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SECTION A. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of these findings is to satisfy the requirements of Sections 15091, 15092, and 
15093 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, associated with 
approval of the El Dorado County General Plan (hereafter referred to as the adopted 
General Plan).  
 
The CEQA statute (Public Resources Code Sections 21000, et seq.) and Guidelines (Code 
of Regulations Sections 15000, et seq.) state that if it has been determined that a project 
may or will have significant impacts on the environment, then an Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR") must be prepared.  Prior to approval of the project, the EIR must be certified 
pursuant to Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines.  When a certified identifies one or 
more significant environmental impacts, the approving agency must make one or more of 
the following findings, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale) pursuant to 
Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, for each identified significant impact: 
 
a) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, such project 

which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified 
in the final environmental impact report. 

 
b) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 

public agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been 
adopted by such other agency, or can and should be adopted by such other 
agency. 

 
c) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact 
report. 

 
Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines states that after consideration of an EIR, and in 
conjunction with making the Section 15091 findings identified above, the lead agency may 
decide whether or how to approve or carry out the project.  A project that would result in a 
significant environmental impact can be approved only if there are no feasible mitigation 
measures or feasible alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen the impact.   
 
Only when specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, can a project with unmitigated significant 
impacts be approved.  Section 15093 requires the lead agency to document and 
substantiate any such determination in a "Statement of Overriding Considerations."  
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SECTION B.  
 
PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The General Plan applies to all land within the unincorporated area of El Dorado County, 
subject to County jurisdiction.  El Dorado County is located in Northern California, bordered 
by Placer County on the north, Amador and Alpine Counties on the south, Sacramento 
County on the west, and the state of Nevada on the east.  The County is comprised of 
1,145,385 acres or about 1,790 square miles.  Excluding the major water bodies of Lake 
Tahoe and Folsom Reservoir, the County is comprised of 1,110,103 acres or about 1,735 
square miles. 
 
For the purposes of land use projections, the County is divided into 14 market areas 
focused on economic centers that share common social and economic characteristics.  
Exhibit 4-1 on page 4-9 of Volume 1 of the EIR depicts the market areas.  For planning 
purposes, the County is also divided into Community Regions, Rural Centers, and Rural 
Regions.  These planning area boundaries relate primarily to the presence of existing 
communities, density of development and concentration of uses, with Community Regions 
providing the greatest extent of services and infrastructure to support existing population 
centers, Rural Centers acting as smaller community “hubs” with more limited services, and 
Rural Regions encompassing the remaining areas.  Exhibit LU-1 following page 50 of the 
adopted General Plan depicts the Community Regions, Rural Centers, and Rural Regions 
in the adopted General Plan.  
 
PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
Pursuant to State law, the overarching objective of a General Plan is to guide a 
jurisdiction’s growth over a long-term planning horizon, in a manner consistent with the 
community’s vision of its long-term physical form and development.  The adopted 
General Plan is intended to reflect the community’s expressions of quality of life and 
community values; satisfy the mandates of state law; and serve as the basis for 
community decision-making regarding the designations of land uses and the allocation 
of resources. 
 
As defined by the County early in the process and documented on page 3-13 of Volume 
1 of the EIR, specific objectives of the proposed General Plan include: 
 
• Maintenance of the county’s natural beauty and environmental quality (wildlife and 

vegetation, air and water quality, cultural resources, and rural character). 
 
• A strong economy sustaining each community, supported by agriculture, resource 

extraction, tourism, research and development, and services. 
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• Development occurring in distinct communities, separated by open space and 

resource areas. 
 
• Availability of sufficient public services and utilities concurrent with development to 

meet the needs of county residents and businesses. 
 
• A safe, efficient, and effective transportation system. 
 
• A jobs/housing balance, particularly the provision of housing that is affordable to 

those working in El Dorado County. 
 
• Sufficient parks and recreation facilities throughout the county. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The project is the adoption of a new General Plan for the County of El Dorado.  The 
adopted General Plan establishes County policy, and identifies planned land uses and 
infrastructure, for physical development in the unincorporated areas of El Dorado County.  
A general plan is required to address seven mandatory elements:  land use, circulation, 
housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety.  A city or county may also 
choose to address other subjects in addition to the seven mandatory elements. The 
adopted General Plan addresses agriculture and forestry, public services, parks and 
recreation, and economic development.  The policies, land use diagram, and circulation 
diagram of the General Plan were selected by the Board following consideration of the 
alternatives analyzed and mitigation measures proposed in the EIR. 
 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 
 
As part of the General Plan process, the County developed 12 General Plan alternatives 
for analysis and consideration.  Four of the alternatives – No Project (Alternative #1), 
Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” (Alternative #2), Environmentally Constrained 
(Alternative # 3), and 1996 General Plan (Alternative #4) -- were evaluated at an equal 
project level of detail in the General Plan EIR (hereafter “equal-weight alternatives”).  The 
other eight alternatives were evaluated at a comparative level of detail.   A summary of 
these various alternatives, a comparison of their environmental effects, and the reasons for 
their rejection are provided in Section K (Findings on Alternatives) below. 
 
The intent of the extensive equal-weight alternatives analysis was to enable the Board of 
Supervisors to select any one land use map and/or set of goals and policies, or a 
combination of land use and/or goals and policies from one or more alternatives.  The 
alternatives provide a kind of “menu” from which to build a preferred General Plan.  The 
alternatives were chosen to cover a comprehensive range of reasonable possibilities 
and to be used to craft the final land use plan out of components of each alternative.  
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The General Plan is a +/- 20-year planning document with a planning horizon of 2025.  
Among the four original equal-weight alternatives, 2025 population was projected to 
range between 53,610 persons and 81,241 persons.  New housing units in 2025 were 
projected to range between 21,434 units and 32,491 units.  New employment in 2025 
was projected to range between 36,188 jobs and 42,711 jobs. 
 
 

Comparison of West Slope Population, Housing, and Job Growth by Alternative  

 
Existing 

Conditions 1
Alt. #1 

(No Project) 
Alt. #2 (Rdwy 
Constrained) 

Alt. #3 (Env 
Constrained) 

Alt. #4 
(1996 Gen Plan) 

Population 
174,610 185,601 201,730 202,241 

Population—2025 2 
(53,610) 3 (64,601) 3 (80,730) 3 (81,241) 3 
194,829 225,137 258,688 317,692 

Population—Buildout 2,4 121,000 
persons (73,829) 3 (104,137) 3 (137,688) 3 (196,692) 3 

Housing 
66,142 70,547 76,998 77,199 

Housing Units—2025 4 
(21,434) 3 (25,839) 3 (32,290) 3 (32,491) 3 

74,228 86,360 99,786 123,400 
Housing Units—Buildout 2 

44,708 units (29,520) 3 (41,652) 3 (55,078) 3 (78,692) 3 
Jobs 

66,622 64,889 73,145 72,630 
Jobs—2025 3 

(36,188) 3 (34,455) 3 (42,711) 3 (42,196) 3 
114,794 117,122 98,143 117,122 

Jobs—Buildout 4 30,434 
jobs (84,360) 3 (86,688) 3 (67,709) 3 (86,688) 3 

1 Based on 1999 base-year information used for the EPS development forecasts.  A small portion of the projected increases in 
population, housing, and jobs is accounted for in development that has occurred in the county since 1999.   

2 Assumes 2.63 persons per household and a 5% vacancy rate in housing units. 
3 Parenthetical numbers represent net increase from existing conditions. 
4 Buildout numbers include 2025 projections. 

Source: EDC GP EIR Volume 1, Table 3-2, p. 3-24  

 

Land use designations, densities, and floor-area-ratios are identified for each of the 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives and differ slightly between them.  The 
distribution of land uses between the four equal-weight alternatives differs as follows:  
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Generic LU 
Category 

Land Use 
Designations 

Alt #1 – No Project Alt #2–Rdwy 
Cons 

Alt #3–Env Cons Alt #4 – 96 GP  

Residential MFR, HDR, MDR, 
LDR 

125,144 (11.3%) 94,175 (8.5%) 74,405 (6.7%) 125,144 (11.3%) 

Commercial, 
Industrial 

C, RD, I 6,506 (0.6%) 5,972 (0.5%) 4,868 (0.4%) 6,506 (0.6%) 

Rural, OS, 
Resource 

RR, RL, A, NR, 
TR, OS 

950,471 (85.6%) 980,791 (88.4%) 1,001,737 (90.2%) 950,471 (85.6%) 

Other PF, AP, Roads 27,983 (2.5%) 29,164 (2.6%) 29,092 (2.6%) 27,983 (2.5%) 

Total* All 1,110,103 ac 1,110,103 ac 1,110,103 ac 1,110,103 ac 

*May not add due to rounding. 
 
Source: EDC GP EIR as modified in Response to Comments by Chapter 5.0 and Appendix D. 

