
view subdivisions provide local service. A small booster
pumping station in the Bass Lake l2-inch system is no
longer serviceable. A pumping station at Bass Lake serves
portions of Cameron Park, outside the Plan Area.

Page 6-2, second paragraph. This paragraph refers to a
three phase water supply and transmission improvement plan
which has not been adopted by EID and should not be refer
enced in this Specific Plan text.

Comment:

Page 6-2, third paragraph. It should be noted that the
proposed water system for the Plan Area as shown in
Figure 6-1 is conceptual. This may be a possible method of
service; however, EID has not reviewed the engineering
details and believes that substantial changes may be
required.

6-9

6-8
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Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.
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This paragraph should be

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

(El Dorado Irrigation District)

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

The Gold Hill Intertie is more correctly identified as a
water conveyance project, which draws upon existing
sources. The Crawford Ditch project is in the planning
stages. The Texas Hill project is neither underway, as
stated, nor is any funding vehicle identified.

Page 6-3, fifth paragraph. It is recommended that the
following change be made in this paragraph:

Page 6-3, second paragraph. This paragraph should be
rewritten based on the following:

Implementation of the Specific Plan may generate a total
estimated water demand of 7.1 MGD; however, by that time
1.2 MGD of wastewater will have been developed for use on
golf courses reducing the total estimated potable water
demand to 5.9 MGD.

. • • • • • • plant capacity to ~ MGD as planned.

Page 6-5 4th Paragraph. (EID should develop additional
water sources). This paragraph should be clarified based
on the following:

Page 6-2, fourth paragraph.
rewritten as follows:

All onsite distribution systems would be built to meet fire
flow and pressure requirements of the appropriate Fire
Department. Those requirements are based on the Insurance
Service Office (ISO) requirements which are usually more
restrictive than EID Design Standards which also apply.

Page 6-61st Paragraph. The second sentence should be
deleted based on the following comment:

6-12 Comment: (El Dorado Irrigation District)

6-14 Comment:

6-11 Comment:

6-13 Comment:

6-10 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Page 6-6 8th Paragraph. This paragraph should be expanded
to include the following:

(EI Dorado Irrigation District)

(EI Dorado Irrigation District)

Existing wastewater collection facilities in the Plan Area
include an 18- to 33-inch-diameter gravity pipeline and a
20-inch-diameter force main constructed as part of A.D.
No. 3 Phase I improvements. Other Phase I improvements
include 12-inch-diameter force mains and a pump station in
St. Andrews Village and a 12- to 24-inch-diameter collec
tion line within EI Dorado Hills Boulevard south of Oak
ridge High School. A lift station, located near the high
school, conveys sewage to a line in EI Dorado Hills Boule
vard through a force main. EID' s three-phase wastewater
construction program is intended to serve all development
proposed in the Plan Area.

Funding for Phase I improvements was provided by an assess
ment bond. Assessments are apportioned on the basis of
equivalent dwelling units (EDUs). Using this funding
method, assessments on parcels with approved tentative maps
would be based on the number of approved lots (CH2M HILL
1984). Subsequent phases of construction will be funded by
supplementary connection fees.

The plan for expansion of the Water Treatment Plant
specifies that implementation shall be funded from accumu
lations of the Supplemental Connection Fees, as shall other
phased improvements.

Since present connection fees are barely adequate to
provide for replacement of service capacity, the proposed
reductions in fees is not viable. However, escalation of
fees for properties without specific conservation con
figurations may be a realistic approach.

Page 6-7 1st, 2nd and 3rd Paragraphs should be revised as
follows to clarify references to A.D. No. 3 and EID:

Wastewater collection and treatment services within the
Plan Area vicinity are provided by EID. A.D. No.3 has
funded construction of major infrastructure including major
trunk lines, pump stations, and treatment plan expansions.
Construction of wastewater infrastructure improvements
within EI Dorado Hills is planned according to a 25-year,
three-phase wastewater construction program is intended to
serve all development proposed in the Plan Area.

6-16 Comment:

6-15 Comment:
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Page 6-15 Paragraph Two should read as follows:

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comments noted. The text is hereby revised.
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(EI Dorado Hills Fire Department)

(EI Dorado Irrigation District)

(EI Dorado Irrigation District)

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

"Station One is the main fire house with a full time staff
of twelve, consisting of three administrative personnel,
(one Fire Chief, one Battalion Chief and one secretary) and
nine shift personnel (three captains, three engineers and
three firefighters). There are also a total of 21 volun
teer personnel which man Stations One and Two. Station One
houses seven emergency vehicles, including two fire sup
pression engines, one squad vehicle, one water tender, two
staff vehicles, and one utility vehicle. Station Two
houses one fire suppression vehicle and one quick attack
fire suppression vehicle. Emergency response time to the
planned area from Station One is approximately three to
five minutes. The time would vary from Station Two depend
ing on volunteer availability."

Response: Comments noted. The text is hereby revised.

Page 6-8 4th Paragraph. The following comments should be
incorporated into this paragraph:

Present reclaimed wastewater commitments occasionally
exceed available supple, requiring substitution of potable
water for golf course irrigation. It should be assumed
that existing customers have first claim to any available
supplies. Any proposed golf courses will rely upon potable
water for at least a portion of their needs in the early
years. This in turn suggests a need for golf courses to
participate in Supplemental Connection fees, to assist in
expansion of potable water facilities. It should not be
assumed that EID can or should guarantee that adequate
treated effluent will be available; however, all possible
use of reclaimed wastewater should be integrated into the
water budgeting for this area.

Page 6-7 Last Paragraph should be revised as follows: The
present capacity of the wastewater plant is 1.6 MGD. EID
plans to ultimately upgrade the treatment plant to about
4.2 MGD.

6-19 Comment:

6-18 Comment:

6-17 Comment:
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Page 6-15 Paragraph Four should read as follows:

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: The Specific Plan proposes to dedicate open
space to either the county, the El Dorado Hills Community
Services District, or a master homeowners' association.
Changing title on the property would guarantee that the
open space would remain open space.

(Debi Drake)

(El Dorado Hills Fire Department)

liThe Fire Department currently provides 2.2 fire fighting
personnel per 1,000 population, using the accepted volun
teer ratio of three volunteers being equivalent to one paid
firefighter. The ratio is 1.2 firefighters per 1,000 popu
lation if volunteer employees are not considered. The
standard staffing level of 1.5 firefighters per 1,000 popu
lation, the department considers adequate for providing
fire protection in the service area."

However, a few years ago Pacific States Realtors, the
developers, informed the community that they were elimi
nating the park and replacing it with a commercial center.
Apparently they had always had the right to do this, al
though they had not exercised this option. In order to
avoid a similar decimation of recreational open space, I
urge the Commission to adopt whatever resolution necessary
to insure that the proposed open space in the Plan remains
in that unaltered state.

I would like to know, too, what guarantee do county resi
dents have that the area that is designated " ope n space" in
the plan will truly remain open space? I cite as an exam
ple the park that used to be at the intersection of Gover
nor's Drive and El Dorado Hills Boulevard. When I origi
nally moved to El Dorado County, I lived in El Dorado
Hills. The park was a highly used, integral part of
Governor's Village.

The example cited in the comment refers to some land owned
by Pacific States Development Company. Designated for
commercial land use, the parcel was vacant for some time.
Pacific States Development Company allowed residents to
install playground equipment and sandboxes with the under
standing that the company retained ownership and the prop-
erty would eventually be developed for commercial use
(Holloway pers. comm.).

6-21 Comment:

6-20 Comment:
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Is the present county dump large enough?

Response: Yes. The life expectancy of the Union Mine
Landfill is 20 to 25 years.

I am concerned about recreational areas for the entire
community.

We are concerned about the adequate provision of public
services such as schools, fire, police, etc.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Teenagers

Please see Chapter 6 "Public

Please see Chapter 6 "Public

(Jim Bayliss, Public Hearing)

(Bhima Nagarajan, Public Hearing)

(Susan Daily, Public Hearing)

(Susan Daily, Public Hearing)

(Debi Drake)

Response: Comment noted.
Services and Utilities."

Response: Comment noted.
Services and Utilities."

Response: Comment noted. The Specific Plan includes a
comprehensive financing plan which recommends a specific
strategy for providing the essential infrastructure and
public facilities. The basic premise is that new develop
ment will pay for the new services. It is impossible to
determine what impacts (environmentally and aesthetically)
any major water projects would have on the county's current
residents.

Last, but not least, I am concerned about where the pro
posed 6,400 homes (18,000 residents) are going to get
water. As I am sure you are aware, EI Dorado County is in
the midst of a water shortage. We can barely provide water
to the residents who currently live here. Although EID
claims that they can provide water to the new homes, you
and I both know that in the long run this would mean the
creation and implementation of a major water project in
EI Dorado County. What price (monetarily, environmentally
and aesthetically) will the county's current residents have
to pay in order to provide this new development with water?

3-14

Response: Comment noted.

'We have a problem with juvenile delinquency.
need to have recreation areas.

6-23 Comment:

6-26 Comment:

6-24 Comment:

6-25 Comment:

6-22 Comment:
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Comment: (Jess Tong, Arthur Tong, Gloria Tong, Miriam Tong)

Chapter 7: Transportation

Response: Comment noted. A separate environmental docu
ment is being prepared to address the impacts of the new
interchange.

(ECOS)

(ECOS)

We find the traffic analysis incomprehensible. As such it
is not possible to determine that the analysis adequately
accounts for the traffic impacts of the project.

Comment:

The DEIR is inadequate because neither the environmental
impacts of the project without the interchange on u. S.
Highway 50 nor the environmental impacts of the interchange
itself are evaluated, and the mitigation necessary to
offset the absence of the interchange have not been
identified.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report does not include
environmental review sufficient to submit for a new inter
change at u. S. Highway 50, a facility which would be re
quired to serve the traffic generated by the project. The
DEIR also does not discuss the question of consistency of
the interchange with the adopted air quality plan; consis
tency is a prerequisite to federal agency approval.

Response: Cumulative development in the study area, such
as 850 acres of industrial land south of Highway 50, re
quires another access to the freeway. Silva Valley Parkway
Interchange will be expensive to build, with an estimated
cost of $10.4 million, including right-of-way acquisition.
The specific impacts of the interchange are currently being
analyzed.

Comment:

The underpass on Silva Road can be enlarged with less
expense to all, and White Rock Road widened to adequately
take the traffic projected without any access to the
freeway at this point, without infringing on our ranching
endeavor. Bass Lake Road interchange on the Eastern side
of the development, and the El Dorado Hills Boulevard
Latrobe Road interchange on the west should be enough.
This hilly section of road was expensive and difficult to
build at the time the highway was enlarged into a freeway.
A look at the nature of the strata would seem to show the
impracticality of an added, unplanned for interchange at
the now-proposed site. The impact study must show the
nature of the hard underlying rock that makes extremely
difficult and expensive, such an undertaking.

7-1

7-3

7-2

I
I
I
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The following assumptions are not reasonable given the land
uses:

2. Assumption that 33 percent of the external trips will
travel in the easterly direction is unreasonable.

A major problem is that the traffic model uses a different
"study area" than the Specific Plan Area, yet the land uses
of the "study area" are not identified.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

(ECOS)

1. Assumption that 40 percent of the home-work trips will
be internal cannot be justified given the lack of
employment in the area.

Response: The land uses in the Plan Area are described in
detail in Chapter 2 "Project Description." Land uses in
the study area are shown in Figures 4-1 "Area Plan Designa
tions," and 4-2 "Zoning Map." They are also described and
shown in Chapter 17 "Cumulative Impacts." Land use assump
tions for the Folsom area are shown in Table 7-9. Review
of the traffic analysis would indicate that the project and
the cumulative projects create a substantial demand on the
study area.

Response: The study area includes 260 acres of commercial
development in the Plan Area, 850 acres of industrial
development in the El Dorado Hills Business Park, and over
300 acres of office/retail and industrial development in
Folsom.

The assumption that 33 percent of the external trips would
travel in the easterly direction is based on the 260 acres
of commercial development, which would draw heavily from
the west.

Comment:

The trip distribution discussion (7-18) refers to indus
trial and commercial uses not identified in the Specific
Plan. On the other hand, the traffic analysis does not
look at the overall balance of jobs and housing within the
"study area," and the ability of transit, carpooling and
non-motorized travel to meet commute needs within the
"study area." It appears therefore that the "study area"
has not been defined as a transportation planning area in
order to plan a viable multi-modal system to reduce traffic
congestion and air quality. Instead, it has been defined
to create an artificial trip distribution profile, to
create the appearance of a minimal impact of the project
area. In fact, this very large residential community
creates the heaviest demands on the transportation system
and burdens on air quality because these are the most auto
dependent types of developments.

7-4
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Comment: (Caltrans)

Two more points on transportation analysis deficiencies:

Response: Comment noted.

(ECOS)

(ECOS)

(Caltrans)

2. Planning a community without the funding for necessary
transportation services is not acceptable under current
CEQA case law.

Response: Comments noted. The project provides a park and
ride facility near the Silva Valley Parkway Interchange.
The EIR also recommends that the county adopt and implement
a transportation system management ordinance. Appendix F
is the City of Rocklin Ridesharing Ordinance Handbook,
which would assist El Dorado County in developing its own
ordinance.

Comment:

In addition the trip generation rates listed vastly under
estimate the trips generated. Table 7-4 gives rates which
are roughly 10 percent of the rates used in other traffic
studies in the Sacramento area.

Response: Table 7-4 lists p.m. peak-hour traffic genera
tion rates because the traffic model was a p.m. peak-hour
model. See Table 7-4 for the conversion from peak-hour
rates to daily rates.

Comment:

1. Without transit service, provision of facilities is an
empty promise. The nature and density of the community
makes efficient, economical transit service very
unlikely.

On Page 7-58, the document states that Highway 50 should be
widened to 10 lanes west of Folsom Boulevard by the year
2010. The District's Route Concept Report identifies
8 lanes as the 20-year concept facility. Widening to
10 lanes is probably not feasible.

The Specific Plan includes a comprehensive financing plan
to fund transportation improvements.

Comment:

The document should also consider impacts to the main line
of Highway 50 between this Plan Area and downtown Sacra
mento. If the local agencies do form cooperative agree
ments with all developers, widening of the freeway as shown
on Page 7-55 may still not mitigate level of service F
between this area and downtown Sacramento.

7-5

7-6

7-7

7-8

I
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Source: TJKM Transportation Consultants 1987.

Table 7-4. Trip Generation Rates

Land Use Type

Single-Family
Lc::M-density (0-1 dulac)
Medium-density (2-4 dulac)
High-density (5-7 dulac)

Multifamily (10+ dulac)

Neighborhood ccmnercial

Highway ccmnercial

Service eat1rercial

Light industrial

Park

School

Office

Prison

Village Greenl
Ccmnunity Center

Golf course

Open space

Trip Generation Rate
Trip Ends Per Dwelling Unit Trip Ends Per Acre

Peak Hour Daily Peak Hour Daily

I
I
I
I
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Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted. It is a good idea.