 
 
All of the original equal-weight alternatives are organized into an Introductory Chapter 
and various “elements”.  Each of the elements includes an introduction; a list of goals 
and policies; and implementation measures.  The following Elements are included in all 
four alternatives: 
 
• Land Use 
• Circulation 
• Housing 
• Public Services and Utilities 
• Public Health, Safety and Noise 
• Conservation and Open Space 
• Agriculture and Forestry 
• Parks and Recreation 
• Economic Development  
 
In addition, Alternative #1 (No Project) and Alternative #4 (1996 General Plan) include a 
Tahoe Basin Element and a Glossary.  In Alternatives #2 and 3, information relevant to 
the Tahoe Basin and definitions of terms are woven into the other elements of the 
document where appropriate. 
 
ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN 
 
The Board of Supervisors has selected as the most feasible plan the adopted General 
Plan.  The adopted General Plan is based on the 1996 General Plan Alternative 
(Alternative #4), modified to include most of the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR, 
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as well as several components of the Environmental Constrained Alternative (Alternative 
#3) as modified by the Planning Commission. 
 
The adopted General Plan incorporates, with certain modifications, 68 of the 71 mitigation 
measures proposed in the EIR to avoid or reduce the severity of the significant 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR.  These measures will substantially reduce the 
severity of, and in some cases eliminate, the significant impacts of the adopted General 
Plan.  The text of the adopted mitigation measures and the Board’s findings regarding the 
feasibility of the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR are set forth in section O below.  
The modifications made to the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR are discussed in 
EDAW, Environmental Assessment of Revisions to Mitigation Measures, July 2004.  
 
In addition to the incorporation of mitigation measures, the adopted General Plan includes 
a number of modifications to the 1996 General Plan Alternative, including the following: 
 
• Transportation and Circulation Element policies from the Environmentally Constrained 

alternative, as modified by the Planning Commission 
 

• A new circulation diagram that reduces the number of proposed lanes on 15 roadway 
segments while maintaining acceptable levels of service. One additional roadway 
segment goes from a 4-lane Divided road to a 4-lane Undivided road. 
 

• A new land use designation for Agricultural Lands, based on that designation in the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative and the Community Region and Rural Center 
boundaries of the 1996 General Plan alternative. 
 

• Identification of an Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) Overlay to protect important 
habitat, based on that overlay designation in the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative 
 

• Incorporation of Tahoe Regional Planning Agency land use regulations for the Tahoe 
Basin portion of the County, and elimination of separate Tahoe Basin Element. 
 

• Elimination of the Non-Jurisdictional Lands (-NJ) designation as a general plan overlay 
designation 

 
As documented in EDAW, Environmental Assessment of Policy Modifications, July 2004, 
all of the changes made to Alternative #4 in the adopted General Plan, both individually 
and when considered cumulatively, fall within the scope of the environmental analysis 
performed in the EIR.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF POLICY CHANGES 
 
As part of the final approval package for the General Plan, the County has prepared an 
analysis of the modifications to the base alternative that was analyzed in the EIR and has 
assessed whether those modifications trigger the thresholds for recirculation as identified in 
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines (see EDAW, Environmental Assessment of 
Policy Modifications, July 2004).  The analysis demonstrates that the General Plan adopted 
by the Board falls within the scope of the EIR analysis.  Adoption and implementation of the 
General Plan will not result in any significant environmental impacts not identified in the 
EIR, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant environmental impact 
identified in the EIR.  There are no substantial changes in the project or the circumstances 
under which the project is being undertaken, that necessitate revisions of the EIR, nor has 
significant new information become available. 
 
No new mitigation measures are required, though some rewording and revisions were 
considered necessary and appropriate and were incorporated into the adopted General 
Plan.  These modifications are identified in Section O below and the effect of these 
modifications on the efficacy of the measures has been analyzed in EDAW, Environmental 
Assessment of Revisions to Mitigation Measures, July 2004. The Board of Supervisors 
hereby determines, based on the standards provide in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, that recirculation of the adopted General Plan is not required. 
 
 
SECTION C.  
 
BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 
 
The current General Plan adoption and environmental review process was initiated in 
response to a February, 1999 court decision which held that the County had violated 
CEQA in adopting its General Plan in 1996.   The adoption of the original 1996 General 
Plan, had concluded an effort begun seven years prior in 1989.  The 1996 Plan 
remained in effect for three years.  During that time, a number of development 
entitlements in the form of development agreements and tentative subdivision maps 
were approved, covering much of the El Dorado Hills area.  On November 3, 1998, 
County voters approved “The Control Traffic Congestion Initiative,” known as Measure 
Y, which added five new policies to the Circulation Element of the 1996 General Plan. 
 
Several months after the passage of Measure Y, the Sacramento Superior Court issued its 
decision in El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth, et al. v. El Dorado County 
Board of Supervisors and El Dorado County, ruling against the County on CEQA grounds.  
In July, 1999 the Court issued a Writ of Mandate (“Writ”), directing the County to set 
aside the approval of the General Plan and the certification of the General Plan EIR, 
and greatly circumscribing the County’s land use authority.  The Writ prohibits the 
County from approving most discretionary residential development, with the exception 
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of development contemplated by approved development agreements or vesting 
tentative maps, until it has adopted a new General Plan EIR that complies with the 
terms of the Writ, and the Writ is discharged.  Accordingly, the County has been 
operating under the Writ since it was issued.  
 
Following the issuance of the Writ, the County staff worked to develop a new Draft 
General Plan alternative, which was completed in 2001 and was called the 2001 Project 
Description.  The environmental review process for the General Plan commenced on 
August 6, 2001 with the issuance of the CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) soliciting 
written comments regarding the appropriate scope of the General Plan EIR.  The public 
review process for the General Plan to date is summarized below. 
 
On August 20, 2001 the Board of Supervisors held a noticed hearing to receive oral 
comments on the NOP.  In April and May of 2002, the County held noticed community 
housing workshops in each Supervisorial District to gather public input for preparation of 
the Housing Element: April 30 in District 1, May 6 in District 2, April 22 in District 3, April 
23 in District 4, and April 29 in District 5.   
 
On June 25, 2002, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare five (later reduced 
to four) equal-weight General Plan alternatives for consideration by the public and the 
Board:  the No Project Alternative, the 1996 General Plan Alternative, two Roadway 
Constrained Alternatives, and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
In August of 2002, the County held seven noticed public workshops on the draft policies 
of the other General Plan elements before the following committees and commissions:  
the Trails Committee of the Parks and Recreation Commission (August 12, 2002), the 
Parks and Recreation Commission (August 7, 2002), the Cultural Resources 
Preservation Commission (August 13), the Agricultural Commission (August 13, 2002), 
the River Management Advisory Committee (August 20, 2002), the Plant and Wildlife 
Technical Advisory Committee (August 21, continued to August 28, 2002), and the 
Planning Commission (August 22, continued to August 23 and 29, 2002).  On January 
9, 2003, a noticed workshop was held before the Planning Commission to discuss and 
receive comments on the draft Housing Element policies. In preparing the Draft General 
Plan, the staff reviewed and considered all comments received (both in writing and in 
the meetings identified above) through the release of the Draft General Plan on April 9, 
2003. 
 
The Draft General Plan was released for public review on April 9, 2003 for a 49-day 
review period extending from April 9, 2003 through May 27, 2003.  The Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was released for public review on April 30, 2003 
for a 47-day review period extending from May 1, 2003 through June 16, 2003.  Also on 
April 30th, the comment period for the General Plan was extended an additional 20 
days through June 16, 2003 to be coincident with the close of the comment period for 
the DEIR.  On June 10, 2003 the Board of Supervisors voted to extend both comment 
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periods an additional 29 days through July 15, 2003.  The total comment period for the 
General Plan was 98 days.  The total comment period for the DEIR was 76 days. 
 
After the release of the Draft General Plan, the County held two noticed hearings  
during the comment periods on the Draft General Plan and the DEIR: June 2 continued 
to June 4, 2003, to receive comments on the draft General Plan, and June 9 to receive 
comments on the DEIR. A fourth hearing was noticed to be held June 12, 2003, but was 
cancelled because the Planning Commission determined that the prior hearings on June 
2, 4, and 9, 2003, were sufficient to accommodate all parties wishing to testify. 
      
In addition to the hearings and meetings described above, since the release of the 
Notice of Preparation on August 6, 2001, departmental and Project Manager reports to 
the Board of Supervisors on substantive issues related to the General Plan and General 
Plan process have occurred on the following dates as noticed agenda items:  August 
20, 2001, September 24, 2001, December 11, 2001, January 8, 2002, February 12, 
2002, February 26, 2002, March 5, 2002, March 12, 2002, March 19, 2002, April 9, 
2002, May 14, 2002, June 25, 2002, July 16, 2002, October 22, 2002, January 28, 
2003, March 25, 2003, April 29, 2003, May 20, 2003, June 10, 2003, July 1, 2003, 
September 9, 2003, October 14, 2003, and January 27, 2004.  In addition, each 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Commission had an agendized update on 
the General Plan process. 
 