7-12 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

(Cal trans)

(Caltrans)

(Caltrans)

On Page 7-32, the document states that Latrobe Road between
Highway 50 and White Rock Road will have significant un
avoidable impacts, even when widened to six lanes. All
alternatives should be evaluated before this is determined
to be unavoidable. Maintaining an acceptable level of
service on this segment could have direct beneficial im
pacts on the freeway operations.

As this area is developed, Caltrans would require the
right-of-way fence to be upgraded to a minimum standard of
six-feet high chain link fencing.

By looking at only two points, one 10 years and the other
23 years in the future, planning for incremental impact
mitigation (a requirement of CEQA) is not possible.

Response: This is true. Coordination is needed between
all the local and state agencies to ensure that regional
transportation improvements are implemented.

Response: The Transportation improvement alternatives
which were analyzed include the Silva Valley Parkway Inter
change, a possible new interchange at the El Dorado County/
Sacramento County border, and improvements to White Rock
Road. The only solution to reducing traffic volumes on
this stretch of road would be to change the land uses south
of U. S. Highway 50.

Draft EIR and Draft Specific Plan use only two future years
as data/decision points; project build out in 1997 and
El Dorado Hills area build out in 2010. This creates an
analysis that turns a blind eye to incremental development
and renders impacts and mitigation measures difficult to
determine in a reasonable time horizon.

Based on the traffic projections on Page 7-44, it appears
that Highway 50 between the Bass Lake Road and Silva Valley
Interchanges will have at least 20 percent higher traffic
volumes than adjacent segments. We recommend the county
consider providing a parallel arterial between these two
interchanges to help balance freeway volumes and reduce
ramp to ramp travel.

7-11 Comment:

7-10 Comment:

7-9 Comment:

I
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Mitigation measures should include what, where, when, why
and how much.

The EIR does not link suggested mitigation measures with
stages of development.

Comprehensive Financing Plan makes assumptions regarding
cost sharing that are not supported by information in any
of the documents.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response: The EIR identifies mitigation measures needed
for 1997 and 2010. No information was available to deter
mine phasing of the project.

Response: Comment noted. The county currently considers
Level of Service C as acceptable. Other agencies consider
Level of Service D or sometimes E as satisfactory.

Impacts are of a magnitude sufficient to require a re
thinking of acceptable levels of service on County roads
and existing land use. (See Pages 7-23 and 7-44.)

Response: Mitigation measures do address what, where, why,
and how much. When is not specifically addressed because
it depends on actual buildout, economic conditions,
regional growth, and other socioeconomic factors. A moni
toring program tied to traffic growth and land development
should be implemented to facilitate timely implementation
of the recommended mitigation measures.

Response: El Dorado County impacts are those within the
El Dorado Hills area. Areawide impacts are those west of
El Dorado County and east of Bass Lake Road.

Impacts are assigned to two categories: El Dorado County
and Areawide. The Draft EIR does not explain the basis
upon which this distinction rests.

Response: Comment noted. The county should establish a
monitoring program tied to traffic growth to determine that
phasing of mitigation measures. This program would be
sensitive to actual development and changes in areawide
travel patterns.

7-17 Comment:

7-15 Comment:

7-14 Comment:

7-16 Comment:

7-13 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted.

The exact details of cost shar
addressed in the development

Comment noted.
probably be

(Department of Transportation)

Response:
ing will
agreement.

Pages 7-13, -14: Project planned improvements: White Rock
Road should be improved west of Latrobe Road as well as
east. Latrobe Road should be improved south of White Rock
Road. Does the Silva Valley Interchange over-crossing need
to be six lanes? CalTrans is planning for four lanes. The
ramp list should include a southbound to eastbound single
lane on-ramp loop.

Page 7-10: The roadway network shown in Figure 7-4 has
been confined to the study area. This is likewise true for
Figures 7-7 through Figure 7-20, except for Figure 7-6
which shows the area studied in the model.

Page 7-9: The project planning roadway network (Fig
ure 7-5) differs from our county future roads (Figure 7-4)
in several instances. Elimination of the easterly exten
sion of Harvard Way would be acceptable, but the proposed
Ridge Road should be stubbed for a future connection to the
existing Highland Hills Drive. Likewise, there needs to be
a stub north from Country Club Drive to the Green Springs
subdivision for future connection to Deer Valley Road.

Page 7-4: The traffic counts in Figure 7-2 contain daily
ADT as well as P.M. peak hour. This has also been done on
all the other Figures in the chapter showing traffic
volumes.

Response: Project planned improvements include those roads
within the Plan Area. White Rock Road west of Latrobe Road
and Latrobe Road south of White Rock Road are outside of
the Plan Area. The Silva Valley Parkway Interchange over
crossing needs to be four lanes. The interchange is plan
ned to have a southbound to eastbound single-lane on-ramp
loop.

7-21 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-18 Comment:

7-20 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-19 Comment: (Department of Transportation)
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Response: Comment noted. See response to comment 7-5.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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85
73

intersection
Table 7-11.

Internal/External

14
27

Internal/Internal

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response: Comment noted.

Work
Other

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

Response: Comment noted.

Page 7-19: The distribution assumptions in Table 7-5 I
feel are reasonable, as we've discussed before. Likewise
for Table 7-7 on Page 7-21, but some of the numbers on
Table 7-6 should be changed to:

Page 7-17: The trip generation rates shown in Table 7-4
should be daily, not peak hour, to facilitate their being
understood.

Page 7-22: The following future critical
should be added to the list, and also on
El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Wilson Way.

Page 7-25: Under Trip Generation, the first sentence
should read Table 7-10 instead of 7-9.

Page 7-27: Table 7-9 Folsom Area Land Use Assumptions
should be removed.

Pages 7-30 and 7-42: Under Levels of Service, the Table
indicated should be 7-11 instead of 7-10.

7-23 Comment:

7-25 Comment:

7-24 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-26 Comment:

7-22 Comment:

7-27 Comment: (Department of Transportation)
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Response: Comment noted.

Response: Comment noted. This has been identified as an
unavoidable impact.

Pages 7-24 and 7-38: Latrobe Road between Highway 50 and
White Rock Road will likely be at LOS D or E with six lanes
by 1997 without the project. With the project, this road
segment with six lanes would go to LOS F.

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response: The increase in traffic on EI Dorado Hills
Boulevard is due to the Raley's Shopping Center, the
EI Dorado Hills Business Park, and the proximity to High
way 50. All of these factors make EI Dorado Hills Boule
vard an attractive route for existing and future residents.

Response: Yes, the intersection includes the EI Dorado
Hills Boulevard leg. The intersection would be at LOS C
because of the lack of major traffic use and reduced
traffic volumes and turning movements.

Page 7-37: 1997 with project impacts. The EI Dorado Hills
Boulevard/ Highway 50 and Bass Lake Road/ Highway 50 east
bound and westbound ramps have been included to EI Dorado
County Impacts. These are also included in 2010 without
and with scenarios, as well as other improvements being
included since the first draft. It still makes it diffi
cult to follow when certain roads will become impacted
without other time scenarios between the present and 2010.

Page 7-38: Under Levels of Service, we need further expla
nation why the Green Valley Road/Salmon Falls Road inter
section would be at LOS C for the 1997 plus project while
all other intersections would be LOS F. Does this account
for the EI Dorado Hills Boulevard leg of this intersection?

Page 7-33: Figure 7-11. In 1997 without the project there
will be 38,000 ADT on EI Dorado Hills Boulevard at High
way 50 reducing to 12,000 ADT south of Harvard Way. Is
this the result of the Raley's commercial area? This
assumes Level of Service D and F. Likewise, the same for
2010 without the project, Figure 7-14, Page 7-41.

7-29 Comment:

7-30 Comment:

7-31 Comment:

7-28 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.

7-33 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

The five signals which are considered part of country
improvements are:

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Projects have total
Cost per mile is red-

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response: Comment noted.

Page 7-46: Mitigation Measures.
lengths and dollars added to them.
marked in the document.

The Green Valley Road and Francisco Drive intersection is
signalized.

1. Bass Lake Road and U. S. 50 westbound ramps
2. Bass Lake Road and U. S. 50 eastbound ramps
3. Green Valley Road and Salmon Falls Road
4. El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Harvard Way
5. El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Wilson Way

Page 7-47: The Silva Valley Interchange ramp list should
include a southbound to eastbound single-lane on-ramp loop.

Page 7-48: The consultant needs to identify the 10 traffic
signals incorporated in the project design and which five
traffic signals are considered part of County improvements.
There should be a total of 16 signalized intersections.

Page 7-48: Under County Improvements for the existing plus
proje~the Green Valley Road/ Francisco Drive, El Dorado
Hills Boulevard/Harvard Way, and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/
Highway 50 Westbound Ramp projects need to have cost
figures.

Response: The 10 traffic signals incorporated in the
project design are:

1. Silva Valley Parkway and U. S. 50 westbound ramps
2. Silva Valley Parkway and U. S. 50 eastbound ramps
3. Silva Valley Parkway and Country Club Drive
4. Silva Valley Parkway and Village Green
5. Silva Valley Parkway and Harvard Way
6. Country Club Drive and Village Green
7. Silva Valley Parkway and Wilson Way
8. Silva Valley Parkway and Green Valley Road
9. El Dorado Hills Boulevard and U. S. 50 westbound ramps

10. El Dorado Hills Boulevard and U. S. 50 eastbound ramps

7-35 Comment:

7-34 Comment:

7-32 Comment:



The comment on the impact fee is noted.

Response: Comment noted.

7-37 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

Response: Comment noted. The text is hereby revised.
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The cost for each of these improvements is

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response:
$100,000.

Response: Green Valley Road/ Francisco Drive $100,000.
EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Harvard Way $100,000. EI Dorado
Hills Boulevard/U. S. 50 westbound ramps $200,000.

Response: The costs for the areawide improvements would
need to be determined through additional studies. Costs
would depend on alignment, right-of-way availability, and
other factors that need careful plan line study.

Page 7-52: Under County Improvements for 1997 without the
project, the Green Valley Road and Francisco Drive improve
ment needs to have a cost figure. There are six not seven
critical existing intersections identified in this study,
at a cost of $0.6 million.

Page 7-49: Having Figures 7-17 through 7-20 situated in a
close sequence makes it easier to follow.

Page 7-50: Under Areawide Improvements, the Highway 50,
White Rock Road, and Green Valley Road improvements need to
have cost figures. Under Update the EI Dorado Hills Traf
fic Impact Fee, the fee should be determined on a.per trip
analysis which can then be equated to a per dwelling unit
or square-foot amount.

Page 7-54: Under County Improvements for 1997 plus the
project, there should be 16 not 15 critical intersections
identified at a cost of $1.6 million.

Page 7-54 : The Green Valley Road/ Francisco Drive, Green
Valley Road/Salmon Falls Road, and EI Dorado Hills Boule
vard/Harvard Way improvements need to have cost figures.

7-38 Comment:

7-40 Comment:

Response: Green Valley Road/Francisco Drive $100,000.

7-39 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-36 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted.

Response: EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/U. S. 50 eastbound
ramps $300,000.

Figure E-2: Why isn't the EI Dorado Hills Boulevard leg of
this intersection included in the future projections?

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
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decrease
in Fig-

The costs for each of these improvements is

Under Areawide Improvements, Highway 50, White
Green Valley Road, County Line Interchange,

Arterial, Wilson Way, and Park Drive improve
to have cost figures.

See response to comment 7-37.

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

(Department of Transportation)

Response:
$50,000.

Page 7-56: Under County Improvements for 2010 without the
project, the EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Highway 50 eastbound
ramps need to have a cost figure.

Response:

Page 7-58: Under County Improvement for 2010 plus the
project, the Green Valley Road/ Francisco Drive, Green
Valley Road/Salmon Falls Road, the EI Dorado Hills Boule
vard/Harvard Way improvements need to have cost figures.

Figure E-1: Why do certain traffic movements
between 1997 and 2010 plus project? Likewise,
ures E-3, E-4, E-5, E-9, E-11, E-12, and E-15.

Page 7-56:
Rock Road,
Additional
ments need

Page 7-59: Mitigation measures incorporated by project
design have been added into this draft, and the mitigation
measures required by County policy have been removed to
Appendix I.

Response: The reasons are numerous including: changing
land uses, changing travel patterns, new roadway links, and
changes in the capacities of facilities. All of these
reasons change the travel patterns in the model and thus
the traffic movements at the intersections.

7-45 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-44 Comment:

7-42 Comment:

7-41 Comment:

7-43 Comment:

7-46 Comment:
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Response: See the response to comment 7-13.

Response: See the response to comment 7-45.

7-49 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

Various legs of these
peak hour traffic vol
for 2010 plus project

(Jim Bayliss, Public Hearing)

(Department of Transportation)

Response: It should have been. There was an error on the
figure.

We are concerned about traffic on Green Valley Road, espe~

cially if the interchange isn't constructed for 10 years.

Response: Traffic will increase on Green Valley Road with
or without Silva Valley Parkway Interchange. As long as
the improvements recommended in the Draft EIR are imple
mented, such as improvements to El Dorado Hills Boulevard
Interchange, the interchange is not needed for 10 years.

What effect will the new transportation study by the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) have on the
Specific Plan?

Your suggestion for having the text include an Impacts 
Mitigations Matrix would greatly assist the reader to
summarize quickly the conclusions of this study.

There needs to be a definition of what "County Impacts" are
and the criteria used for determining them. It is not
clear from the EIR text how this was done. Likewise, as
mentioned before, there is no means provided for funding
the improvements needed to mitigate these County Impacts.

Figures E-5, E-8, E-IO, E-13, E-14:
intersections appear to show lower
urnes than is shown on Figure 7-16
improved network.

Response: SACOG has been doing regional transportation
modelling to study the regional transportation needs. It
is doubtful that the study would have any effects on the
Plan Area.

Response: Comment noted.

7-50 Comment: (Commissioner Johnson, Public Hearing)

7-51 Comment:

7-48 Comment: (Department of Transportation)

7-47 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted.

The EIR should address the impacts of expanding Highway 50.

Response: Comment noted.

I
I
I
I
I
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(Bhima Nagarajan, Public Hearing)

(Susan Daily, Public Hearing)

(Gene Wright, Public Hearing)

(Susan Daily, Public Hearing)

I am concerned about the traffic from El Dorado Hills to
Sacramento. It takes much longer now than it used to.
Something must be done to Highway 50.

Bass Lake Road needs to be improved. When is it going to
be improved and who is going to pay for it? There are a
lot of truck conflicts with the school location.

Response: In the first 10 years, impacts to Bass Lake Road
would not differ with or without the Silva Valley Parkway
Interchange.

Response: Comment noted. See Chapter 7 "Transportation."

Construction of the road will occur as the area develops.
Developers will pay for the road improvements as part of
their cost of development. The only payments will be when
the road will be completed. The faster the development,
the faster the road will be improved.

What will happen to Bass Lake Road if the interchange
doesn't go in for 10 years?