The Response to Comments document released January 14, 2004 contains individual 
responses to all comments received during the 98-day comment period on the Draft 
General Plan and 76-day comment period on the Draft EIR. 
 
On March 15, March 18, March 24, March 25, March 29, and March 31, 2004 the Planning 
Commission held hearings to deliberate about the General Plan and EIR.  On March 31, 
2004 the Planning Commission recommended to the Board of Supervisors certification of 
the EIR and approval of the Planning Commission Recommended Alternative General 
Plan, comprised primarily of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative #3. 
 
On May 3, May 5, May 12 (continued to May 17), June 17, June 18, and July 19, 2004 the 
Board of Supervisors held hearings to deliberate the General Plan, and the EIR, including 
the recommendation of the Planning Commission.  On July 19, 2004 the Board took final 
action to adopt the General Plan.    
 
At all workshops and hearings, all individuals wishing to speak have been heard, with 
several speakers returning to the podium numerous times to make comments. 
 
Workshops and hearings have been noticed in the following manner:  public notices in 
the Mountain Democrat newspaper; press releases to the Mountain Democrat, 
Sacramento Bee, Tahoe Tribune, Georgetown Gazette, and Village Life newspapers; 
individual notice (direct mailing) to a mailing list of 300 to 500 individuals (the size of the 
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mailing list has grown with each mailing, thus the range); email notice to a distribution 
list of over 150 individuals (email notification was launched for the April 2003 release of 
the Draft General Plan documents); posting at the local libraries, in County Buildings A 
and C in Placerville, and in the County Government Center in South Lake Tahoe; 
posting at various community post offices and markets; posting on the County’s main 
internet web page and on the General Plan web page; and announcement by the 
Project Manager, County Department Heads, and Board of Supervisors members at 
various speaking engagements.  
 
 
SECTION D.  
 
THE FINAL EIR 
 
The Final EIR for the project includes the following items: 
 

1) Draft EIR (SCH #2001082030), three volumes, dated May 2003. 
 
2) Response to Comments on the Draft EIR and Draft General Plan, six volumes, dated 

January 2004. 
 
3) Environmental Assessment of General Plan Policy Modifications, dated June, 2004, 

and Environmental Assessment of Revisions to Mitigation Measures, dated June, 
2004. 

 
THE RECORD 
 
For the purposes of CEQA and the findings hereinafter set forth, the administrative record 
consists of those items listed in Section 21167.6(e) of the Public Resources Code.  
Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e) the location and 
custodian of the documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which these decisions are based is as follows: 
 
 Planning Director 
 El Dorado County Planning Department 
 2850 Fairlane Court 
 Placerville, CA  95667 
 (530) 621-5355 
 
 
SECTION E.  
 
DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 
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The discretionary actions for approval of this project are identified as follows: 
 
• Adoption of the General Plan 
• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
• Direction to staff to take actions necessary to implement the adopted General Plan. 
 
 
SECTION F. 
 
RELATIONSHIP TO STATE LAW 
 
State law (Government Code Section 65300 et. seq.) includes a number of specific 
requirements regarding the content of general plans, including seven mandatory general 
plan elements.  The adopted General Plan is compliant with the State requirements, 
including the mandatory elements (Conservation and Open Space have been combined 
into one element, as have Safety and Noise).  The adopted General Plan also includes four 
optional elements:  Agriculture and Forestry, Public Services and Utilities, Parks and 
Recreation, and Economic Development. 
 
RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REGULATIONS 
 
The County has a number of regulations in place that implement the General Plan, such as 
the Zoning Ordinance.  Adoption of the General Plan will result in the need for review and 
update of the County’s regulations to ensure consistency with the new General Plan.  The 
adopted General Plan includes implementation actions that identify and prioritize these 
necessary actions.   
 
 
SECTION G.  
 
TERMINOLOGY OF FINDINGS 
 
For purposes of these findings, the term "mitigation measures" shall constitute the 
"changes or alterations" discussed in the Introduction.  The term "avoid or substantially 
lessen" will refer to the effectiveness of one or more of the mitigation measures or 
alternatives to reduce an otherwise significant environmental effect to a less than 
significant level.  When an impact remains significant or potentially significant assuming 
implementation of the mitigation, the findings will generally find that the impact is 
"significant and unavoidable." 
 
In the process of adopting mitigation, the Board of Supervisors has also made a 
determination regarding whether the mitigation proposed in the EIR is "feasible."  Pursuant 
to the CEQA Guidelines, "feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
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legal, social, and technological factors.  In some cases, modifications were made in the 
DEIR and to proposed mitigations in the DEIR to update, clarify, streamline, correct, or 
revise the measure. 
 
In the process of considering the EIR for certification, the Board has recognized that impact 
avoidance is not possible in some instances.  To the extent that significant adverse 
environmental impacts will not be reduced to a less than significant level with the adopted 
mitigation, the Board of Supervisors has found that specific economic, social, and other 
considerations support approval of the Project.  Those findings are reflected herein in 
Section O (Findings on Impacts and Mitigation Measures) below, and in Exhibit A 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations). 
 
 
SECTION H. 
 
LEGAL EFFECT OF FINDINGS 
 
Pursuant to Section 15091(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, all feasible mitigation measures that 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the project and that are adopted in 
these Findings shall become binding on the County at the time of approval as policies or 
implementation measures of the General Plan. 
 
 
SECTION I.  
 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
 
As required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, and Sections 15091(d) and 15097 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the County, in adopting these findings, also adopts a Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan (MMP).  The monitoring and reporting plan is designed to ensure that, 
during all phases of the project, the County and any other responsible parties, implement 
the adopted mitigation measures.  
 
The County has taken the approach of including all feasible mitigation measures in the 
adopted General Plan as policies or implementation measures.  As such the Plan is 
considered self-mitigating, and the only action required for full implementation of the MMP 
is adoption of the Plan.  
 
 
SECTION J. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS 
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The Board of Supervisors finds that adoption of the adopted General Plan will result in 
the following benefits for the County of El Dorado and County residents (in no relative 
order): 
 
• Best supports the local economy by designating the greatest amount of land for 

development, and responds best to the needs of small landowners, business 
owners, and agriculturalists by recognizing their reliance on prior policies and 
planning efforts in making decisions regarding their use and acquisition of property 
in the County 

 
• Best protects economic viability of agricultural land uses.  
 
• Designates the most land for job- and revenue-producing commercial, industrial, and 

research and development land uses (about 6,700 acres), allowing for the most 
efficient, market-based allocation of commercial and industrial growth as population 
increases in the County. 

  
• Provides an oversupply of land use designations to provide landowner and project 

proponent flexibility. 
 
• Plans for growth in a way designed to provide more housing and employment 

options for the County’s new and existing residents. 
  

• Maintains continuity of economic development policies to provide stability and certainty 
to the El Dorado County business community, residents, and investors in El Dorado 
County businesses.  The economic development policies of the adopted plan are the 
most comprehensive among the alternatives. 

 
• Balances the protection of property rights and the need for economic development 

with strong commitments to environmental protection. 
 
• Does not interfere with or rely on relinquishment of vested property rights obtained 

through development agreements or other mechanisms. 
 
• Acknowledges landowner expectations arising from historic County land use 

planning. 
 

• Allows for final certification of the Housing Element by the State, and the ability of the 
County to compete for up to $4.7 million in affordable housing funds and grants (such 
as CDBG).   

 
• Satisfies the Writ of Mandate, allowing the County to recapture local land use authority 

from the Sacramento Superior Court.   
 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 14 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

• Allows water purveyors to proceed with water supply planning to perfect new water 
rights. 

 
• Best reflects the community's expressions of quality of life and community values 

and guides the County’s growth through 2025 in a manner consistent with the 
community's vision. 

  
• Building on work that began with development of the Area Plans in 1975, best 

reflects community consensus as a result of an extensive public planning process. 
  

• Resolves lengthy negotiations and deliberations by the Board, the Planning 
Commission, and the community of legitimate and inherent conflicts over social 
equity, environmental protection, infrastructure availability, and fiscal responsibility. 

  
• Best maintains the County’s rural character and provides opportunities for residents 

desiring a rural lifestyle by allocating the considerably more land to residential land 
use designations with a minimum parcel size of one acre or more than any other 
alternative.  

 
• Best reflects the expectations of individuals and families throughout the County who 

have purchased land in the County with the intention of eventually subdividing to 
create new parcels for family members or as a form of savings to finance retirement, 
education, or other expenses.  

 
• Protects expectations based on longstanding zoning designations by adopting land 

use designations that, during the zoning ordinance update following plan adoption, 
will require the least amount of “downzoning”, among the various alternatives 
considered. 

 
• Best recognizes the historic communities of the County.  
 
• Provides the most equitable dispersal of growth.  
 
• Limits traffic congestion by applying all the policies of “Measure Y” adopted by the 

voters in 1998. 
 
• Extends the life of the Measure Y policies by including similar policies that will 

remain in effect even if Measure Y is not renewed by the voters in 2008. 
 
• Applies new, more restrictive standards to limit traffic congestion and ensure that 

new roads are developed concurrently with new development and paid for by that 
development and not taxpayer funds. 
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• Sets a cap on growth in the El Dorado Hills Business Park to address traffic impacts on 
White Rock Road, Latrobe Road, and Highway 50. 

 
• Includes planning for a new arterial roadway connection from the Business Park to 

Highway 50. 
 
• Builds on the policies of the 1996 General Plan to provide important new resource 

protection policies and implementation tools, including: 
 

o Improved transportation and circulation policies clarifying and making permanent 
the protections of Measure Y; 
 

o A new land use designation for Agricultural Lands; 
 
o An Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) Overlay to protect important habitat; 
 
o A cap on growth in the El Dorado Hills Business Park to address traffic impacts on 

White Rock Road, Latrobe Road, and Highway 50; 
 
o A review process to ensure that all development projects conform to General Plan 

policies; 
 
o A requirement that water supply needs of new development projects be taken into 

account before approval of tentative subdivision maps; 
 
o Protections for scenic corridors and ridgelines; 
 
o 1:1 mitigation required for loss of agricultural land; 
 
o A monitoring program for septic systems throughout the County; 
 
o Strengthened protections against exposure to naturally occurring asbestos; 
 
o Policies requiring Fire Safe measures for protection against wildfire; 
 
o Policies protecting the economic viability of agricultural land uses together with 

sensitive environmental resources by requiring development of new agricultural 
Best Management Practices to ensure environmentally sound agricultural 
operations; 

 
o Standards for wood-burning fireplaces and stoves to promote improved air quality; 
 
o Standards for development and implementation of countywide Integrated Natural 

Resources Management Plan; 
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o Minimum mitigation ratios for loss of important biological habitat; 
 
o Minimum woodland habitat and tree preservation standards; and 
 
o Standards for development of a Cultural Resources Ordinance. 

 
• Provides numerous incentives for development of affordable housing including 

priority permit processing, encouraging manufactured homes, and establishing a 
fee-waiver ordinance. 

 
• Provides the greatest flexibility for meeting State mandated housing requirements. 
 
 
SECTION K. 
 
FINDINGS ON ALTERNATIVES 
 
The EIR provides an equal-weight level of analysis for four specified General Plan 
alternatives.  Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR also considers 
eight additional alternatives comparatively in Chapter 6.  Two of these eight were rejected 
from further analysis after initial consideration, and the remaining six were analyzed at a 
comparative level of detail, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  The adopted 
General Plan is based on the 1996 General Plan alternative (Alternative #4) modified to 
include most of the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR together with 
components of Alternative #3.  The Board of Supervisors has determined that this is the 
most feasible General Plan for the County.   
 
In summary, the alternatives that were analyzed are as follows: 
 
• Alternative #1 – No Project 
• Alternative #2 – Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
• Alternative #3 – Environmentally Constrained 
• Alternative #4 – 1996 General Plan 
• Alternative #5 – 2001 Project Description 
• Alternative #6 – Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
• Alternative #7 – Roadway Constrained Eight-Lane 
• Alternative #8 – Modified Development Agreements 
• Alternative #9 – Modified El Dorado Hills Development South of US 50 
• Alternative #10 – New White Rock Road Connection 
• Alternative #11 – Transit Emphasis 
• Alternative #12 – Compact Development 
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These alternatives cover a comprehensive range of reasonable possibilities for the Board 
of Supervisors’ final action.  The first four alternatives are described in Chapter 3 of the EIR 
and each analyzed in detail in Chapter 5.  Complete planning documents, including goals 
and policies for each element and complete land use and circulation diagrams, were 
prepared for each of these alternatives and made available to the public with the EIR.  The 
remaining alternatives were developed at a level to allow a comparative analysis are 
described and analyzed in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  The alternative policy sets provided a tool 
to consider how different policy approaches would affect the environment and the 
alternative land use and circulation diagrams allowed the County to consider how different 
patterns of development and density allocations would affect the environment.   
 
Based on the impacts identified in the EIR and the reasons described below, the Board of 
Supervisors finds that adoption and implementation of the adopted General Plan is the 
most desirable, feasible, and appropriate General Plan, and rejects other alternatives and 
other combinations and/or variations of alternatives as infeasible.   
 
 
 Alternative #1 – No Project 
 
The No Project alternative considers what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if a new General Plan were not approved.  This would require the 
County to continue operating in accordance with the Writ.  The Writ directs the County to 
administer land use decisions pursuant to the 1996 General Plan subject to various 
limitations.  The primary limitation is that no discretionary residential housing development 
(e.g., tentative subdivision maps, rezones, planned developments) may be approved 
except pursuant to Development Agreements (DAs) or vesting tentative maps approved 
before the court decision.  Nonresidential development may be approved provided that it is 
consistent with the land use designations of the 1996 General Plan and with the land use 
designations and policies of the January 11, 1994, “Public Review Draft General Plan” and 
would not significantly impair the County’s ability to adopt and implement a new General 
Plan. 
 
This alternative was analyzed as an equal-weight alternative in the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized in the revised Summary of Impacts and 
Mitigation for the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives (Appendix A.1) in Volume 
4F of the Response to Comments document.   
 
The EIR identifies this as the Environmentally Superior Alternative among the equal-weight 
alternatives with respect to Visual Resources, Traffic and Circulation, Water Resources, 
Utilities, Public Services, Human Health and Safety, Air Quality, and Lake Tahoe Basin 
(where it was roughly comparable to the Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” 
alternative). 
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The adopted General Plan contains policies and a land use diagram that are similar to 
those that would be in effect under this alternative.  In addition, the adopted General Plan 
includes a number of policies based on mitigation measures and components of other 
alternatives designed to provide a higher degree of environmental protection than would 
the policies in this alternative.  Nonetheless, this alternative would be environmentally 
superior to the adopted General Plan because of the restrictions imposed by the Writ.  The 
prohibition on new residential subdivisions would help to reduce the severity of many of the 
projected significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.  The impacts associated 
with this alternative can be attributed primarily to the fact that development could not be 
concentrated in the Community Regions.  Due to the limitations on new subdivision, new 
homes could be developed only on existing parcels and in areas having DAs or subdivision 
maps approved prior to issuance of the Writ.  This is expected to lead to a greater demand 
for development in outlying regions of the County sooner than would be expected under 
other alternatives. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below.  
 

1. At buildout, this alternative is projected to be capable of accommodating only a 
theoretical maximum of 29,520 new residential dwelling units.  This is less than the 
2025 projected demand of approximately 32,000 units.  This could limit the County’s 
ability to provide its fair share of the region’s housing supply.   Because this 
alternative is not capable of providing for sufficient units to accommodate demand 
projected through 2025, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
2. Housing development has been shown to be a central component in a strong local 

economy.  (Robert Fountain, Bldg. Indus. Ass’n. of Superior California, The 
Economic Impact of New Housing Construction in the Sacramento Region (June 
24, 2004).) This alternative does not allow subdivisions and therefore severely limits 
the County’s ability to achieve its objective of promoting a strong, community-
centered economy by encouraging more intensive residential development in the 
Community Regions and Rural Centers..  With limited development of housing in 
Community Regions, it will not be feasible to develop thriving community-centered 
commercial uses in those areas.  Because this alternative would not allow 
meaningful development within the Community Regions and Rural Centers and 
would instead disperse that development throughout the County, it is not feasible. 

 
3. This alternative does not allow subdivisions and therefore defeats the expectations 

of individuals and families throughout the County who have purchased land with the 
intention of eventually subdividing to create new parcels for family members or as a 
form of savings to finance retirement, education, or other expenses.  With the 
exception of lands in Western El Dorado County that are subject to development 
agreements and the expanses of timberland above 3000’ elevation, much of the 
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land in El Dorado County is family-owned.  The County is largely rural and has a 
long history of family land ownership, which helps to build and maintain strong 
communities.  This alternative would penalize small landowners and farmers who 
have held land in large parcels for a sustained period rather than seeking immediate 
development.  Because it would create a significant impediment to the expectations 
of many long time residents and property owners in the County, this alternative is 
not feasible. 