Response: A detailed alternative study (Bass Lake Road
Realignment, Gene E. Thorne and Associates, Inc. 1987) was
completed for the realignment and widening of Bass Lake
Road. The El Dorado County Board of Supervisors approved
one alignment on September 22, 1987. Engineering design on
that alignment is currently underway and public herings
will take place in the Spring of 1988.

We are concerned about increased traffic on Bass Lake Road.
It gets very foggy and dangerous.

7-54 Comment: (Robert Taylor, Public Hearing)

7-56 Comment:

7-55 Comment:

7-53 Comment:

7-52 Comment:
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Response: Comment noted.

If it takes 10 years to construct the Silva Valley inter
change we will have a big mess.

Response: The air quality problems within the adjacent
Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) are dis
cussed on page 8-3 of the Draft EIR. Direct and indirect
emissions of the project are quantified on page 8-5. The
effect of these emissions on the Sacramento AQMA is dis
cussed on pages 8-6 and 8-7.

Chapter 8: Air Quality

(ECOS)

(Bhima Nagarajan, Public Hearing)

The Draft Environmental Impact Report does not adequately
describe the air quality problem in the Sacramento metro
politan area and the impact of the project on air quality
(8-3). Sacramento in a non attainment area for ozone and
carbon monoxide under federal law. This means that federal
standards for these pollutants are being violated. The U.
S. Environmental Protection Agency has determined that the
air quality plan for this area is inadequate, and has given
notice of new requirements for local governments to meet
air quality standards. This includes full mitigation of
all emission growth after 1987. El Dorado County will be
included in these requirements. Therefore, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement should provide detailed
information on how the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan will
affect the ability of El Dorado County to meet its obliga
tions under federal law to meet air quality standards in
the Sacramento Air Basin.

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency has not offi
cially issued its policy regarding post-1987 nonattai,nment
areas for ozone and carbon monoxide. The policy is ex
pected to be published in early December 1987. After a
comment period ,final publication is expected in April or
May of 1988. Advanced copies of this proposed policy
include a formula for calculating the number of years
allowed for eventual attainment of the standards and
require mitigation of growth and emissions. Whether this
project would be included in this policy is unclear. It

. should be noted that this is a draft policy subject to
modification after the comment period. Such a policy could
be subject to legal challenge or could be replaced by
amendments to the Clean Air Act adopted by Congress.

8-1 Comment:

7-57 Comment:

I
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What effect will the parking lots and increased land
coverage have on air to the east? -

Response: Hydrocarbon emissions associated with the
project are discussed on Table 8-2 of the Draft EIR.
Changes in countywide emissions are discussed on page 8-6.

Response: No. The trip generation rates were peak-hour
rates used for a peak-hour model. The air quality analysis
is valid. See also response to comment 7-5.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

(Commissioner Johnson, Public Hearing)

(ECOS)

(ECOS)

(ECOS)

Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

The DEIR also fails to identify the actual hydrocarbon
emission in the County. This project will substantially
increase the level of hydrocarbon emissions but that level
is not identified. The County has not collected baseline
information essential to the task of identifying the en
vironmental and public health impacts of this massive
project. The County of EI Dorado is in violation of
federal ozone standards but is not monitoring the project
site to determine the number of violations per year and the
ozone concentrations measured.

Moreover, the DEIR trip generation rates reported in the
Transportation Chapter would underestimate the transporta
tion emissions generated by the project by a factor of 10.
Therefore the estimated air quality impact of the project
in 2010 cannot be accepted as valid.

The DEIR states that the effect of project emissions on the
Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area can be reduced to a
less-than-significant level if the county adopts a Trans
portation System Management ordinance as described in
Chapter 7, "Transportation." (8-6, 8, 10) We do not agree.
While local measures to reduce single-occupant trips of a
regional nature would certainly be necessary to mitigate
the regional air quality impacts of the project, the ordi
nance vaguely described in Chapter 7 would not accomplish
that goal. The Transportation Systems Management ordinance
described in Chapter 7 seems contingent upon application to
employment related trips within the county. (7-50)

Response: On page 8-6 of the Draft EIR it is stated erro
neously that regional impacts could be reduced to a less
than-significant level. The Draft EIR correctly indicates
that regional impacts are significant and unavoidable on
pages 8-6, 8-10, and 8-11.

8-5

8-2

8-3

8-4



No comments were received.

No comments were received.
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Chapter 9: Noise

on air
reduce

(Commissioner Johnson, Public Hearing)

Chapter 10: Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Comment:

Response: Trip generation and trip length for home-to-work
trips are affected by the jobs-to-housing balance.
Ideally, jobs and housing can be balanced so that long
distance commuting can be minimized and people can live
close enough to their place of work that bicycle and pedes
trian modes of travel are used by substantial numbers of
employees, as discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, the
project would have a positive effect on the jobs-to-housing
balance in the Highway 50 corridor. The project would also
create new housing within short distances to employment
centers. Still, only a fraction of the project residents
would work locally. The remainder would commute out of the
area.

The most effective means of reducing commute emissions is
transportation system management (TSM). However, it is
really only effective at reducing trip generation at the
place of employment. Reduction of commute trips from a
residential development can come from provision of local
employment opportunities in conjunction with connecting
bicycle and pedestrian paths and other amenities, and
measures to increase vehicle occupancies such as park and
ride facilities.

Response: Minimal. Urbanization of formerly undeveloped
land effects the atmosphere near the ground by reducing
humidity due to reduced evapotranspiration and evaporation,
and reducing temperatures slightly during the daytime and
increasing temperatures slightly during the night because
of the added thermal mass of pavement and concrete, which
absorbs sunlight (energy) during the day and releases it at
night. Additional roughness created by buildings would
reduce wind slightly. All of these effects would extend
less than 1 mile beyond the project area.

What effect does the job-housing balance have
quality? What are the most effective ways to
emissions?

8-6
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Response: Comment noted.

12-2 Comment: (Debi Drake)

Chapter 11: Hydrology and Water Quality

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

(Marcia Hanebutt, Public Hearing)

(Department of Fish and Game)

Chapter 12: Vegetation, Wildlife and
Aquatic Resources

The Department finds the DEIR adequate in its treatment of
the fish and wildlife resources and their habitat within
the project site. We recommend all of the proposed mitiga
tion measures (pages 12-36 to 12-48) be implemented into
the project as conditions of project approval.

I also have a concern about the preservation of the oak
trees as proposed in. the Plan. I do not believe that a
golf course will truly protect the oak trees. It is my
understanding that oak trees do not do very well when they
receive frequent waterings. The proposed golf course (if
it's like other golf courses) would water its greens on a
daily basis. I am concerned that the oak trees that are
being "preserved" on the golf courses would actually end up
dead in a short-time due to the frequent watering.

Response: The impact assessment assumed that most of the
oak trees would be removed or die due to overwatering.
Careful site design of the sprinkler system and sprinkler
orientation would minimize overwatering of the trees. The
Draft EIR also recommends that golf course edges be planted

The applicant should be advised it will be necessary to
secure a Streambed Alteration Agreement, pursuant to Sec
tion 1603 of the Fish and Game Code, prior to any con
struction activity occurring within the 100-year flood
plain of any waterway within the project lands.

Response: The proposed development would increase the
amount of impervious surface area and the channelization of
stormwater flow. The developer has proposed retention
ponds at several locations in the Plan Area to retain the
high flows and minimize the potential for flooding down
stream. All drainage plans will be reviewed by the county
to assure adequate capacity.

We own property adjacent to Village G. The Specific Plan
proposes one-half-acre lots near our property. Carson
Creek goes through our property, and it's a raging river
after a storm. What about the drainage on these lots?

12-1 Comment:

11-1 Comment:



No comments were received.

No comments were received.

No comments were received.
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Chapter 16: Alternatives

(ECOS)

(Debi Drake)

Chapter 13: Cultural Resources

Chapter 15: Energy Conservation

with trees (blue oak, live oak, and digger pine) to help
compensate for the loss of this vegetation. Studies have
shown that oak trees planted in an artificial water regime
will survive better than established oak trees that undergo
a drastic change in their water regime.

Chapter 14: Aesthetics

Also, I wonder what effects (negative or positive) the
chemicals used by the golf course to maintain its greens
would have upon the native oaks. I think it is important
to consider the above scenario when the Commission tallies
the number of oaks it is truly preserving through this
Specific Plan. The large number of oaks the Plan preserves
on paper may actually be a large number of dead oaks when
the plan is actually implemented.

Response: It is not known what effect the fertilizers or
chemicals would have on the oak trees. Therefore, it was
assumed that most oaks on the golf course would die.

The DEIR fails to consider alternative land use configura
tions for the 4,000 acre community. Alternatives such as
mixed land uses including a jobs-housing balance of 1: l,
and higher .densi ty housing on transit lines, should be
evaluated to compare the impacts on transportation and air
quality with the project proposed.

Response: Comment noted. See also comment 5-1. Alterna
tives such as mixed land uses and higher density housing on
transit lines would result in less transportation and air
quality impacts compared to the proposed project. Imple
mentation of either of these alternatives is considered
remote given the El Dorado Hills/- Salmon Falls Area Plan

12-3 Comment:

16-1 Comment:

I
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See also response to comment 8-1.

Response: The cumulative transportation and air quality
impacts are addressed in Chapter 7 "Transportation" and
Chapter 8 "Air Quality."

The EIR analyzes the jobs-to-housing relationship in
Chapter 5 "Population, Housing and Employment." Please see
pages 5-30 to 5-34.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Chapter 17: Cumulative Analysis

(ECOS)

These jurisdictions are also engaged in an air quality plan
update to determine what additional policies are needed to
fully mitigate cumulative growth impacts. The EI Dorado
Hills Specific Plan does not include a jobs-housing balance
analysis nor an evaluation of single occupant vehicle trip
reduction programs appropriate to very large residential
communities. It does not inform decision makers about the
major effort now required of local jurisdictions in the air
basin to come up with new transportation emission controls
to attain national air standards. Mitigation of cumulative
impacts clearly requires such analyses to be included in
the DEIR.

The cumulative impacts of the air quality and transporta
tion impacts of this project in Sacramento County are
significant and these impacts have not been adequately
analyzed in the DEIR. Commute travel by residents of this
development to work sites in Sacramento County clearly will
add to congestion and air quality problems in Sacramento
County.

The jurisdictions in Sacramento and Southern Placer County
have policies and are developing improved policies to
mitigate negative growth impacts. These include regulation
of land uses so that housing and jobs are in balance within
communities, reducing long commute trips and increasing
opportunities for alternative transportation between homes
and jobs.

designations for the Plan Area, the desire of the existing
EI Dorado Hills residents to retain a rural atmosphere, and
the goals of the project applicant.

Single-occupant vehicle trip reduction programs work best
when applied to large businesses rather than large residen
tial communities. It is easier getting two or more people
who work together to ride together than people who live in
one area to ride together to differing work places.

17-1 Comment:
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Appendix A

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED ON
THE DRAFT EIR AND THE SPECIFIC PLAN

A-I



Specific
EIR Plan

Date Agency/Person Ccmnents Ccmnents

November 20, 1987 Office of Planning and Research x
David C. Nunenkamp

OCtober 23, 1987 Sierra Planning Organization x
Barbara Hollatz

OCtober 30, 1987 Covington Hares, x
Northern California
Janet F. Iebaw

November 3, 1987 Covington Hares, x
Northern California
Randy Collins

November 11, 1987 El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls x
Area Plan Advisory Carmittee
Gary Knops and Dr. Ben Foulk, DDS

November 12, 1987 James D. and Pamela J. Bayless x

November 12, 1987 Capitol Investrcents and Projects x
Wallace Chin

November 12, 1987 Jess Tong, Arthur D. Tong, x
Gloria Tong, Miriam Tong

November 12, 1987 Ronald W. Peek x

November 12, 1987 Department; of Conservation x
Dennis J. 0' Bryant

November 13, 1987 Department of Fish and Game x
Pete Bontadelli

November 13, 1987 Green Springs Ranch x
Landowners Association
Dave Creelman

November 14, 1987 Green Springs Ranch Haneawners x

November 16, 1987 Enviromrental Council of x
Sacramento, Inc.
Michael R. Eaton

A-2
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I Specific

EIR Plan

I
Date Agency/Person C<mnents Cannents

November 16, 1987 Department of Transportation x
Brian J. Smith

I November 16, 1987 Department of Transportation x
Scott Chadd

I November 16, 1987 Department of Transportation x
Bill Pearson

I November 17, 1987 Buckeye Union School District x
Lyle Graf

I November 17, 1987 El Dorado Irrigation District x
E. D. Voelker

I November 18, 1987 Art and Bonnie Byram x

November 18, 1987 El Dorado Hills Fire Department x

I
Robert B. Cima

November 18, 1987 El Dorado Hills cannunity x
Services District

I Velma Gambles
No Date "L Laurence Patterson

x

I
November 19, 1987 x

1. Debi Drake

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-QFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR GEORGE OEUKMEJIAN. Go-.ernor

Please contact John Keene at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process.

These carments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. If
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the
commenting agency at your earliest convenience.

Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency or
other public agency shall only make substantive comments on a project which
are within the area of the agency's expertise or which relate to activities
which that agency must carry out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Sta-cs.
1984.)

The State Clearinghouse sul:mitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is
closed and the comments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed.
Also, on the enclosed Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked
which agencies have commented. Please review the Notice of Canple-cion to
ensure that your comment package is complete. If the package is not in
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Your eight digit
State Clearinghouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly.

@..~: I. - ..

.... =r.,....~. I
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IWV 241987

EL DORADO COUNTY

RECEIVEliJ

CO:M:'..IU~ITY D;{Vr:LOP~t!EXT
DEPARTMENT

A-4

Ms.
O

Dunn:

Resources Agency

Enclosures

cc:

Sincerely,

Patti Dunn
El Dorado County Planning
360 Fair Lane
El Dorado, CA 95667

Subject: El Dorado Hills Specific Plan
SCH# 86122912

Dear

November 20, 1987

6'~~
David C. Nunenkamp
Chief
Office of Permit Assistance

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
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Court View Plaza

BH/lw

State Clearinghouse #: 86122912
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EL DORADO COUNTY

RE~f~YED
OCT 26 1987

COMMUNITY D1,VI:LOP:'rIENT
DEPAR'Il",n;NT

1230 High Street, Suite 224 • Auburn, California 95603
A-6 (916) 823·4703

October 23, 1987

l]) @:1 ~.

SIERRA PLANNING DHUANIZATION,"k>
A JPA CONSISTING OF THE COUNTIES OF
EL DORADO, NEVADA, PLACER & SIERRA

"t \.lo~twJ
Barbara Hollatz
Executive Director

Applicant: Draft Environmental Impact Report, El Dorado
Hills Specific Plan

Sincerely,

SPO is concerned with the regional impacts of projects and
their conformance to local planning needs and objectives. l-~

Based on these policies, it has been determined that this
project will have no regional impact. In accordance with
areawide review procedures, your report will be assigned
Environmental Document Number ED87-ll.

If you have any questions, please call me at our office.