 
4. By limiting the supply of land available for residential development this alternative 

would increase the cost of housing in El Dorado County, and therefore reduce its 
affordability.  Numerous studies have shown that governmental constraints on the 
availability of land are a major factor contributing to the cost of housing.  (For 
example: Malpezzi, Stephen, 1996, Housing Prices, Externalities, and Regulation in 
U.S. Metropolitan Areas, Journal of Housing Research, 7(2):209-241;  Glaeser, 
Edward and Gyourko, Joseph, 2002, Zoning’s Steep Price, Regulation, Fall 
2002:24-30; Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing, 
Not in My Back Yard: Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing (1991), ch. 1, 2, 
3, and 8; William A. Fischel, Do Growth Controls Matter (May 1990), pp. 29-41; 
William A. Fischel, The Economics of Zoning Laws: A Property Rights Approach 
to American Land Use Controls (1985), pp. 239-241; Forrest E. Huffman, et al., 
AWho Bears the Burden of Development Impact Fees?@ APA Journal (Winter 
1988), pp. 49-55; Lawrence Katz and Kenneth T. Rosen, AThe Interjurisdictional 
Effects of Growth Controls on Housing Prices,@ Journal of Law & Economics 
(April 1987); John D. Landis, ALand Regulation and the Price of New Housing,@ 
APA Journal (Winter 1986), pp. 9, 19-20; John Landis et al., AHousing Price 
Impacts of Land-Use Initiatives: Evidence from California@ Superior California 
Builder (June 1992); Henry O. Pollakowski & Susan M. Wachter, AThe Effects of 
Land-Use Constraints on Housing Prices,@ 66 Land Economics 315, 323-324 
(1990); Larry D. Singell & Jane H. Lillydahl, AAn Empirical Examination of the 
Effect of Impact Fees on the Housing Market,@ 66 Land Economics 82, 90-91 
(1990).  Because this alternative would significantly limit land availability for more 
intensive residential development, which could have an adverse effect on housing 
affordability, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
5. By limiting the amount of development permitted in Community Regions and Rural 

Centers, this alternative will lead residents to seek lower land prices in outlying 
areas.  Affordability constraints may force County residents to live even further from 
major employment centers which may seriously restrict the County’s ability to attract 
major business ventures that would provide employment to a diverse range of the 
County’s residents.  Moreover, this trend could be expected to increase pressure for 
conversion of agricultural lands.  Because of it would promote premature 
development of rural lands, this alternative is infeasible. This alternative would fail to 
take full advantage of infill opportunities within Community Regions and Rural 
Centers by limiting new development in those areas.  Because many of those areas 
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are already served by public services and have already been partially developed, 
limiting development in those areas provides no meaningful public benefit.  Because 
it would not make use of existing infill opportunities, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
 Alternative #2 – Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
 
The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative is designed primarily to limit 
development to a level that can be reasonably accommodated on a defined roadway 
system that allows for only limited roadway expansion. This alternative holds U.S. 50 to a 
maximum of six through lanes within El Dorado County.  In order to reduce the amount of 
traffic using County roadways, this alternative provides that no residential parcel may be 
subdivided into more than four parcels.  The Land Use Diagram for this alternative was 
developed with this constraint in mind.  Beginning with the assigned land use 
designations in the 1996 General Plan Land Use Diagram, the County identified parcels 
of a size and land use designation that could be otherwise subdivided under the 1996 
General Plan Alternative.  Parcels that could not be subdivided retained the land use 
designation proposed for the 1996 General Plan Alternative.  Parcels identified as 
suitable for subdivision were reassigned a land use designation that would continue to 
allow subdivision, but up to no more than four parcels. For example, under the 1996 
General Plan Alternative, a 10-acre parcel designated as High Density Residential (1-5 
dwelling units per acre) could theoretically be subdivided into 50 parcels.  Under the 
Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” Alternative, such a parcel would have been 
redesignated to Low Density Residential (1 dwelling unit per five acres) and could be 
subdivided into two lots. The parcel could not be designated as either High Density 
Residential (up to five dwelling units/acre) or Medium Density Residential (1 dwelling 
unit/acre) because those land use designations would allow creation of more than four 
parcels. 
 
This alternative was analyzed as an equal-weight alternative in the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized in the revised Summary of Impacts and 
Mitigation for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative (Appendix A.2) in 
Volume 4F of the Response to Comments document.   
 
Among the Equal-weight alternatives, this alternative was found to be environmentally 
superior with respect to Noise and the Lake Tahoe Basin, though the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative was found to be approximately equal with respect to Noise and the 
No Project Alternative was found to be approximately equal with respect to the Lake Tahoe 
Basin.  With respect to the adopted General Plan, this alternative is superior in all impact 
categories projected to have a significant unavoidable impact with the exception of some 
traffic impacts at 2025.  At buildout, it is superior to the adopted General Plan in all impact 
categories.   
 
This alternative is generally environmentally superior to the adopted General Plan because 
of the restrictions on subdivisions.  Although the restriction on subdivisions was developed 
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primarily to limit increased demand for roadway improvements, it also reduces the severity 
of many of the projected significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.  As with 
the No Project alternative, the impacts associated with this alternative can be attributed 
primarily to the fact that development could not be concentrated in the Community 
Regions.  Although more development would be allowed in the Community Regions under 
this alternative than under the No Project alternative, all of the Community Regions would 
remain well below their total projected capacity under the two remaining equal-weight 
alternatives.  This alternative would also have impacts to traffic at the projected 2025 levels 
of development because nine roadway segments are projected to operate below the 
applicable level of service thresholds. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below. 
 

1. This alternative would lead to traffic operating at LOS F on six segments of U.S. 
Highway 50.  This level of traffic congestion violates established level of service 
standards and would be a significant detriment to the quality of life in El Dorado 
County.  Because of its effect on traffic congestion on U.S. Highway 50, this 
alternative is unacceptable. 

 
2. This alternative’s limit on subdivisions constrains the County’s ability to achieve its 

objective of promoting a strong, community-centered economy by encouraging 
higher-intensity residential development in the Community Regions.  This alternative 
has fewer lands within Community Regions and Rural Centers than the adopted 
General Plan and would allow fewer subdivisions within those areas than would the 
adopted General Plan.  Housing development has been shown to be a central 
component in a strong local economy.  (Robert Fountain, Bldg. Indus. Ass’n. of 
Superior California, The Economic Impact of New Housing Construction in the 
Sacramento Region (June 24, 2004).)  By limiting subdivisions to only four parcels 
from every existing parcel, this alternative would limit the ability to fully develop the 
Community Regions and Rural Centers and would promote more rapid subdivision 
in the County’s Rural Regions because sufficient capacity is not available in the 
Community Regions and Rural Centers.  With limited development of housing in 
Community Regions, it will not be feasible to develop thriving community-centered 
commercial uses in those areas.  Because this alternative would not allow 
meaningful development within the Community Regions and would instead disperse 
that development throughout the County, it is not feasible. 

 
3. The limited subdivision opportunities provided by this alternative, which necessitates 

reduced residential densities countywide, would defeat the expectations of 
individuals and families throughout the County who have purchased land with the 
intention of eventually subdividing to create new parcels for family members or as a 
form of savings to finance retirement, education, or other expenses With the 
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exception of lands in Western El Dorado County that are subject to development 
agreements and the expanses of timberland above 3000’ elevation, much of the 
land in El Dorado County is family-owned.  The County is largely rural and has a 
long history of family land ownership, which helps to build and maintain strong 
communities.  While some subdivision would be allowed, many persons have 
acquired land based on underlying land use designations in effect at the time of 
acquisition, which would allow creation of more parcels than would be authorized by 
this alternative.  This alternative would penalize small landowners and farmers who 
have held land in large parcels for a sustained period rather than seeking immediate 
development.   Because it would create a significant impediment to the expectations 
of many residents of the County, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
4. By limiting the supply of land available for residential development this alternative 

would increase the cost of housing in El Dorado County and therefore reduce its 
affordability.  Numerous studies have shown that governmental constraints on the 
availability of land are a major factor contributing to the cost of housing.  (For 
example: Malpezzi, Stephen, 1996, Housing Prices, Externalities, and Regulation in 
U.S. Metropolitan Areas, Journal of Housing Research, 7(2):209-241;  Glaeser, 
Edward and Gyourko, Joseph, 2002, Zoning’s Steep Price, Regulation, Fall 
2002:24-30; Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing, 
Not in My Back Yard: Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing (1991), ch. 1, 2, 
3, and 8; William A. Fischel, Do Growth Controls Matter (May 1990), pp. 29-41; 
William A. Fischel, The Economics of Zoning Laws: A Property Rights Approach 
to American Land Use Controls (1985), pp. 239-241; Forrest E. Huffman, et al., 
AWho Bears the Burden of Development Impact Fees?@ APA Journal (Winter 
1988), pp. 49-55; Lawrence Katz and Kenneth T. Rosen, AThe Interjurisdictional 
Effects of Growth Controls on Housing Prices,@ Journal of Law & Economics 
(April 1987); John D. Landis, ALand Regulation and the Price of New Housing,@ 
APA Journal (Winter 1986), pp. 9, 19-20; John Landis et al., AHousing Price 
Impacts of Land-Use Initiatives: Evidence from California@ Superior California 
Builder (June 1992); Henry O. Pollakowski & Susan M. Wachter, AThe Effects of 
Land-Use Constraints on Housing Prices,@ 66 Land Economics 315, 323-324 
(1990); Larry D. Singell & Jane H. Lillydahl, AAn Empirical Examination of the 
Effect of Impact Fees on the Housing Market,@ 66 Land Economics 82, 90-91 
(1990).  Because this alternative would significantly limit land availability for more 
intensive residential development, which could have an adverse effect on housing 
affordability, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
5. By limiting the amount of development permitted in Community Regions and Rural 