Dear Ms. Dunn:

The Sierra Planning Organization (SPO), as the areawide
clearinghouse for Nevada, Placer, El Dorado and Sierra
Counties has received an application from your department.

Patti Dunn _"
El Dorado County
Community Development Department
Planning Division
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667



Dear Mr. Floch:

Covington Homes
Northern California

Sincerely,

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

It is not our desire to delay or unduly complicate the specific plan
process. However, we cannot sit idly by as our interests are impinged
upon. We wish to work with your department to ensure that our
involvement is positive and beneficial to the planning process.

A Covington Technologies Company e
One Sunrise Park, 2893 Sunrise Blvd, Suite 206, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670. (916) 635-0547

COVINGTO.N HOI\A.pS,....NORTHERN CALIFORNIA+-:z .)'tj "C\O~\ T ~a'&'---J

~.~aIie~ F. Lebow
Pr ident,

jFLlkmb

....-..
. '.

Re: El Dorado Hills Specific Plan

A-7

cc: Bob Laurie
Randy Collins

This is to advise that Covington Homes of Northern California takes
exception and hereby offers objection to the Draft El Dorado Hills Specific
Plan.

We have reviewed the plan as it pertains to the Subject Project and (p-I
note that a portion of it is to, be made available as a school site and
the remainder to be developed into a high density, "patio home" type
development (5u./acres). This is not consistent with our own plans for
the property.

As you have been earlier advised this firm claims title to approximately
two hundred acres of property within the plan area. Litigation is on-going
on this question and the property has had a lis pendens recorded against
it.

Mr. Richards Floch
Director, Community Development Department
County of EI Dorado
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, Ca. 95667

Octobmer 30, 1987
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RECE,VFn

NO\' i( 1:1.:'/

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEP·,

Covington Homes
Northern California

November 3, 1987

Re: EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Graf:

Mr. Lyle Graf, Superintendent
Buckeye Union School District
4560 Buckeye Road
Shingle Springs, Ca. 95682

A Covmgton Tt"chnologjf>~Comnanv e
One Sunrise Park. 2893 Sunrise Blvd, Suite 206, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 • (916) 635.Q547

GJCKEYE SCHOOL 01.:.~

NOV 05 1987

This letter is to advise you that Covington Homes, Northern California
has filed an objection with EI Dorado County in regard to the above
mentioned specific plan. I have enclosed a copy of the letter advising
Richard Floch of our objection. In addition I enclosed a copy of the
Specific Plan wherein I have highlighted the proposed elernentry school
site which has been shown on property Covington claims title to.

Should you have any questions you may contact me at 635-0547.

Sincerely,

RC/kmb

cc: Bob Laurie
Janet F. Lebow

( .
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Dear Mr. Andrews:

- The vision of a strong town center. (SP 1.5.4 P 22)

Subject: El Dorado Hills Specific Plan (Draft, OCt 1, 1987)
El Dorado Hills Investors, Applicant
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November 11, 1987

• Dr. Ben Foulk, DDS
Chairrer~on

~ . 933-2848
~~V ~~.. loanne Davis.\~ ~«: Vice-Chairperson

,'-\ ~ ~V Area Plan Review
e."' C'\..""U L~ 933-1120
~ "'J ~~ •Jim Bujalski,c.; """;)~" Vice-Chairperson

~~ , y 0 Project Review
~~ ~ ~ 933-2195
"" ~<;;:) ~ • Harriett B. Segel

"" <i) Sectv/Treas.
~ 933-2038

~
~

CJO~

EI Dorado Hills
/Salmon Falls
Area Plan
Advisory
Committee

A-IO

2067 Wood Mar Drive • EI Dorado Hills, CA 95630

- Attention to quality details such as requiring trash compactors in
commercial building to cut down on the number of dumpsters outside
buildings. -(Sp DG-3.l0 P Bll)

The EDH/SF Area Plan Advisory Committee (the committee) has reviewed the El
Dorado Hills Specific Plan. Particular attention has been given to the
residential densities. The use of Patio Homes and Attached Golf Townhomes are
anew to the area. These clusters may be on lots as small as 5,000 SF, but
they have been embodied in an overall plan that retains a rural character.
They have tangible assets such as open space, golf courses, and common

"Development integrated with the natural environment to enhance and
complement the functional and aesthetic integrity of the natural setting
with a minimum of disturbance to the natural terrain, oak trees, and
other natural habitat. n (SP 1.3.3 p 9, 1.4.1.b P 10, 1.4.2.2.d-h P 12)

"Benched hillsides for building sites shall be avoided and split-level
structures encouraged." (SP 1.4.2.2.c p 12)

- Concern for children and seniors. (SF 1.3.4 P 9, 4.1.3 P 46, 4.4 P 49)

The committee wishes to commend the applicant for his leadership in assuring
close community coordination. Additionally, EDH/SF APAC is appreciative of El
Dorado Hills Investors, Ltd. 's integration and coordination of its specific
Plan with the provisions of the EDH/SF Area Plan. The emphasis upon the
continuity of the village concept assures that El Dorado Hills will continue
to grow along the lines of the original basic concept of independent villages
making up our unique community. We would also like to give an A+ to many of
the ideas embodied in the Specific Plan by the El Dorado County Community
Development Department, Specific Plan consultants Wade Associates, and land
planner Anthony Guzzardo, such as:

Mr. Don Andrews, Chairman
El Dorado County Planning Commission
330 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667
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ownership residential open space. We feel this will provide for a greater
diversity of family sizes and lifestyles. The conunittees concurrence with
this plan is not to be construed as a general acceptance of lots this small in
future projects within the EDH/SF area.

The concerns of the Conunittee are listed in Specific Plan order and are not in
order of priority.

Section 1.4.2 Residential Policies .2 Site Development and Grading

1. Policy 1.4.2.2. c (SP P 12) requires that "residential structures"
"on slopes in excess of 20 percent shall" ••. "use post and beam or
step-footing construction." The EIR refers (EIR p 10-8) only to "long
term slope stability" at over 20 percent. The Corrnnittee recorrnnends
grading on any lot which will result in cut or fill slopes at lot lines
in excess of 48 inches shall be prohibited.

Section 1.4.7 Circulation Policies

2. Requests for additional connections to major arterial streets has been a
frequent problem on projects the Conunittee has reviewed. We feel to
condone additional connections (SP 1.4.7.1.h P 17) will compromise the
intent of the plan.

3. The Corrnnittee recorrnnends the two church sites (SP 4.3 P 49) be
redesigned to avert ingress and egress on El Dorado Hills Blvd.

Section 2. Residential Land Use Element

4. In order to avoid repetitive use of the same model on adjacent lots, as
have occurred in other developments, the Conunittee reconunends a
restriction on any developer from building a dwelling within 300 feet
radius (at least two lots) of another dwelling of the same model or
elevation.

5. Village "D" is designated for 1,051 dwelling units (SP 2.5.3 P 37) on
250 acres. This village exceeds any reasonable dwelling unit limit for
a village concept. Also, the village is bisected by Wilson Boulevard a
major roadway and another section of the village is to the west of the
open space. The Conunittee recorrnnends that Village "D" be divided north
and south at Wilson Boulevard into two villages and the section west of
the open space be made a third village.

6. Village "P" (not owned by EDHI) is designated (SP 2.5.3 P 38) for 256
dwelling units or 5 du/acre. The Conunittee recommends Village "P" be
constrained to the overall residential (non open space) density of 3
du/acre or 153 dwelling units to more closely reflect adjacent land

- 2 -
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densities. A PD with 3 du/acre limit would be most desirable due to
topography and slope of parcel.

Section 3 Commercial Land Use Element

7. The Committee recommends the paragraph starting "Additional retail
commercial uses" (SP 3.2.3 P 42) should be removed. It is too open
ended and appears to conflict with 3.1 Concept (SP p 41) (last part of
last sentence: "and to avoid a proliferation of commercial uses.").
Additional shopping areas- should require an amendment to the Specific
Plan.

Section 5. Circulation Element

8. (SP 5.3 pSI, Planned Streets) The description of residential streets
(SP 5.3.1 thru 5.3.3 p 52) references to "paved pedestrian pathS." ~~so

on the typical roadway sections (SP p 52a), a 5 foot "paved pedestrian
path" is shown adjacent to the edge of pavement. Other references in
the plan to "sidewalks" seem to contradict. Such as "Paved pedestrian
paths will be provided within all street rights-of-way except the local
residential streets." (SP 5.4.4 P 56). "Sidewalks within street rights-

of-way shall meander irrespective of the alignment of the street
pavement." (SP 1.4.7.2 P 18) but the space required to meander does not
exist within the r Lqhc-of-way of residential streets. The Committee
recommends that (by any name) sidewalks not be stipulated for
residential streets, within villages, in order to maintain conformity
with the semirural complexion of the present villages.

9. The EIR recommends (EIR p 7-48) that El Dorado Hills Blvd be widened to
four-lanes from Harvard Way to Wilson Blvd and six-lanes from Wilson
Blvd to Highway 50. The Committee recommends the details be placed in
the Specific Plan and when widened a landscape corridor easement
consistent with the CSD standards be included.

Section 7. Public Facilities and Services Element

10. The Specific Plan has identified needed fire protection (SP 7.2.2 P 65)
upgrades to facilities, apparatus and manpower. The ErR consultant
stresses the importance of implementing (ErR p 6-19) the 10 year
District Facilities Plan, partiCUlarly considering the "historical
trends for augmentation funds indicate that the percentage of these
funds that are distributed to the Fire Department have been decreasing
over the past 8 years." (EIR p 6-16). The Committee recommends that
strong support be given by the county to implement the DFP.

A-12
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11. The need to increase the level of Sheriff's Department service from its
current "inadequate" level (SP 7.3.2 p 67 EIR P 6-13) of 0.73 verses
the recommended 1.5 officer per 1,100 population is well documented.
The plan suggests a sheriff's substation located at the Village Green.
The Sheriff's Department does not support this idea (EIR p 6-13). The
Committee feels that, in addition to the EIR consultants (EIR p 6-14)
recommendation of a increase in funding, a permanent presence would
greatly enhance the level of service.

Section 7.4 Elementary and 7.5 High Schools

12. Regarding school services (SP 7.4 p 69), the Committee supports an EIR
mitigation measure 2.e (EIR p 6-25) "school district boundaries should
be consistent with village boundaries" and feels this comment should be
added to the Specific Plan.

13. It is understood that the location of school sites has been deyeloped in
conjunction with the school district; however .the Com~ittee recommends
the location of school S-3 in Village "A" be reconsidered. It is
located within the interior of a village, without close access to a
major collector, resulting in bus traffic concentrated on residential
streets. Also, it is adjacent to the Highway 50 - Silva Valley
interchange which will produce high levels, 13 to 15 ppm carbon monoxide
(EIR p 8-9) and 72 dB noise (EIR p 9-11). This is not a good location
for an elementary school.

14. The placement of a middle school (site S-2) directly across the street
from the high school may create problems (such as visits by disruptive
high school students) for the middle school students. The site should
be reevaluated.

15. The Committee recommends that the County require a proof of ability to
serve (funding and construction if required) prior to the recording of
final maps for each of the above public facilities and services
elements.

16. The Specific Plan is a major component of the several residential areas
in what is considered the El Dorado Hills community. with this Specific
Plan, it is highly appropriate for the community to be working towards a
Unified K-l2 School District.
As it stands now, our community is partitioned by three School districts
which results in a divisiveness within the community. To become a trUly
cohesive community, as envisioned in the Plan, this step is essential.
As part of the planning for this K-12 Unified School District, there
needs to be land designated for a School bus/maintenance facility. The
Committee recommends as a possible location, adjacent to the future high
school south of Highway 50.

- 4 
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Section 7.6 Recreation and Parks

17. Both the Specific Plan (SP 7.6.2.1 P 75) and the EIR (EIR p 6-28)
identify a shortfall in park facilities. The Committee recommends the
additional 3-4 neighborhood tot lots be provided within the villages.
This may be mitigated by private facilities within private villages.
Future, individual village developers should provide financial
assistance to the EDH-CSD for major structures needed in a community
park.
Close coordination between developers and EDH-CSD should be encouraged
to assure no duplication of facilities at parks and the Village Green.

18. A 40-80 acre community park is needed (EIR p 6-28) and should be
designated in a future development in the area.

Section 8.1 Water

19. The discussion of the water service conditions (EIR p 6-1) is accurate
in delineating the problem of water availability and delivery and the
solution of securing more water is proper (EIR p 6-5). The short fall
of water rights vs. demand within this Specific Plan is exacerbated by
the effects of the cumulative impacts of the other development projects,
(EIR p 17-6) exceeding even the future planned expansion. There is need
for assurance from El Dorado County and EID that existing water rights
be retained.
The Committee understands that the EDH/SF area's authorization could be
reduced if our allotted amounts are not used. Sufficient and economical
gravity-fed water (Texas Hil~, inter-tie projects and successful
completion of SOFAR) must be made available to service present and
future customers. While the plan does address (SP 9.5.6 p 97) the
requirement that essential infrastructure be developed prior or
concurrently with a neighborhood, it does not address the question of
water availability.
The Committee requests, as suggested by the EIR consultant (EIR p 6-5),
that the County require a proof of ability to serve, regarding water
delivery, prior to the recording of final maps.

Section 8.3 Storm Drainage

20. We call the attention of the county to a recommendation by the EIR
consultant (EIR p 11-10), "The county will need to monitor developrr~nt

plans for the various areas to ensure that all identified drainage
facilities for each use are constructed at the same time as the use,
even if the mitigation facility is located in an adjacent area which is
not yet constructed."
We recommend inclusion of the specific plan area (as facilities are
developed) into the EDH Drainage Maintenance Zone.

- 5 
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Section 9.5 Public Services .8 Street Lights

21. It is the desire of the Committee that street lights may be placed only
at village entrance intersections and along Silva Valley Parkway
(SP 9.5.8 p 99). The community recognizes the value of street lighting
but regards the preservation of a rural atmosphere and the avoidance of
light pollution as preferable.

Design Guidelines 2.1 Architectural Design

22. The Specific Plan does not address air quality issues. The Comiuittee
recommends the addition of the follow measures, excerpted from the
Conway Ranch specific Plan in Mono County, to avoid adverse air quality
impacts:

a. All construction and grading sites shall be adequately watered to
control nuisance dust.

b. Burning of waste materials and stripped vegetation shall not be
permitted.

c. All residential structures shall be designed to comply with state
energy conservation standards to reduce the need for fossil fuels
and wood burning for heating.

d. The use of alternative energy sources shall be considered in all
major development proposals.

23. The county in its "1982 Mountain Counties Air Basin (El Dorado County)
Non-attainment Plan Revision" adopted Sept. 13, 1982 said that future
monitoring would be conducted in the county. It has not. The only air
quality data now available is from Sacramento or Placer counties. with
the cumulative impacts of the many housing projects and future
development of the upwind industrial park the Committee recommends that
the developer provide a site for an air quality monitoring station and
the county with the aid of the state install the equipment.