Centers, this alternative will lead residents to seek lower land prices in outlying 
areas.  Affordability constraints may force County residents to live even further from 
major employment centers which may seriously restrict the County’s ability to attract 
major business ventures that would provide employment to a diverse range of the 
County’s residents.  Moreover, this trend could be expected to increase pressure for 
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conversion of agricultural lands.  Because of it would promote premature 
development of rural lands, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
6. This alternative would fail to take full advantage of infill opportunities within 

Community Regions and Rural Centers by limiting new development in those areas. 
 Because many of those areas are already served by public services  and have 
already been partially developed, limiting development in those areas provides no 
meaningful public benefit.  Because it would not make use of existing infill 
opportunities, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
 
 Alternative #3 – Environmentally Constrained 
 
This alternative was designed to limit or prevent adverse environmental effects associated 
with future development.  This alternative considers constraints associated with land use, 
topographic limitations, and important resources. Land use designations were based on a 
number of factors relating to existing development patterns, important natural resources, 
infrastructure, and service availability and topography. It was developed by identifying the 
built environment around existing communities, and establishing Community Region and 
Rural Center boundaries that encouraged infill within those areas. The rest of the county 
was reviewed for constraints to development, taking into consideration the existing rural 
development patterns. Agricultural and biological resource data were reviewed, including 
the locations of rare and endangered plant and animal habitat, choice agricultural soils, the 
locations of river canyons and other topographic constraints, and the extent of contiguous 
native vegetation. Additional considerations included high fire hazard areas, access and 
other infrastructure availability, areas currently managed for agricultural and timber 
production, opportunities for separation of communities, and the proximity to larger 
holdings of state/federal lands.  This alternative assumes development of all lands for 
which there are DAs and tentative subdivision maps. All other lands (both residential and 
nonresidential) were reevaluated and some redesignated based on the environmental 
constraints. Community Regions and Rural Centers are reduced in both size and number 
compared to the adopted General Plan.  
 
Among the Equal-weight alternatives, this alternative was found to be environmentally 
superior with respect to Land Use and Housing, Agriculture and Forestry, Geology, Soils, 
and Mineral Resources, Noise (Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative is 
approximately equal), Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources.  With respect to the 
adopted General Plan, this alternative is superior in all impact categories projected to have 
a significant unavoidable impact at both 2025 and buildout. 
 
The adopted General Plan includes many policies that are based on policies included in 
the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  In many cases the EIR proposed mitigation 
for the 1996 General Plan alternative based on policies in the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative and those policies were included in the adopted General Plan.  In addition, the 
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Board of Supervisors elected to use other policies in this alternative to enhance the 
adopted General Plan.  These include the following: 
 

• An “Agricultural Lands” designation in the Land Use Element and on the Land Use 
diagram.  This designation applies to approximately 58,000 acres that had been 
designated as Natural Resources, Rural Residential, Low-Density Residential, 
Medium-Density Residential Open Space (non-publicly owned), and Tourist 
Recreation on the 1996 General Plan Alternative land use diagram; 

• Mapping of an Important Biological Corridor overlay to protect lands with high 
wildlife habitat values; 

• Restrictions on grading on steep slopes; 
• Limitations on development visible from ridgelines; 
• All policies from the Transportation and Circulation element, including roadway 

design standards, reduced level of service standards in rural areas to avoid 
development of oversized roads in those areas, and detailed policies to ensure that 
new development does not proceed in advance of necessary roadway 
improvements; 

• Policies to ensure that necessary infrastructure (e.g., water and sewer) is available 
prior to development of new uses; 

• Limits on development in high fire hazard areas; 
• Policies requiring wetland buffers and setbacks for all new development; 
• Policies specifying minimum mitigation ratios for projects affecting important habitat; 

and 
• Policies integrating the County General Plan and the plans and regulations of the 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency for development review in the Tahoe Basin. 
 
Notwithstanding the inclusion of these policies in the adopted General Plan, the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative remains environmentally superior to the proposed 
plan in all impact categories.  This is largely due to the differences between the land use 
diagram of this alternative and the diagram of the adopted General Plan.  In comparison 
with the adopted General Plan, the Environmentally Constrained alternative Community 
Regions and Rural Centers are smaller in size (and thus provide for less intensive 
residential development). This alternative also allows less intensive residential 
development in the Rural Regions.  Overall, this alternative would make less than 7 
percent of the land in the County available for higher-intensity residential, commercial, and 
industrial development as compared to the 11 percent made available by the adopted 
General Plan.  This difference coupled with the densities allowed in the various land use 
designations under the alternatives results in roughly 30 percent fewer total parcels 
available at a theoretical maximum buildout. 
 
This alternative was analyzed as an equal-weight alternative in the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized in the revised Summary of Impacts and 
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Mitigation for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative (Appendix A.3) in Volume 4F of 
the Response to Comments document.  As noted above, a variation of the Transportation 
and Circulation Element from this alternative is included as a part of the adopted General 
Plan as are a number of policies.  Based on the information and deliberation in the record 
as summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), the Board rejected the 
remainder of this alternative as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below. 
  
 

1. The land use diagram for this alternative would reduce permitted densities for 
numerous rural parcels to levels below that adopted in the 1996 General Plan and 
included in the adopted General Plan.  This would defeat the expectations of 
individuals and families throughout the County who have purchased land in the 
Rural Regions with the intention of eventually subdividing to create new parcels for 
family members or as a form of savings to finance retirement, education, or other 
expenses.  With the exception of lands in Western El Dorado County that are 
subject to development agreements and the expanses of timberland above 3000’ 
elevation, much of the land in El Dorado County is family-owned. The County is 
largely rural and has a long history of family land ownership, which helps to build 
and maintain strong communities.  While more subdivision generally would be 
allowed under this alternative than under the No Project or Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane “Plus” alternatives, many persons have acquired Rural Region land based 
on underlying land use designations in effect at the time of acquisition.  In many 
cases, these designations would allow creation of more parcels than would be 
authorized by this alternative.  This alternative would penalize small landowners and 
farmers who have held land in large parcels for a sustained period rather than 
seeking immediate development.  Because it would create a significant impediment 
to the expectations of many residents and property owners in the County, this 
alternative is not feasible. 

 
2. By providing for less intensive residential development in the Rural Regions and 

reducing the size of the Community Regions and Rural Centers relative to the 
adopted General Plan, this alternative would increase the cost of housing in El 
Dorado County, and therefore reduce its affordability.  Numerous studies have 
shown that governmental constraints on the availability of land are a major factor 
contributing to the cost of housing.  (For example: Malpezzi, Stephen, 1996, 
Housing Prices, Externalities, and Regulation in U.S. Metropolitan Areas, Journal of 
Housing Research, 7(2):209-241;  Glaeser, Edward and Gyourko, Joseph, 2002, 
Zoning’s Steep Price, Regulation, Fall 2002:24-30; Advisory Commission on 
Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing, Not in My Back Yard: Removing 
Barriers to Affordable Housing (1991), ch. 1, 2, 3, and 8; William A. Fischel, Do 
Growth Controls Matter (May 1990), pp. 29-41; William A. Fischel, The 
Economics of Zoning Laws: A Property Rights Approach to American Land Use 
Controls (1985), pp. 239-241; Forrest E. Huffman, et al., AWho Bears the Burden 
of Development Impact Fees?@ APA Journal (Winter 1988), pp. 49-55; Lawrence 
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Katz and Kenneth T. Rosen, AThe Interjurisdictional Effects of Growth Controls 
on Housing Prices,@ Journal of Law & Economics (April 1987); John D. Landis, 
ALand Regulation and the Price of New Housing,@ APA Journal (Winter 1986), 
pp. 9, 19-20; John Landis et al., AHousing Price Impacts of Land-Use Initiatives: 
Evidence from California@ Superior California Builder (June 1992); Henry O. 
Pollakowski & Susan M. Wachter, AThe Effects of Land-Use Constraints on 
Housing Prices,@ 66 Land Economics 315, 323-324 (1990); Larry D. Singell & 
Jane H. Lillydahl, AAn Empirical Examination of the Effect of Impact Fees on the 
Housing Market,@ 66 Land Economics 82, 90-91 (1990). This alternative makes 
30 percent fewer potential sites parcels available for non-rural residential, 
commercial, and industrial development than would the adopted General Plan.  
Because this alternative would significantly limit land availability for more intensive 
residential development, which could have an adverse effect on overall housing 
affordability, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
3. By limiting the number of rural lots that could be created this alternative interferes 

with the County’s ability to maintain its rural character and and to provide housing 
opportunities for residents desiring a rural lifestyle.  Compared to the adopted 
General Plan far fewer lands have land use designations setting a minimum 
parcel size of one acre or more.  A lot of an acre or more is essential to provide 
the combined experience of privacy and openness that is critical to rural living.  
Because it limits land use designations that will help the County achieve its 
objectives of providing housing to support the local and regional economy while 
maintaining the County’s rural character this alternative is infeasible. 