Design Guidelines 2.4 Residential, Fences and Other Construction

24. With the understanding there is now no county ordinance requiring
fencing around pools the Committee requests that the Specific Plan at
least recommend that proper fencing (such as iron grate) be used around
pools.

- 6 
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Design Guidelines 4.0 Village Green/Community Center

25. At the Village Green the Committee would like to see a fine
arts/cultural auditorium for stage productions and for use by the high
school and middle schools. Real estate office and small movie theater
could be taken off and an art gallery and sales/administration office
for applicant added to the acceptable use list. (SP 4.2 p DG-13)

26. with uses such as medical/dental office and auditorium the parking
facility rate of one stall per 350 SF is not in accordance with the El
Dorado County Parking Ordinance.

Design Guidelines 7.0 Landscape-Development Standards

27. The EIR consultant has furnished quality recommendations
(EIR p 12-41 thru 12-43) (a portion of the Sacramento T"ree Ordinance)
regarding oak tree protection. The Committee recommends that they be
added to the design guidelines (SP 7.0 p DG-26).

28. Currently in many projects the developer provides landscaping for the
front yards. This is accomplished with mass hydro-seeding requiring
heavy watering by the home owner without regard for the type of
landscaping the owner desired. The plan does not specify by who or when
landscaping will be done. The Committee recommends that mass hydro
seeding be discouraged due to water usage. The home owner should be
required to landscape within a time period with the help of the
developer. .

Other items of concern:

29. The Committee recomrr~nds that a vehicle safety barrier such as berming
be built along and beyond the boundary line behind Oak Ridge High I s
football stadium. The stadium seating is built right along the property
line. We feel that a barrier is required for the safety of stadium
spectators. It would redouble the safety if the landscape corridor
along the proposed elementary school south of Oak Ridge were extended
along the Oak Ridge property line.

30. Blasting is not addressed anywhere in the specific Plan. While there is
a county ordinance, lack of County resources raises concern about
monitoring and enforcement.

31. As suggested by the EIR consultant (EIR p 13-15 Cultural Resources), add
to the Specific Plan "Require test excavations as a condition of
approval on the tentative subdivision maps." The EIR (EIR p 13-17)
lists the villages and locations requiring test excavations.

- 7 
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- The word "several" (SP 8.1.1 P 80 line 2) is misspelled.

- Village "N" is included in Figure 19 (SP p 19) it should not be.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.

concerning the size of the Village
(SP p 45) it states "The Green:

In section 7.6.2.5 (SP p 76) it states
Applicant has stated the 4 acre

- 8 
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~ou~
EDH/SF Area Plan Advisory
Committee, Chairman

Next the last sentence (SP 7.3.2 p 67) delete the word "to" 3rd
word from the end.

- In the last paragraph, end of 2nd line (SP 9/5/9 p 99) "EDH/St'
Community Plan" should read "EDH/SF Area Plan."

- Correct "It is assumed" (SP 9.5.10 p 101 middle paragraph) to "It
is projected."

- Remove the reference (SP 7.4.1 p 68) to "a 3-acre addition to the
existing Jackson School just north of st. Andrews village." A
tenative map has been approved for the 3-acres. Hence they are
not available.

- Reference to Village "N" (SP 5.2 p 51) should be removed as the
village has.

- Change the word "made" (SP 7.2.2 p 66 4th paragraph 3rd to the
last sentence) to "mode."

- There is an inconsistency
Green. In section 4.1
approximately 2.0 acres."
"a .4-acre turfed area."
description is accurate.

Several typos have been identified [not a definative list];

The APAC subcommittee for this project is Gary Knops (chairman),
Julie Dachtler, Joanne Davis, Bill Gaffaney, Ken Liljegren, Ellison Rumsey,
Harriett Segel, Terry Wilson (members)

~KnopsElDOradOillSSP€fiCPIan
Subcommittee, Chairman
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cc: Robert E. Dorr
El Dorado Hills Investors Group
Green Springs Ranch Landowners Association

Sincerely,

~t:SLPu-r.J{CJ (;;~)~"'-J James~ and Pamela J. B~yless
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1723 Dormity Road
Rescue, CA 95672
November 12, 1987

EI:;VORADO COUNTY

~~~?t eEl VED
.NOV 16 1987

COMMUNITY DilVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

El Dorado Hills Specific PlanRegarding:

Ms. Patti Dunn
Principal Planner
El Dorado County Planning Division
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Ms. Dunn:

-We strongly believe that the density transitions between this proposed
project and eXisting developments are inadequate. Although the plan claims
to minimize the impacts by providing such transitions, the concept has not
been applied comprehensively or equitably.

The plan area J-3, which abuts the Green Springs Ranch Rural Development
at the south end of Dormity Road, is proposed for 1 DU/acre zoning. All lots
in Green Springs Ranch are five acres or more. Noise and light dispersion
from homes on one acre lots will impact the rural atmosphere of our
community. We believe that the livestock and dusty dirt roads in our
development will be annoying to any new neighbors living on parcels
substantially smaller than five acres.

We are appealing to the Planning Division and El Dorado Hills Investors
to zone ALL property bordering Green Springs Ranch, including area J-3, at
0.25 DU/acre.
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we do appreciate your sincered considerations of our proposal.

Since we can not ~ttend your formal meeting on NoV 19, 1987, we
wouLd very muc o like you to cons ider our sugges t r ens as if we were to
~resent our views. He ar.e in total support of your efforts to update
t he El Dorado Eills/3almoYl Falls area plan to a2.1olil mor-e land for
r-e; j.dential and otherpurposes. He must also work tegether to resolve
our water quantity and sewer problems as that we would not be totally
depended on certain reservors for water usage all the times during
a dry weather year-, :n additic.n, please consi::ier the possibi1lty of
allowing most of the area under your studied for higher density purposes,
such as 2 units or more per acre to oonserve land and costs. If
h&bher density is a Ll owed , this would cut down the developer I s cost
per unit. This in turn would ~ass the savings to the home buyers
in a form of lower housing unit cost.

COMMUNITY D;:VELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Nov 12, 1987

<'VV. C. fJn(JE.~tmE.nt C07.p07.ation

• EL IlfiIh\UQczGQPNTY

fit 14~7f'9l " ED
HOV 16 1987

1424 F st. #1
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Dear Plar~ing Commissioners:

We received your notice regarding the [raft Sl Dorado Hills
Specific Plan, General Flan .'i.men1ments, Rezonir;g and Draft EIR. 'f,oie
own several parcels of land on the Old Bass Leke Eoad for over 10
yerrs. tre believe it is ti',e for you to act on much importar~t matit.e r
such as this by rezoning all of the land you mentioned in your offical
notice for the highest and best usage, i.e., higher jensity of
residential and commercial and industrial purposes. Since most of
t he t.Land in the ~l Lorado Hills area ere not su! table for any type
of f ar-rm ng , your pr-opoaaL to r2~one t hetn to other usage from
agr-f.cu I ture purpose is the best you can d. 0 for the ar-ea , Being as
a grawing c:mmunity, 21 Cerado County should also consider to
de~j~nete ~~me land for low income housings end for old age housings.
One such way is to give the land owner some benefits of being compensated
~nd to rezone pert of the land for higher densi ty and commercial usage
t~?n you would allow him under the norGal zoning conditicns. In this
Tllay, the property owner- will have the benefits of being able to trade
"",,~rt of t he land for low income housings and yet r :tain the other part
for hi~her usage.

neference: Draft El Lorado Hills ~;ecific Flan

El Dorado County ?lalming Co~misslGn

To: The Ilanning Commissioners
;60 Fair Lane
?lacerville, Ca. 95667

WALLACE F. CHIN

PRESIDENT

/,""",
/ : )
I··j

Capitol fJn(JE.~tmE.nh & <JJ7.ojE.ch

ilnvHtmEnt • r.DEvE[opmEnt
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RECEI-V ED 1:ov .12 , 1987
El,,"Dorado County 1540.Whiterock Rd.
Community Delvelopment Dept. NOV 17 1987 Shingle Springs,
Planning Division Ca. 95682
360 Fair Lane COMMUNITY DEVi:LOPMEI'IT DEPT.
Placerville, CA 95667 4193

The families of Jess and Arthur Tong, lifelong resid2nts of

Clarksville, wish to express that tl:ey are opposed to the Specific

Plan of the Eldorado Rills Developers that will in any way alter,

or disturb, the property of Jess and Miriam Tong. The parcels that

join Eighway 50, have been for many years an Agricultural Preser- .
ve: in The Williamson Act. Thi~ property belongs to our ranching

interests. We also want to keep the Tong Family Cemetery, document-

ed as such by the Sacramento Chapter of DAR for bistoric record, U~

disturbed. The spring-fed pool of water in Carson Creek that runs

in that field is the only perment water for stock, wildlife, deer

coons, birds and is the habitat of the fish in Summer, that live in

the creek. year round • Ti~e proposed on-ramp would destroy tl:.at.

The underpass on SilYa.ilload can be er:larged with less expense

to all, and Vihiteroc:'. Road wLdez.ed to adequately take tee traffic

projected Without any access to the freeway at this point, without

infrin~ing on our ranchin g endeavor. Rass Lake Road interchange

on the Eastern side of the develop 8went, and the Eldorado Eills

BouLevard-Tat.r-obe Road Lrrter'c hange on the West ,should be enough.

This hilly section of road was expensive ~d difficult to build at

the time hie-hwa.y was enLar-ged irto a freeway. A look at the nature

of the stratta would seem to show the impracticality of an added,

unplanned for inter change at the now-proposed site. The impact study

must show the nature of the har-d l1r:derlying rock that maxes extr eme Iy

difficult a~d expensive, suct an undertaking.

Our small acsrage may s~em ir:significent to planner-developers,

but retention of rural enterprize must also rest upon the Planning

Division. The Western Co rridor to this county has alwa.ys beer: an

attractive draWing point. Supervisors have long stated this fact
A-20
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Page g

~l!!,..e

when expounding the virtues of livin&, The lean beef that the public

is just begining to appraciate, and the horses that it taces to

handle them, can't be raised on city streets or in condominiums.

Our headquarters, here in Clarksville, are very dear to the three

generations still residing here. Ranchers are a dying breed, but

we aren't all dead yetl

Please further study the disadvantages of this construction to

prevent further tnfringem ent upon the status of Clarksville.

Sinc,~rely, -: ~
.// r>

.r>
~~JJ.~~
\j\ \) s-, J • J_ '-.--< 0 ~ -e-,

'-~...AY~..j I ~,
, ,~

n¥u.a;"V~I

A-21
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Furthermore, a section of the report is both misleading and false
when applied to area J-1. I refer to two statements under "EFFECTS
FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT" (see ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The proposed deveJopment creates a negative impact on our property by
not providing for a gradual transition from 5 acre parcels. Why aren't 4
acre lots proposed all along the border of Green Springs Ranch? It
appears that an exception has been made at area J-l, creating an obvious
lack of consistency and representing a flagrant disregard for the rights of q-2
families bordering that area.

My family and I live in a 3,800 square foot home, 5 acre lot, within Green
Springs Ranch. The Executive Summary of the Environmental Impact
Report refers to a proposed development which would border our
property as follows: area J-3 along the west and area J-l along the south.
Since area J-l is within 75 feet of our house, we are particularly alarmed
at the prospect of having homes with 1 acre Jots along our southern
border.
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EL DORADO COUNTY

RECEIVED
NOV 17 1987

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

November 12, 1987

Ronald W. Peek
1720 Dormity Rd.
Rescue, CA 95672
(916) 677-4050

Gentlemen:

El Dorado County Planning Commission
C/O Mr. Richard M. Floch
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667



Sincerely,

r;j;JL£U IlL-
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REPORT: EL DORADO HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT pp. 3-3 to 3-4):

-soattat relationships of various project components would
not create any Impacts on adjacent components.

-senerat Plan requires that densities between residential
developments shall blend ~ith existing development.

On the contrary, the proposed zoning for J-1 violates required spatial
relationships and fails to provide for blending with existing densities. To
be in compliance, Area J-l should be rezoned as .25 units per 
acre; that is. one home per four acres.

Ronald W. Peek

A-23
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As revised, the proposal would involve developing approximately
3,933 acres of grazing land for residential and commercial uses.
Approximately 808 acres of the total project area would remain
in open space.

The FEIR should address specific issues related to farmland
conversion and the Williamson Act, as recommended in the
Department's January 29, 1987 comment letter on the NOP. In'
addition, the FEIR should provide detail on the following issues:

I
I
I
I
I
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Draft EIR
El Dorado Hills
Specific Plan
SCH# 86122912

NOV 12 1987

Subject:

Date :

'rHe ..k.qU-.CES ACtI!NCY OF CAUf()~NIA I

I
I
I
I
I
I
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95667

The DEIR also identifies land south of Highway 50 that is
currently under Williamson Act contract. Although the property
owner has requested withdrawal from the contract, the acreage
of the parcel that is included in the project area should be
noted in the FEIR. AJ~~'Li---'\.\",- '" Ar'i '<:£\t.. f(, ~'
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The_DEIR identifies the project's impact on grazing land (11%
reduction in areawide acreage) as less than significant and
recommends no mitigation measures for this loss. The impact
of loss of this grazing land to the area should be discussed
in the FEIR and also include specific data, e.g., number of
animal unit-months the land supports and the cumulative impact
of the loss of the grazing land to the County or surrounding
areas.

The Department of Conservation is responsible for monitoring
farmland conversion on a statewide basis. The Department also
administers the California Land Conservation (Williamson Act) •
We have reviewed the County of El Dorado's DEIR for the
project referenced above, and have noted that the proposal
involves the conversion of valuable farmland.

Dr. Gordon F. Snow
Assistant Secretary for Resources

Patty Dunn
El Dorado County
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA

Department of Conservation--Office of the [)irectorFrom

To

Slate of California

Memorandum
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Dr. Snow and Ms. Dunn
Page two

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIR for the EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan. We hope that the
farmland conversion impact and the Williamson Act contract
issues are given adequate consideration in the FEIR. If I can
be of further assistance, please fee~ free to call me at (916)
322-5873.

{J~~_D'~
Dennis J. o'Bryant
Environmental Program Coordinator

cc: Stephen Oliva, Chief
Office of Land Conservation
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October 1987 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, El Dorado County - SCH 86122912

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the DEIR
for the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan.

If the Department can be of further assistance, please contact
James D. Messersmith, Regional Manager, Region 2, 1701 Nimbus
Road, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670, telephone (916) 355-0922.

The applicant should be advised it will be necessary to secure a
Streambed Alteration Agre~ment, pursuant to Section 1603 of the
Fish and Game Code, prior to any construction activity occurring
within the 100-year flood plain of any waterway within the project
lands.

11.-I

The Resources Agency· I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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: November 13,·1987Date

?-z-~~~~.i&"
Pete Bontadelli
Acting Director
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Planning Division

95667

Patti Dunn
El Dorado County
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA

Gordon F. Snow, Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency

The Department finds the DEIR adequate in its treatment of the
fish and wildlife resources and their habitat within the project
site. We recommend all of the proposed mitigation measures (pages
12-36 to 12-48) be implemented into the project as conditions of
project approval.

within the planning area, the terrain is generally rolling
foothills ranging in elevation from 600 to 1,200 feet. vegetation
is dominated by an annual grass-forb grassland with blue oak-
live oak woodland found generally in the north portion of the
planning area on the north- and east-aspect slopes. Several
intermittent streams with associated riparian vegetation occur
within the project area.

The Specific Plan covers an area of 4,086 acres with 2,184 acres
proposed for residential use, 260 acres proposed for commercial
use, and 1,020 acres proposed as open space. A 370 acre area will
be developed into two golf courses and another 26 acres of parks
will be established. The project is located approximately 23
miles east of the City of Sacramento and is generally bounded by
u.S. Highway 50 and White Rock Road on the south, El Dorado Hills
Boulevard on the west, Green valley Road on the north and Bass
Lake Road on the east.

2.

1.

Department of Fish and Game

State of California

Memorandum

To

From

Subject :



I
I
I
I
I
I
I

EL DORADO COUNTY

RECEIVED
NOV 1 G1987

COMMUNITY DilYELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Ms. Patti Dunn
Principal Planner
El Dorado County Planning Division
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

Ms. Dunn:

Green Springs Ranch
Landowners Association

P. O. Box 825
Folsom, CA 95630
November 13, 1987

I
I
I
I
I
I
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The Green Springs Ranch Landowners Association would like to voice
the concerns of our members regarding the proposed development of the
property bordering the south and west of the Green Springs Ranch by the
El Dorado Hills Investors Group.

Residents are concerned that the plan does not provide adequate density
transitions. The Green Springs Ranch rural development consists of parcels
of five acres or more in size. We therefore request that all parcels
adjoining Green Springs Ranch be zoned no less than four acres.

Members are also concerned about the new development's impact on
community services, particularly schools, roads, police and fire
protection. We urge the planning division to insist on provisions to
expand these services before new homes are built to place additional
demands on these already overloaded services.

~=~
Dave Creelman
President, Green Springs Ranch
Landowners Association

cc: Robert E. Dorr, Supervisor, District #1
El Dorado Hills Investors Group

A-27
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Green Springs Ranch
Homeowners

Rescue. CA 95672

November 14. 1987

Ms. Patti Dunn
EI Dorado County Planning Commission
360 Fair lane
Placerville. CA 95667

Dear Ms. Dunn:

We, the undersigned Green Springs Ranch homeowners, are protesting
the plan, to rezone area J-I to 1 house per acre. Area J-l borders Green
Springs Ranch, a development of 5 acre parcels which are designed for
rural living. We are outraged at the prospect of having 1 acre homes
immediately adjacent to 5 acre homes. In addition. we are concerned and ~-l

alarmed that the ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: EL DORADO
HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAfT is inaccurate when it indicates: "Spatial
relationships of various project components would not create any impacts
on adjacent components." and that densities between residential
developments blend with the existing development. Not only are these
statements misleading, but they are false when applied to area J-1. We
request that area J-J be rezoned (or a maximum of one house per
four acres.

A-28
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We, the undersigned Green Springs Ranch homeowners, are protesting
the plan, to rezone area J-l to 1 house per acre. Area J-l borders Green
Springs Ranch. a development of 5 acre parcels which are designed for
rural living. We are outraged at the prospect of having 1 acre homes
immediately adjacent to 5 acre homes. In addition, we are concerned and
alarmed that the ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: EL DORADO
BILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT is inaccurate when it indicates: "Spatial
relationships of various project components would not create any impacts
on adjacent components." and that densities between residential
developments blend with the eXist'lng development. Not only are these
statements misleading, but they are false when applied to area J-1. We
request that area J~ 1 be rezoned for a maximum of one house per
four acres.

'1--1
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We, the undersigned Green Springs Ranch homeowners, are protesting
the plan, to rezone area J-1 to 1 house per acre. Area J-l borders Green
Springs Ranch, a development of 5 acre parcels which are designed for
rural living. We are outraged at the prospect of having 1 acre homes
immediately adjacent to 5 acre homes. In addition, we are concerned and
alarmed that the ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: EL DORADO
HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT is inaccurate when it indicates: "Spatial
relationships of various project components would not create any impacts
on adjacent components." and that denstttes between residential
developments blend with the extstin; development. Not only are these
statements misleading, but they are~ when applied to area J-l. We
request that area J-l be rezoned for a max1mum of one house per
four acres.
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Dear Ms. Dunn:

\l" -I

e-I

A-31

909 12th Street, Sacramento, California 95814

Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.

ovember 16, 1987

Alternatives to the Project

The DEIR fails to consider alternative land use configurations for the 4000 acre
community. Alternatives such as mixed land uses including ajobs:housing balance
of 1:1, and higher density housing on transit lines, should be evaluated to compare
the impacts on transportation and air quality with the project proposed.

Air Quality

The Draft Environmental Impact Report does not adequately describe the air quality
problem in the Sacramento metropolitan area and the impact of the project on air
quality (8-3). Sacramento is a non attainment area for ozone and carbon monoxide
under federal law. This means that federal standards for these pollutants are being
violated. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has determined that the air
quality plan for this area is inadequate, and has given notice of new requirements
for local governments to meet air quality standards. This includes full mitigation of
all emission growth after 1987. EI Dorado County will be included in these
requirements. Therefore, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement should
provide detailed information on how the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan will affect
the ability of EI Dorado County to meet its obligations under federal law to meet air
quality standards in the Sacramento Air Basin.

El Dorado County
Community Development Department
Planning Division: Attention Patti Dunn
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, Ca. 95667

Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR), we believe that there
are defects and omissions in the Report. Specifically the report is deficient in not
adequately considering the air quality and transportation impacts of the project, and
the impacts of the project compared with alternative land use configurations feasible
mitigation measures, and the cumulative impacts of the project in combination with
other projects in the air basin on air pollution.

The Environmental Council of Sacramento was not noticed on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan, and we
consider ourselves an interested party. Moreover, we requested such notice well in
advance of DEIR release. The project creates a large low density residential
community, obviously intended to provide housing for workers employed within
Sacramento County. Air quality and transportation impacts of the project will occur
in Sacramento County. We request that notice of any funher action on this project
be sent to President, Environmental Council of Sacramento, 909 Twelfth Street,
Sacramento, Ca. 95814.

(: Recycled Paper

I
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I Member Organizations

American Lung
Association of
Sacramento -

I Emigrant Trails
Audubon Society
California Native

Plant Society.
Sacramento

I Volley Chapter
California Porkand

Recreation
Society. District 11

Copitol Bicycle

I Commuters
Association

League of Women Voters
of Sacramento

Modern TransitSociety of

I Sacra.. mento

n~
i'3.. 7.

I F. ,
Sacramento Old City

Association
Sacramento Volley

Bicycle Advocate;

I Save the American River
Association

Sierra Club. Mother Lode
Chapter

SouthNatomas

I Community
Association

Zero Population Growth

I
I
I
I
I
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(1) Assumption that 40 percent of the home-work trips will be internal cannot be justified
given the lack of employmentin the area.

(2) Assumption that 33% of the external trips will travel in the easterly direction is
unreasonable.

We find the traffic analysis incomprehensible. As such it is not possible to determine that the
analysis adequately accounts for the traffic impacts of the project.

A major problem is that the traffic model uses a different "study area" than the specificplan area,