 
4. In contrast to the adopted General Plan, this alternative fails to recognize the 

following existing historic communities:  Kelsey, originally established as Slatington 
during the Gold Rush era; Latrobe, established when the Placerville and 
Sacramento Valley Railroad built a station to accommodate Amador County rail 
customers, around 1864; Mt. Ralston, one of a number of communities established 
along the upper South Fork American River during the gold rush era;  Nashville, 
established as Quartzburg in 1851; and Quintette, established in the gold rush era 
to support the Blue Bird Mine and logging camp.  These historic communities, which 
are among the oldest in the County and are an important part of the County’s social, 
economic, and cultural environment, and, unlike the adopted General Plan, are 
placed outside of any identified Community Region or Rural Center in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative. By not recognizing them as distinct 
planning areas, this alternative will limit the ability of these communities to maintain 
their community identity and integrity and to maintain economic viability 
(Commercial and Industrial uses are not allowed outside of Community Regions 
and Rural Centers in this alternative, thus potentially limiting the economic viability 
of established communities in Rural Regions that could support commercial or 
industrial operations).  This is inconsistent with the County’s objectives of 
maintaining distinct, economically sound, communities to protect the County’s 
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historic resources and to provide services to the Rural Regions to support 
residential and resource-based uses in the those areas.  Because the social, 
cultural, and economic basis of the County rests in large part on these historic 
communities, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
5. Because this alternative includes numerous policies limiting the extent of 

development (e.g., requiring 2:1 mitigation for development affecting important 
habitat) it is possible that not all parcels of land will develop to the maximum density 
theoretically permitted by the land use designations on the land use diagram.  
Because the policies may constrain the ultimate development of some parcels, this 
alternative may ultimately make less land available for development.  This would 
exacerbate the housing affordability problem discussed in item 2, above.  The 
combined effect of the potential for environmental protection policies to reduce the 
amount of land available for development coupled with the reduced number of total 
theoretical parcels that could be authorized by the land use diagram at buildout 
could significantly raise housing costs in El Dorado County, thereby making this 
alternative infeasible. 

  
6. This alternative places fewer lands in the Community Regions and Rural Centers 

than the adopted General Plan.  Although this alternative adopts lower densities in 
Rural Regions, the limited availability of land in Community Regions and Rural 
Centers could have the effect of forcing County residents to seek more affordable 
land in outlying areas. Affordability constraints may force County residents to live 
even further from major employment centers which may seriously restrict the 
County’s ability to attract major business ventures that would provide employment to 
a diverse range of the County’s residents.  Moreover, this trend could be expected 
to increase pressure for conversion of agricultural lands.  Because of it would 
promote premature development of rural lands, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
7. This alternative would fail to take full advantage of infill opportunities within 

Community Regions and Rural Centers by limiting new development in those areas. 
 Because many of those areas are already served by public services and have 
already been partially developed, limiting development in those areas provides no 
meaningful public benefit.  Because it would not make use of existing infill 
opportunities, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
The El Dorado County Planning Commission recommended to the Board of Supervisors a 
General Plan based on the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The Planning 
Commission recommended several modifications including expansion of the Community 
Region and Rural Center boundaries to facilitate future density increases in the expansion 
area, adopted more restrictive concurrency policies for development of roadway 
infrastructure, and allow exemptions from some policies for agricultural projects using best 
management practices.  The adopted General Plan includes many of the specific policies 
recommended by the Planning Commission in recommending changes to the 
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Environmentally Constrained alternative.  Because none of the Planning Commission 
changes to the alternative addressed the issues discussed above, however, the Planning 
Commission alternative is infeasible for the same reasons that the Environmentally 
Constrained alternative is infeasible.  
 
 
 Alternative #4 – 1996 General Plan 
 
This alternative is based on the General Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 
January 23, 1996.  The policies include all amendments adopted before the Writ was 
issued and the originally adopted 1996 Land Use diagram as modified to reflect adopted 
land use amendments since that time, plus other corrections identified by the Planning 
Commission and Board in the intervening period since adoption.  The original horizon year 
of 2015 is extended 10 years into the future (to 2025) to allow for consistent environmental 
analysis.  The originally adopted Circulation exhibit includes minor modifications to planned 
roadways to reflect the change in horizon year. 
 
Among the equal-weight alternatives the EIR found the 1996 General Plan alternative to be 
environmentally inferior to the other alternatives with respect to most impact areas. For 
impacts related to overall levels of development and population (e.g., water supply) it was 
equal to the Environmentally Constrained alternative at 2025 because both alternatives 
were projected to be capable of accommodating development levels projected through that 
time.  Because of the higher development and population levels projected at buildout, 
however, the alternative is inferior to all alternatives at that time.  The same is true with 
respect to the remaining alternatives analyzed in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  This reflects the 
fact that the 1996 General Plan alternative was used as a base for each of the other 
alternatives and each of those alternatives was designed to provide various differences 
from the base alternative.  Though based on the 1996 General Plan alternative, the 
adopted General Plan has been modified to include various provisions of several of the 
alternatives and most of the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR. This effectively 
reduces the projected environmental effects of the 1996 General Plan alternative as 
originally proposed. 
 
This alternative was analyzed as an equal-weight alternative in the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized in the revised Summary of Impacts and 
Mitigation the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives (Appendix A.1) in Volume 4F 
of the Response to Comments document.  The Board of Supervisors, based on the 
information and deliberation in the record as summarized herein, hereby accepts as 
feasible this alternative as modified by the mitigation measures adopted herein and by the 
revisions made by the Board of Supervisors including those revisions based on the 
different General Plan alternatives.   
 
Based on the information and deliberation in the record as summarized herein, and 
pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), the Board rejected the Circulation Element of this 
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alternative as infeasible in favor of a Circulation Element derived primarily from the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative for each of the independent reasons given below. 
 

1. The Circulation Element in the 1996 General Plan alternative provided that: 1) all 
roadway segments projected to operate at LOS A, B, or C in 2015 cannot fall 
below LOS C; and 2) all roadway segments projected to operate at LOS D in 
2015 cannot fall below LOS D.  This required expansion of numerous roadways 
in Rural Regions.  While these expansions, if implemented, would facilitate the 
flow of traffic, they would also detract from the rural character of many parts of 
the County as well as contribute to impacts to visual, biological, and cultural 
resources.  Because of these impacts and the costs of roadway improvements, 
this 1996 General Plan Alternative Circulation Element is not feasible. 

 
2. The Circulation Element of the 1996 General Plan Alternative contains a set of 

policies designed to ensure that roadway improvements are developed 
concurrently with development projects that generate the demand for those 
projects.  The policies do not specify the manner in which they are to be applied 
in some circumstances.  This contributes to uncertainty and makes difficult long 
range planning for transportation improvements.  Because of the lack of 
specificity, the 1996 General Plan Alternative Circulation Element is not feasible. 

 
3. The Circulation Element of the 1996 General Plan Alternative contains a 

circulation diagram.  That diagram is based on the land use diagram proposed 
for the 1996 General Plan Alternative.  Because the land use diagram has been 
revised for the adopted General Plan and because various policies concerning 
roadway capacity have been revised, the circulation diagram does not reflect the 
improvements necessary for the General Plan’s planning horizon.  Because the 
circulation diagram does not accurately reflect necessary improvements, 
adoption of the1996 General Plan Alternative Circulation Element is not feasible. 

 
 
 Alternative #5 – 2001 Project Description 
 
The 2001 Project Description alternative was, at the time the NOP was released (August 6, 
2001), the County’s preferred alternative. It was thought to represent a more moderate 
growth scenario than that presented by the 1996 General Plan alternative.  The 2001 
Project Description alternative is based in large part on a prior 1994 General Plan 
alternative (evaluated as part of the previous General Plan process, which concluded with 
adoption of the 1996 General Plan) modified to reflect: (1) Measure Y, (2) projects 
approved in the County between the 1996 General Plan adoption and the 1999 Writ; and 
(3) direction from the Board of Supervisors.  Differences associated with this alternative, as 
compared to the 1996 General Plan, involved changes to the Rural Residential and Low 
Density Residential density ranges, and related changes to the land use map. Low Density 
Residential was changed from a range of 5-10 acres per dwelling to 5-20 acres per 
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dwelling unit. Rural Residential became a 20-acre minimum instead of 10-160 acres, and a 
new “Rural Residential-Low Density” designation was created with a 40-acre minimum. 
However, large areas of the Rural Regions designated as Rural Residential on the land 
use map were changed to Low Density Residential on the 2001 alternative land use map. 
The size of the Community Regions and Rural Centers was also reduced, which effectively 
increased development pressure in the Rural Regions.  This alternative would allow a 
theoretical buildout of 73,814 housing units, just 5,000 fewer than the 1996 General Plan 
alternative.  In light of this similarity, the County determined there would be no meaningful 
environmental distinction between this alternative and the 1996 General Plan alternative 
and that analysis of the 2001 Project Description could be carried out on a comparative 
basis.   
 