yet the land uses of the "study area" are not identified.

The trip distribution discussion (7-18) refers to industrial and commercialuses not identified in the
Specific Plan. On the other hand, the traffic analysis does not look at the overall balance of jobs 1-3
and housing within the "study area," and the ability of transit, carpooling and non-motorized travel
to meet commute needs within the "study area." It appears thereforethat the "study area" has not
been defined as a transportationplanning area in order to plan a viable multi-modal system to
reduce traffic congestion and airquality. Instead, it has been defmed to create an artificial trip
distribution profile, to create the appearanceof a minimal impact of the project area. In fact, this
very large residential community creates the heaviest demands on the transportation system and
burdens on air quality because these are the most auto dependent types of developments.

The following assumptions are not reasonable given the land uses:
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1-'2.

The DEIR is inadequate because neither the environmentalimpactsof the project without the
interchange on U.S. Highway 50 nor the environmental impacts of the interchange itself are
evaluated, and the mitigation necessary to offset the absence of the interchange have not been
identified.

The Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement does not include environmental review sufficientto
submit for a new interchange at U.S. Highway 50, a facility which would be required to serve the
traffic generated by the project. The DEIR also does not discuss the question of consistency of the
interchange with the adopted air quality plan; consistency is a prerequisiteto federal agency
approval.

Transportation

The DEIR also fails to identify the actual hydrocarbon emissionsin the County. This project will
substantially increase the level of hydrocarbon emissions but that level is not identified. The
County has not collectedbaseline informationessential to the task of identifying the environmental '0 - '
and public health impacts of this massive project. The County of EI Dorado is in violation of
federal ozone standards but is not monitoring the project site to determine the number of violations
per year and the ozone concentrationsmeasured.

Moreover, the DEIR trip generationrates reported in the Transportation Chapter would
underestimate the transportationemissions generated by the project by a factor of 10. Therefore the B-3
estimated air quality impact of the project in 2010 cannot be acceptedas valid.

The DEIR states that the effect of project emissionson the Sacramento Air QualityMaintenance
Area can be reduced to a less-than-significant level if the county adopts a TransportationSystem
Management ordinance as described in Chapter 7, "Transportation." (8-6, 8, 10) We do not agree.
While local measures to reduce single-occupant trips of a regional nature would certainly be
necessary to mitigate the regional air quality impacts of the project, the ordinancevaguely described
in Chapter 7 would not accomplish that goal. The TransportationSystemsManagement ordinance
described in Chapter 7 seems contingentupon applicationto employmentrelated trips within the
county. (7-50)
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In addition the trip generation rates listed vastly underestimate the trips generated. Table 7-4 giveJ ., - 5
rates which are roughly 10% of the rates used in other traffic studies in the Sacramento area. -I
Two more points on transportation analysis deficiencies:

(1) Without transit service, provision of facilities is an empty promise. The nature and density of ., _"
the community makes efficient, economical transit service very unlikely.

(2) Planning a community without the funding for necessary transportation services is not
acceptable under current CEQA case law.

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impacts of the air quality and transportation impacts of this project in Sacramento
County are significant and these impacts have not been adequately analyzed in the DEIR. Commute
travel by residents of this development to work sites in Sacramento County clearly will add to
congestion and air quality problems in Sacramento County.

The jurisdictions in Sacramento and Southern Placer County have policies and are developing
improved policies to mitigate negative growth impacts. These include regulation of land uses so 1i -I
that housing and jobs are in balance within communities, reducing long commute trips and
increasing opportunities for alternative transportation between homes and jobs.

These jurisdictions are also engaged in an air quality plan update to determine what additional
policies are needed to fully mitigate cumulative growth impacts. The EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan
does not include a jobs-housing balance analysis nor an evaluation of single occupant vehicle trip
reduction programs appropriate to very large residential communities. It does not inform decision
makers about the major effort now required of local jurisdictions in the air basin to come up with
new transportation emission controls to attain national air standards. Mitigation of cumulative
impacts clearly requires such analyses to be included in the DEIR.

Conclusion

We believe the defects and omissions in the DEIR must be corrected and the revised report I1-3
recirculated before it can be presented to the County Board of Supervisors for review.

J1»~eIV~
/ 1'llich~e{k Eaton

President
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caltrans, District 3, has reviewed the draft. EIR for the El Dorado lIilIs
Specific Plan, a 4,086 acre area north of Highway 50 and east. of El Do1iado
Hills Boulevard. The plan would allOW' developtent of low densit.y residential,
oatmercial and related uses.

On Page 7-58, the decurrent states that Highway 50 shculd be widened to 10
lanes west of Folaan Boulevard by the year 2010. The District I s Route Concept
Report identifies 8 lanes as the 20-year concept facility. Widening to 10
lanes is probably oot feasible.

1-1

November 16, 1987

I 03-m-SO
PM 0.8
El Dorado Hills
Specific Plan
SOl 86122912

Buliness, Tranlpottotlon and Hou,lnl AI·n~ I
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File
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we 1!equest the final EIR address the above c
questions, please contact Mrs. Jeannie BakeWK"'JoI"-.-

en Page 1-32, the docunv:mt states that La:trobe~be~ Highway 50 and
White Ftx:k Road will have significant unavoidabli impacts, even when widened
to six lanes. All alternatives should be evaluallLd before this is dete1:mi.ned
to be unavoidable. Maintaining an acceptable level of service on this segment
could have direct beneficial iropacts on the frefMay operations.

As this area is developed, calh-ans would require the right of way fence to bel
upgraded to a minimum standard of six-feet high chain link fencing.

~

Based On the traffic projections on Page 7-44, it appears that Highway 50
between the Bass Lake Road aM Silva Valley Interchanges will have at least 20
percent higher traffic volumes than adjacent segments. we rec:arrnend the
County consider providing a parallel arterial between these two interchanges
to help balance freeway volmes and reduce r~ to ranp travel.

~J.~
Chief, Environmental Branch

The document should also consider ~cts to the main line of Highway 50
between this plan area and da.mtown sacramento. If the local agencies do form
coOperative agreements with all developers, widening of the freeway as shown
on Page 7-55 may still not mitigate level of service F between this area and
downtown Sacrarrento.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - Telephone ATSS 457-4498
District 3, P. O. Box 911, Marysville, CA 95901

State Clearinghoose
Office of Planning & Research
Attention Kei'th Lee
1400 10th Street
sacramento, CA 95814

(
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Ftom I

Memorandum

To

":" '·1 ~ ,"~ • 4-- , < .--, ,-," '.~



I
I Date:

I To:

From:

I Subject:

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

ThITEROFRCECOMMUMCATION

November 16, 1987

Patty Dunn, Community Development Department

Scott Chadd, Director of Transportation~
El Dorado Hills Specific Plan and E.I.R.

Many of our comments relate to those that we discussed with this developer
on August 26, 1987. Attached you will find our technical concerns noted.
These are directed to specific pages, figures and tables in the draft EIR
of July 20, 1987. - .

Fundamental unresolved issues are as follows:

1. Draft EIR and Draft Specific Plan use only two future years as .datal
decision points; project build out in 1997 and El Dorado Hills area
build out in 2010. This creates an analysis that turns a blind eye
to incremental development and renders impacts and mitigation measures
difficult to determine in a reasonable time horizon.

The Specific Plan speaks about four "Development Clusters;" each con
taining multiple villages. One reason for the creation of these
lIClusters" is "logical development sequencing", page 20.

The "Comprehensive Financing Plan" (copy rece.ived 5:15 p.m., November 13,
1987) calls for infrastructure and public facilities totalling $69,730,071,
with proposed "Phase One" totalling $23,934,156. There are no graphic
representations showing what portion of the project constitutes "Phase
One." This lack of continuity from one document to another serves to
aggravate the difficulty of understanding when specific improvements
are required.

By looking at only two points, one 10 years and the other 23 years in
the future, planning for incremental impact mitigation (a requirement
of CEQA) is not possible.

2. Impacts are assigned to two categories: EI Dorado County and Areawide.
The Draft EIR does not explain the basis upon which this distinction
rests.

3. The EIR does not link suggested mitigation measures with stages of
development.

4. Impacts are of a magnitude sufficient to require a rethinking of accept
able levels of service on County roads and existing land use. (See
Pages 7-23 and 7-44.)

5. Mitigation measures should include what, where, when, why and how much.

6. Comprehensive Financing Plan makes assumptions regarding cost sharing
that are not supported by information in any of the documents.

A-35
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7. The majority of the information in the financing plan relates to various
methods of financing. Additional information is required on actual im
provements. i.e. scope, cost, timing and cost sharing.

Patty Dunn
November 16, 1987 Page -2-

I
I
I

8. Provide staff with an improvement matrix which includes the following:

a. An exhibit showing all planned and proposed improvement.

b. Who is responsible for the improvement.

c. When is the improvement required.

d. Estimated cost at time of construction and funding mechanism.

In conclusion, the three documents submitted contain a substantial amount
of information. H~wever. it is not possible to determine the complete ex
tent of improvements required to mitigate impacts, their cost, or the source
of funding from the present package.

We would be happy to meet with you and the developers to discuss this further.

SC:dn
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DEPAR~~\1ENT OF TRi\NSP01,IATION
~OFRCECOMMumCAnON

November 16, 1987

Scott Chadd, Director; File

Bill Pearson. Associate Civil Engineer ~f7

Review of El Dorado Hills Specific Plan E.I.R.
Chapter 7 - Transportation

In reviewing this second EIR draft, TJKM has cleaned up most of the items
that we expressed concern about on the first draft review. They have
separated the impacts from the "mitigations and provided improvement costs,
but still have not identified any funding mechanism(s) to pay for the non
project related improvements, i.e., El Dorado County and Areawide Improve
ments. They also have not provided any additional "year scenarios" besides
1997 and 2010, making it very difficult to schedule for roadway improvement
phasing.

The Specific Plan contains descriptions of planned streets with typical
roadway sections. The total construction cost for the arterial 'streets
planned is estimated at $18,114,000 in 1987 dollars (Page 95). The text
discusses the need for a fee-type funding mechanism, but does not establish
one for the non-project road improvements.

In going through the chapter by numerical page, I've noted the following
additional items:

Page 7-4: The traffic counts in Figure 7-2 contain daily ADT as well as
P.M. peak hour. This has also been done on all the other Figures in the
chapter showing traffic volumes.

Page 7-9: The project planned roadway network (Figure 7-5) differs from
our County future roads (Figure 7-4) in several instances. Elimination
of the easterly extension of Harvard Way would be acceptable, but the
proposed Ridge Road should be stubbed for a future connection to the
existing Highland Hills Drive. Likewise, there needs to be a stub north
from Country Club Drive to the Green Springs subdivision for future con
nection to Deer Valley Road.

Page 7-10: The roadway network shown in Figure 7-4 has been confined to
the study area. This is likewise true for Figure 7-7 through Figure 7-20,
except for Figure 7-6 which shows the area studied in the model.

Page 7-13, -14: Project planned improvements: ~~ite rock road should be
improved west of Latrobe Road as well as east. Latrobe Road should be
improved south of White Rock Road. Does the Silva Valley Interchange
over-crossing need to be six lanes? CalTrans is planning for four lanes .

.. The ramp list should include a southbound to eastbound single-lane on-ramp
loop.
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Page 7-17: The trip generation rates shown in Table 7-4 should be daily,
not peak hour, to facilitate their being understood.

Page 7-19: The distribution assumptions in Table 7-5 I feel are reason
able, as we've discussed before. Likewise for Table 7-7 on Page 7-21. but
some of the numbers on Table 7-6 should be changed to:

November 16, 1987

Internal/Internal:

14
27

Internal/External

85
73

page 2 I
11-?-?- I

I
1-'23 I

I
I've already discussed this wi~h TJKM.

Page 7-22: The following future critical intersection should be added to
the list, and also on Table 7-11. El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Wilson \.\'ay.

Page 7-25: Under Trip Generation, the first sentence should read Table
7-10 instead of 7-9.

Page 7-27: Table 7-9 Folsom Area Land Use Assumptions should be removed.

I

I
Pages 7-30 and 7-42: Under Levels bfService, the Table indicated should
be 7-11 instead of 7-10.

Page 7-33: Figure 7-11. In 1997 without the project there will be 38,000
ADT on El Dorado Hills Boulevard at Highway 50 reducing to 12,000 ADT south"
of Harvard Way. Is this the result of the Raley's commercial area? This
assumes Level of Service D and F. Likewise, the same for 2010 without the
project, Figure 7-14, Page 7-41.

Pages 7-34 and 7-38: Latrobe Road between Highway 50 and \~ite Rock Road
will likely be at LOS D or E with six lanes by 1997 without the project.
With the project, this road segment with six lanes would go to LOS F.

Page 7-38: Under Levels of Service, we need further explanation why the
Green Valley Road/Salmon Falls Road intersection would be at LOS C for
the 1997 plus project while all other intersections would be LOS F. Does
this account for the EI Dorado Hills Boulevard leg of this intersection?

Page 7-37: 1997 with project impacts. The EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/
Highway 50 and Bass Lake Road/Highway 50 eastbound and westbound ramps
have been included to El Dorado County Impacts. These are also included
in 2010 without and with scenarios, as well as other improvements being
included since the first draft. It still makes it difficult to follow
when certain roads will become impacted without other time scenarios be
tween the present and 2010.

Page 7-46: Mitigation Measures. Proj ects have total lengths and dollars
added to them. Cost per mile is red-marked in the document.

Page 7-47: The Silva Valley Interchange ramp list should include a south
bound to eastbound single-lane on-ramp loop.
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Page 7-48: The consultant needs to identify the ten traffic signals in
corporated in the project design and which five traffic signals are con
sidered part of County improvements. There should be a total of 16
signalized intersections.

Page 7-48: Under County Improvements for the existing plus project, the
Green Valley Road/Francisco Drive, EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Harvard Way,
and EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Highway 50 Westbound Ramp projects need to
have cost figures.

Page 1-49: Having Figures 7-17 through 7-20 situated in a close sequence
makes it easier to follow.

Page 7-50: Under Areawide Improvements, the Highway 50, llliite Rock Road,
and Green Valley Road improvements need to have cost figures. Under Update
the El Dorado Hills Traffic Impact Fee, the fee should be determined on a
per trip analysis which can then be equated to a per dwelling unit or
square-foot amount.

Page 7-52: Under County Improvements for 1997 without the project, the
Green Valley Road and Francisco Drive improvement needs to have a cost
figure. There are six not seven critical existing intersections identified
in this study, at a cost of $0.6 million.

Page 7-54: Under County Improvements for 1997 plus the project, there
should be 16 not 15 critical intersections identified at a cost of $1.6
million.

Page 7-54: The Green Valley Road/Francisco Drive, Green Valley Road/Salmon
Falls Road, and EI Dorado Hills Boulevard/Harvard Way improvements need to
have cost figures.

Page 7-56: Under Areawide Improvements, Highway 50, vfuite Rock Road, Green
Valley Road, County Line Interchange, Additional Arteria+, Wilson Way, and
Park Drive improvements need to have cost figures.

Page 7-56: Under County Improvements for 2010 without the project, the EI
Dorado Hills Boulevard/Highway 50 eastbound ramps need to have a cost figure.

Page 7-58: Under County Improvement for 2010 plus the project, the Green
Valley Road/Francisco Drive, Green Valley Road/Salmon Falls Road, the EI
Dorado Hills Boulevard/Harvard Way improvements need to have cost figures.

Page 7-59: Mitigation measures incorporated by project design have been
added into this draft, and the mitigation measures required by County policy
have been removed to Appendix I.

Appendix E - Traffic:

Figure E-1: Why do certain traffic movements decrease between 1997 and 2010
plus project? Likewise, in Figures E-3, E-4, E-5, E-9, E-11, E-12 and E-15.
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Figure E-2:Why isn't the ElDorado Hills Boulevard leg of this intersec~

tion included in the future projections?

Your suggestion for having the text include an Impacts - Mitigations Matrix
would greatly assist the reader to summarize quickly the conclusions of
this. study.

I
11-~ I

1-4-1 I
I
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I
1-49

I
~I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Page 4

There needs to be a definition of what "County Impacts" are and the criteria·
used for determining them. It is not clear from the EIR text how this was
done. Likewise, as mentioned before, there is no means provided for fund':"
ingthe improvements needed to mitigate these County Impacts.

November 16, 1987

FiguresE-5, t-8, E-10, E-13, E"":14: Various legs of these intersections
appear to show lower peak hour traffic volumes than is sho~vn on Figure 7-16
for 2010 plus project improved network.
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POST OFFICE BOX 547 • SHINGLE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA 95682 • (916) 677-2261 • 985-2183

LYLE GRAF
SUPERINTENDEN T

RECEIVFO

NOV i '! H~f

November 17,1987

Patty Dunn
Supervisor of Current Planning
El Dorado County Planning Department
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Ms. Dunn:

The Buckeye Union School District has three concerns regarding the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan. First, we
have received a letter from Covington Homes which indicates one of our proposed school sites is located on (p - 2-
land which has disputed ownership. The District will eventually need to take title to this proposed school site
or an alternate site. The District requests clarification and resolution of this apparent problem.

Secondly, access and services to all proposed sites needs to be available on a timely basis to enable the District \ t.. - 3
to develop the sites for school use.

Finally, the proposed twenty (20) acre middle school site at the end of Harbor Boulevard will better serve as
an elementary school site. There is a possible problem in receiving state approval ofthis site because of the
location of the water tank. However, our site selection committee believes that a ten (10) acre site to the
north of the water tank access road would meet state approval. This site is the only one of all the proposed
sites which currently has access and availability of services. The district's next need for a school is for an b-L\
elementary site (10 acres), not a middle school (20 acres).

Since the district will eventually need a middle school within the Specific Plan area, the District requests
designation of an approvable twenty (20) acre site - either by expansion of one of the proposed sites or by
designating an alternate site.

I, personally, am very impressed with the EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan and hope that these issues can be
addressed and resolved by the time the plan is approved.

Yours;~rulY'

/~.. /{,tfC-/'/?:.: ,
Lyle Gf f .
Superintendent

LG:as

I
I
I

cc: EI Dorado Hills Investors Group, Inc.
Covington Homes
Ruthann Ziegler, Attorney
Murray/Downs, Architect
David Reyes, Consultant
Board Members

Enclosure A-41

I
BUCKEYE SCHOOL
4561 BUCKEYE ROAD

SHINGLE SPRINGS, CA 95682
6n-22n • 933-2333

WM. BROOKS SCHOOL
3610 PARK DRIVE

EL DORADO HILLS. CA 95630
933-6618 • en·2875

CAMERADO SPRINGS MIDDLE SCHOOL
2480 MERRYCHASE DRIVE
CAMERON PARK, CA 95682

6n·1658 • 933-0584



El Dorado Irrigation District
POST OFF ICE BOX 1608 • 2890 MOSQUITO ROAD. PLACERV ILLE • CALIFORN IA 95667 • PHONE (9161 622-4534

reply refer to: E1187-677

November 17, 1987

EI Dorado County
Community Development Department
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

Attention: Patty Dunn

Subject: Draft EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan and EIR

Dear Ms. Dunn:

This is in response to your department's circulation of the above
described documents for review and comment.

Attached are specific comments on the text of the documents
intended to clarify reference to water allotment, water demand,
Assessment District No.3, Facility line sizes, EID water
planning, the Gold Hill Intertie, sewage treatment plant
capacities, wastewater commitments. Many of our comments are
applicable and should be reviewed for both documents.

Very truly yours,

<JYJ::£L
E. D. Voelker
Engineering Director

EDV/LWA:red

Attachment

I
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Page 6-1

3rd Paragraph should be rewritten as follows:

EID currently contracts with the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation to
receive 7,550 acre feet of water per year from Folsom Lake. b-S
Current EID water deliveries to the El Dorado Hills area are
estimated to be 1700-1800 acre feet per year. In 1986, a
significant portion of this water was supplied by gravity from Sly
Park which resulted in overdraft of allotments from that source.
The USBR has made known that this will not be tolerated in the
future.

Last Paragraph should be revised as follows (revisions are
underlined):

Existing water system infrastructure has been provided to the Plan
Area as part of EID's Assessment District No.3 (A.D. No.3)
improvements. A.D. No. 3 was formed to provide for the expansion
of water and wastewater facilities in the El Dorado Hills area.
The improvement plan for El Dorado Hills involves a 25-year,
seven-phase construction project which will provide major
transmission, storage, and treatment facilities in the district
area. These improvement phases will be installed in conjunction
with development in the El Dorado Hills vicinity. Phase I
improvements were financed by A.D. No. 3 with subsequent phases to
be funded by supplemental connection fees (Wade and Associates
1987).

Page 6-2

1st Paragraph

Reference to the El Dorado Hills Water Tank is not clear, since
there is no tank with that name. Reservoirs in El Dorado Hills
are: Oakridge Tank; Ridgeview Tank; and Business Park Tank. None
has a 24-inch line to the north.

Other corrections recommended are underlined as follows:

Existing water system infrastructure in the Plan Area vicinity
consists of an 18-inch diameter line located in El Dorado Hills
Boulevard south of the El Dorado Hills Water Tank, and a 24-inch
line exists north of the El Dorado Hills Water Tank. An 18-inch
line constructed by A.D. No. 3 as part of phase I improvements,
bisects the Plan Area. This line connects the line in El Dorado
Hills Boulevard with the 3-million-gallon water tank above
Oakridge High School and a pump station at Bass Lake. Additional
storage facilities, outside the Plan Area boundary, include a 1
million-gallon water tank at Ridgev~ew and a 1-million-gallon
water tank above the El Dorado Hills Business Park. A 3-million-
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gallon water tank is proposed at the south end of the Plan Area
(Village C), as part of future improvements.

A raw water pumping station exists drawing water from Folsom Lake.
Primary potable water pumping stations exist at the Water
Treatment Plant, and at the Oakridge Tank site. Small
hydropneumatic systems at Highlands and Ridgeview subdivisions
provide local service. A small booster pumping station in the
Bass Lake 12-inch system is no longer serviceable. A pumping
station at Bass Lake serves portions of Cameron Park, outside the
Plan Area.

2nd Paragraph

This paragraph refers to a three phase water supply and
transmission improvement plan which has not been adopted by EID
and should not be referenced in this Specific Plan text.

3rd Paragraph

It should be noted that the proposed water system for the Plan
Area as shown in Figure 6-1 is conceptual. This may be a possible
method of Service; however, EID has not reviewed the engineering
details and believes that substantial changes may be required.

4th Paragraph

This paragraph should be rewritten as follows:

All onsite distribution systems would be built to meet fire flow
and pressure requirements of the appropriate Fire Department.
Those requirements are based on the Insurance Service Office (ISO)
requirements which are usually more restrictive than EID Design
Standards which also apply.

Page 6-3

2nd Paragraph

This paragraph should be rewritten based on the following:

Implementation of the Specific Plan may ge~erate a total estimated
water demand of 7.1 MGD; however, by that time 1.2 MGD of
wastewater will have been developed for use on golf courses
reducing the total estimated potable water demand to 5.9 MGD.

5th Paragraph

It is recommended that the following change be made in this
paragraph:

•..••.•. plant capacity to 15 MGD as planned.
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Page 6-5

4th Paragraph (EID should develop additional water sources). This
paragraph should be clarified based on the following:

The Gold Hill Intertie is more correctly identified as a water
conveyance project, which draws upon existing sources. The
Crawford Ditch project is in the planning stages. The Texas Hill
project is neither underway, as stated, nor is any funding vehicle
identified.

Page 6-6

1st Paragraph

The second sentence should be deleted based on the following
comment:

Since present connection fees are barely adequate to provide for
replacement of service capacity, the proposed reductions in fees
is not viable. However, escalation of fees for properties without
specific conservation configurations may be a realistic approach.

8th Paragraph

This paragraph should be expanded to include the following:

The plan for expansion of the Water Treatment Plant specifies that
implementation shall be funded from accumulations of the
Supplemental Connection Fees, as shall other phased improvements.

Page 6-7

1st, 2nd and 3rd Paragraphs should be revised as follows to
clarify references to A.D. No. 3 and EID:

Wastewater collection and treatment services within the Plan Area
vicinity are provided by EID. A.D. No. 3 has funded construction
of major infrastructure including major trunk lines, pump
stations, and treatment plant expansions. Construction of
wastewater infrastructure improvements within EI Dorado Hills is
planned according to a 25-year, three-phase development program,
to be from Supplemental Connection Fees.

Existing wastewater collection facilities in the Plan Area include
an 18- to 33-inch-diameter gravity pipeline and a 20-inch-diameter
force main constructed as part of A.D. No. 3 Phase I improvements.
Other Phase I improvements include 12-inch-diameter force mains
and a pump station in St. Andrews Village and a 12- to 24-inch
diameter collection line within EI Dorado Hills Boulevard south of
Oakridge High School. A lift station, located near the high
school, conveys sewage to a line in EI Dorado Hills Boulevard
through a force main. EID's three-phase wastewater construction
program is intended to serve all development proposed in the Plan

A-45
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Area.

Funding for Phase I improvements was provided by an assessment
bond. Assessments are apportioned on the basis of equivalent
dwelling units (EDUs). Using this funding method, assessments on
parcels with approved tentative maps would be based on the number
of approved lots (CH2M Hill 1984). Subsequent phases of
construction will be funded by supplementary connection fees.

Last Paragraph should be revised as follows:

The present capacity of the wastewater plant is 1.6 MGD. EID
plans to ultimately upgrade the treatment plant to about 4.2 MGD.

Page 6-8

4th Paragraph

The following comments should be incorporated into this paragraph:

l..-lb

t.. -11

I
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Present Reclaimed Wastewater commitments occasionally exceed
available supply, requiring substitution of potable water for golf b-IB
course irrigation. It should be assumed that existing customers
have first claim to any available supplies. Any proposed golf
courses will rely upon potable water for at least a portion of
their needs in the early years. This in turn suggests a need for
golf courses to participate in Supplemental Connection fees, to
assist in expansion of potable water facilities. It should not be
assumed that EID can or should guarantee that adequate treated
effluent will be available; however, all possible use of reclaimed
wastewater should be integrated into the water budgeting for this
area.

SPECIFIC PLAN

Page 78

1st Paragraph

The second sentence should state that water from the North Fork of
the Cosumnes River and Crawford Ditch would be treated and
filtered at Reservoir No.7 rather than stored at Reservoir No.7.

Figure No.6 does not illustrate EID1s Interim Facilities Plan as
stated. This appears to be Figure No. 21 on Page 79 which should
not be used in the Specific Plan Text as it has not been adopted
by EID.
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2nd Paragraph

Figure No. 5 does not chart the amount of water available relative
to the demand as stated. This appears to be Figure No. 20.

Page 80

5th Paragraph

This paragraph should be deleted. The described plan is not an
adopted document and there is no written report dated May 27,
1987.

Page 81

Last Paragraph

The capacity figures should be corrected as follows:

The existing sewage treatment facility, the EI Dorado Hills Sewage
Treatment Plant located off Latrobe Road south of Highway 50, was
designed for a capacity of 0.8 MGD. Expansion of this plant to a
capacity of 1.6 MGD has been completed under A.D. No. 3 and it is
now operating at approximately one-third capacity. Sewage is ....
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F~om: Art & Bonnie Byram
3779 Arrowhead Ct.
El Dora.do Hi 115, Ca
9~·630

.. '

To: El Doraco County
Planning Commission

Nov. 1. 8.

I
I
I
I
I

Rc: El Dorado Hills Invesstors
Specific Plan Impa~t on
Parcel # 086-180-02

Dear Sirs:. .

We own the above referenced 5 acre parcel located at
1441 Tong Rd. The property lies Just north of HWY SO and
east of the proposed Silva Valiev Interchange. At the
present time' th~ house is 'rented' and the p~sturE is used to
accomodate our horses~ barn, ~tc. By verbal ~greement we
also use the adjacent 5 acres for pasture.

The EDHI Specific Plan proposes to locate the Silva
Valley Interchange adjacent to our property &nd to 10=ate ~

west bound elevated off-ramo across the corner of our clace.
This off ramp would cut off Tong Road, our current access
road. Further, it would condemn at least one acre of our
property, and cut us off from the addition~i 5 acres
grazing. Because the Interchange and off ramp will cross
Cat""'son Cr'eel~ it ~d 11 destro',' both the aesthetic be..?L~ty anc
current insulation from freEway noise and visual impact of
the creek-side settlng.

I

I
I
I
I
I
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The SDECifi,c Plan designates this ar·e2 <?,s res·identia.l.
vJe: {eel th2.t sever-·a.l -factor-'s ma.i::e our pr-opor-t.•· uns.u i t c.b l e
for residential develooment.

1) Extreme exposure to freew2Y noise.
2) Loss of curr~nt aCCESS road.
3) Loss of acreage to elevated off-r2rn8 2nd new ac=ess

road.
4·) Loc at i on of Ct. s choo l cverl c ck i n c thc site.
S) The current home will. haVE to bc remDvEd.
6) Total distruction of the creek-side settin~.

7) Locat i on of an E1 E\,'e.ted ~ t-E(;.'~'-:::\· c l over-t £'c:f .::..d.l20cer.t t c
the proper·t y .

-) 8;' RE·l'::ltivE i so l e t i on fr'om rec't of devEloomc-nt bec.C:,Llse of
Carson Creek position to West ane North of procertv,

(only fairly large bridges could provide accc~s)

We are gravely c6ncerned that the
income~ the erotion cf~ 'return en our
1055 of a. 1oc at i on for. 'bur' hors.e s wi 11
unnecessarily cause fin~n~i2l di~tress

105·-:::; of r-en t a l
investment and
Ltnf e.. i r i y e:.nd

the

L{--B
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- We, therefore, urgently request that the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors designate our
property for commercial use. The high freeway visability~

the off-ramp, and the isolation from other development would
then become assets rather than liabilities.

We would anticipate developing the property as a site
for a nicE restaurant (with angus cattle pastured pe~haD5).

It would also be an attractive location for an office
complex with patios and f9untains facing the freeway.

Without this additional flexabl ity in development
options, our property will become a virtually valueless and
and unattractive entrance to the new El Dcrad6 Hills
Development Area.

Thank you for your attention and for your consideration
of our situation.

Sincerely,

Art & Bennie Byram

-;.' -
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EL DORADO HILLS
FIRE DEPARTMENT

RECEIVED ·1
NOV 19 1987

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT.I
990 LASSEN LANE, EL DORADO H!LLS, CALIFORNIA 95630 • TELEPHONE 933-6623

November 18, 1987

El Dorado County Community DevelopMent Department
360 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667_

Attention: Richard Floch, Community Development Director

RE: Draft EIR - EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Floch:

The El Dorado Hills Fire Department has reviewed the EIR
for the EI Dorado Hills Specific Plan and would like to
Make the £ollowing corrections to paragraphs two and four
on Page 6-15.

Paragraph Two should read as follows:

"Station One is the main fire house with a full time
sta£f of twelve, consisting of three adMinistrative
personnel, (one Fire Chief, one Battalion Chief and
one secretary) and nine shift personnel (three
captains, three engineers and three firefighters).
There are also a total of 21 volunteer personnel which
man Stations One and Two. Station One houses seven
e.ergency vehicles, including two fire suppression
engines, one squad vehicle, one water tender, two staff
vehicles, and one utility vehicle. Station Two houses
one fire suppression vehicle and one quick attack fire
suppression vehicle. Emergency response time to the
planned area from Station One is approximately three to
five minutes. The time would vary from Station Two
depending on volunteer availability."

Paragraph £our should read as follows:

""The Fire Department currently provides 2.2 Firefight
ing personnel per 1,000 population, using the accepted
volunteer ratio o£ three volunteers being equivalent t
one paid firefighter. The ratio is 1.2 Firefighters
per 1,000 population if volunteer employees are not
considered. The standard staf£ing level of 1.5
Fire£ighters per 1.000 population, the department con
siders adequate for providing f~re protection in the
service area."
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If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to
contact me.

Yours truly,

EL DORADO HILLS FIRE DEPARTMENT

~8'~a
Robert B. Cima, Chief -

RBC/cb

.. - ~
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Honorable Commissioners:
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EL DORADO HILLS
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT1p

1?- ", n o ~...

oJ ~
101 (fJ

(\-1 ...?"
<'IFO~~

RECEIVED
NOV 19 i987

cc: Bob Dorr, District I Supervisor
Larry Walrod, Planning Department
El Dorado Hills Investors

VG/cb

; :'" . ,,- ./. "
~ - - .. ~. .,::-- ~ ~ ...._~.-::

~.

VELMA GAMBLES
District Administrator

Since;r::ely,

November 18, 1987

We will keep you informed of our progress on this matter.

Since the pUblic hearing for the El Dorado Hills Investors
Specific Plan was changed from the evening of Novemb~r 12th to
the evening of November 19th, we will be unable to send a
representative to the hearing because it conflicts with our
regular monthly Board of Directors meeting.

We would like you to know that we have met with representatives
from El Dorado Hills Investors and are in the process of
discussing issues related to their specific plan. At this point
in time, nothing definite has been resolved concerning the open
space, lighting and landscaping assessment districts, development
of parks and recreation facilities, etc., however, the El Dorado
Hills Investors representatives are preparing some information
for the Community Services District and will be meeting with us
as soon as it is available. We will continue to work toward a
mutually agreeable resolution to the above mentioned issues.

El Dorado County Planning Commission
330 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667
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I RECElv r o
November 19, 1987

I TO: El Dorado County Planning Commission

rwv 20 1987

I FRON: Debi Drake, 3460 Coon Hollow se ., Placerville, CA 95667

RE: El Dorado Hills Specific Plan and EIR

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

As a resident of El Dorado County, I have some concerns about the El Dorado Hills
Specific Plan's impact on the county although I do not live in the immediate
vicinity of the area encompassed by the Plan.

Overall, I commend El Dorado Hills Communities and El Dorado County for pro
posing an innovative, environmentally sensitive plan to further develop El Dorado
Hills. I think that the inevitable development of the oak-laden raIlings hills
has been approached in a manner that attempts to soften the blow residential
development always has on the quality of life for current residents in a rural
community.

However, I believe that some key issues have been overlooked in this proposed
specific plan. The fact that the Plan allows for quite a bit of "open space"
has been widely touted as a wonderful by-product of this development. In my
opinion, the acerage that is devoted to the 36-hole golf course in the Plan
should not be included as "open space" that is available to the community at
large. I know of no golf course that encourages picnics, hiking, frisbee playing ~~
or small children to use its greens, so I do not understand how the golf courses
in the plan are considered "open space." Golf is not an activity that everyone
enjoys or has access to. Therefore, I reco~~end in the Commission's consideration
of the open space benefits offered in the Plan that you do not include the acerage
set aside for the golf course to be open space for public use. I also encourage
you to require that more, true open space be set aside for public use in the Plan.

I also have a concern about the preservation of the oak trees as proposed in the
Plan. I do not believe that a golf course will truly protect the oak trees. It
is my understanding that oak trees do not do very well when they receive frequent 12-L
waterings. The proposed golf course (if it's like other golf courses) would water
its greeni on a daily basis. I am concerned that the oak trees that are being
"preserved" on t.he golf courses would actually end up dead in a short-time due to
the frequent watering.

Also, I wonder what effects (negative or positive) the chemicals used by the golf
course to maintain its greens would have upon the native oaks. I think it is
important to consider the above scenario when the Commission tallies the number l~~

of oaks it is truly preserving through this specific plan. The large number of
oaks the Plan preserves on paper may actually be a large number of dead oaks when
the plan is actually implented.

I would like to know,too, what guarantee do. county. residents have that the area
that is designated "open space" in the Plan will truly remain open space? I cite
as an example the park that used to be at the intersection of Governor's Drive ~~,

and El Doradb Hills Blvd. When I originally moved to El Dorado County, I lived
in EI Dorado Hills. The park was a highly used, integral part of Governor's Village.
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El Dorado County Planning Commission
November 19, 1987
Page Two I
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However, a few years ago Pacific States Realtors, the developers, informed the
community that they were eliminating the park and replacing it with a commercial
center. Apparently they had always had the right to do this, although they had
not exercised this option. In order to avoid a similar decimation of recreational
open space, I urge the Commission to adopt whatever resolution necessary to
insure that the proposed open space in the Plan remains in that unaltered state.

Last, but not least, I am concerned about where the proposed 6,400 homes (18,000
residents) are going to get water. As I am sure you are aware, El Dorado County
is in the midst of a water shortage. We can barely provide water to the residents b-lt
who currently live here. Although EID claims that they can provide water to I
the new homes, you and I both know that in the long run this would mean the creation
and implementation of a major water project in El Dorado County. What price
(monetarily, environmentally and aesthetically) will the County's current resi
dents have to pay in order to provide this new development with water?

I see here where the Commission has the opportunity to reverse the trend that
was started almost thirty years ago when big development came to the foothills
of the County. In your review of the proposed El Dorado Hills Specific Plan
and EIR, I urge you to look at what a new development of this magnitude will
cost the County's current residents.

Many of Lh~ benefits of living in this rural countj are intangible its just
a certain feeling one gets when one's eye can travel across the ridge line and
only encounter grass, trees, and (if one's lucky) a deer or two. Or else it's
being able to hear night sounds that aren't traffic sounds. However, tlie loss
of this rural quality would be a very trangiole, very devastating blow to
the County's current residents.

I
I
1
1

I hope through your actions on the ElDorado Hills Specific Plan that you are
able to maintain this delicate balance.

Thank YGU for your consideration of my views.
1
·1

1
1
1
1
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