The comparative analysis of this alternative is included in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project 
Alternative (Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.   
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible because it offers no environmental advantages over the adopted General 
Plan. 
 
 
 Alternative #6 – Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
 
The primary assumption underlying this alternative is that U.S. 50 remains six lanes 
through the planning horizon. A level of service (LOS) policy that generally sets LOS D for 
rural areas and LOS E for Community Regions and for U.S. 50 west of Placerville is used 
for this alternative. Because of the limited improvements and LOS thresholds for U.S. 50, 
the residential capacity under this alternative would be approximately 14,000 to 15,000 
housing units.  This alternative would require policies that preclude development in the 
county beyond the 14,000- to 15,000-housing-unit capacity of a six-lane U.S. Highway 50. 
The number of units for which there are existing vested commitments (units covered under 
approved DAs or tentative subdivision maps) is approximately the same number (14,565 
dwelling units).  
 
As described on pages 6-3 through 6-4 of Chapter 6 of the EIR, this alternative would 
essentially preclude any additional development throughout most of the county, including 
development of single homes on existing legal parcels.  Because this could deny many 
affected landowners economically viable use of their property, this alternative was omitted 
from further discussion in the EIR as being legally infeasible.  The Board of Supervisors, 
based on the information and deliberation in the record as summarized herein, and 
pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative as infeasible for the same 
reason. 
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 Alternative #7 – Roadway Constrained Eight-Lane 
 
This alternative would allow the maximum amount of growth that could be accommodated 
within the planned roadway system assuming U.S. 50 is built to eight lanes and assuming 
a LOS policy that generally sets LOS D for rural areas and LOS E for Community Regions. 
All lands covered by an approved DA or tentative subdivision map are assumed to develop 
as planned. All other residential parcels are assumed to develop with up to one unit. As a 
part of this alternative, no new subdivisions are allowed, and nonresidential property is 
assumed to develop based on market forces, proportional to housing growth. 
 
This alternative was analyzed comparatively in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts associated 
with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project Alternative 
(Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.   Because of the limits 
on subdivisions, the environmental advantages of this alternative relative to the adopted 
General Plan are comparable to those of the No Project alternative discussed above. The 
only distinction between this alternative and the No Project Alternative is the LOS policy 
related to traffic congestion. Under the Roadway Constrained Eight-Lane Alternative, 
somewhat more traffic congestion is allowed.  This increases the impacts related to traffic 
congestion (traffic, noise, and air quality) and reduces the impacts related to roadway 
construction (visual, biological, and cultural resources).  Like the No Project alternative, this 
alternative is environmentally superior to the adopted General Plan. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below. 
 

1. At buildout, this alternative is projected to be capable of accommodating only a 
theoretical maximum of approximately 30,000 new residential dwelling units.  This is 
less than the 2025 projected demand of approximately 32,000 units.  This could limit 
the County’s ability to provide its fair share of the region’s housing supply and could 
result an imbalance between jobs in the County and the availability of housing for 
those employed in the County.   Because this alternative is not capable of ever 
providing for sufficient units to accommodate demand projected through 2025, this 
alternative is not feasible. 

 
2. This alternative does not allow subdivisions and therefore severely limits the 

County’s ability to achieve its objective of promoting a strong, community-centered 
economy by encouraging development in the Community Regions.  Housing 
development has been shown to be a central component in a strong local economy. 
 (Robert Fountain, Bldg. Indus. Ass’n. of Superior California, The Economic Impact 
of New Housing Construction in the Sacramento Region (June 24, 2004).)  With 
limited development of housing in Community Regions, it will not be feasible to 
develop thriving community-centered commercial uses in those areas.  Because 
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this alternative would not allow meaningful development within the Community 
Regions, it is not feasible. 

 
3. This alternative does not allow subdivisions and therefore defeats the expectations 

of individuals and families throughout the County who have purchased land with the 
intention of eventually subdividing to create new parcels for family members or as a 
form of savings to finance retirement, education, or other expenses.  With the 
exception of lands in Western El Dorado County that are subject to development 
agreements and the expanses of timberland above 3000’ elevation, much of the 
land in El Dorado County is family-owned.  The County is largely rural and has a 
long history of family land ownership that helps to build and maintain strong 
communities.  This alternative would penalize small landowners and farmers who 
have held land in large parcels for a sustained period rather than seeking immediate 
development.  Because it would create a significant impediment to the expectations 
of many residents and property owners in the County, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
4. By limiting the supply of land available for residential development through 

subdivision prohibitions, this alternative would increase the cost of housing in El 
Dorado County, and therefore reduce its affordability.  Numerous studies have 
shown that governmental constraints on the availability of land are a major factor 
contributing to the cost of housing.  (For example: Malpezzi, Stephen, 1996, 
Housing Prices, Externalities, and Regulation in U.S. Metropolitan Areas, Journal of 
Housing Research, 7(2):209-241;  Glaeser, Edward and Gyourko, Joseph, 2002, 
Zoning’s Steep Price, Regulation, Fall 2002:24-30; Advisory Commission on 
Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing, Not in My Back Yard: Removing 
Barriers to Affordable Housing (1991), ch. 1, 2, 3, and 8; William A. Fischel, Do 
Growth Controls Matter (May 1990), pp. 29-41; William A. Fischel, The 
Economics of Zoning Laws: A Property Rights Approach to American Land Use 
Controls (1985), pp. 239-241; Forrest E. Huffman, et al., AWho Bears the Burden 
of Development Impact Fees?@ APA Journal (Winter 1988), pp. 49-55; Lawrence 
Katz and Kenneth T. Rosen, AThe Interjurisdictional Effects of Growth Controls 
on Housing Prices,@ Journal of Law & Economics (April 1987); John D. Landis, 
ALand Regulation and the Price of New Housing,@ APA Journal (Winter 1986), 
pp. 9, 19-20; John Landis et al., AHousing Price Impacts of Land-Use Initiatives: 
Evidence from California@ Superior California Builder (June 1992); Henry O. 
Pollakowski & Susan M. Wachter, AThe Effects of Land-Use Constraints on 
Housing Prices,@ 66 Land Economics 315, 323-324 (1990); Larry D. Singell & 
Jane H. Lillydahl, AAn Empirical Examination of the Effect of Impact Fees on the 
Housing Market,@ 66 Land Economics 82, 90-91 (1990.) Because this alternative 
would significantly limit availability of land available for residential development and 
this could have an adverse effect on housing costs, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
5. By limiting the amount of development permitted in Community Regions and Rural 

Centers, this alternative will lead residents to seek lower land prices in outlying 
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areas.  Affordability constraints may force County residents to live even further from 
major employment centers which may seriously restrict the County’s ability to attract 
major business ventures that would provide employment to a diverse range of the 
County’s residents.  Moreover, this trend could be expected to increase pressure for 
conversion of agricultural lands.  Because of it would promote premature 
development of rural lands, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
6. This alternative would fail to take full advantage of infill opportunities within 

Community Regions and Rural Centers by limiting new development in those areas. 
 Because many of those areas are already served by public services and have 
already been partially developed, limiting development in those areas provides no 
meaningful public benefit.  Because it would not make use of existing infill 
opportunities, this alternative is infeasible. 

 
 

 Alternative #8 – Modified Development Agreements 
 
This alternative would establish new land use designations and policies for lands in the 
County that are currently the subject of development agreements (“DAs”). These 
development areas include Serrano, Bass Lake, Marble Valley, Promontory, Carson 
Creek, and Valley View. This would remove a significant constraint on the current planning 
process and could allow the County to achieve modified development configurations by 
changing the permitted intensity or density of development to reduce environmental effects. 
These DAs, approved before the Writ of Mandate was issued, authorized development of 
11,308 units in the county pursuant to specific plans and subdivision maps referenced by 
those agreements. Of these, 10,639 remained undeveloped as of 1999. The undeveloped 
housing units represent 50 percent of the additional development contemplated by 2025 
under the No Project Alternative and 33 percent of the additional development expected by 
2025 under the 1996 General Plan Alternative. Because this is a significant portion of the 
additional development expected to occur in the county over the planning horizon, 
changing the number of units allowed or changing the development patterns and policies 
set forth in the various specific plans could conceivably reduce to a significant degree the 
environmental impacts associated with future development.  
 
As described on pages 6-4 through 6-5 of Chapter 6 of the EIR, the development 
authorized by the DAs was approved in accordance with the General Plan policies and 
other County regulations in effect at the time.  Because the DAs grant the landowners a 
vested right to proceed with development, the County cannot require that they be modified 
in ways that would change the density or intensity of development without compensation or 
mutual agreement by the developers. Without the legal ability to modify the DAs to reflect a 
new policy set and land use map, this alternative is not feasible. Therefore, it was 
eliminated from the comparative alternatives analysis in the EIR as being legally infeasible. 
 The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
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summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible for the same reason. 
 
 
 Alternative #9 – Modified El Dorado Hills South of U.S. Highway 50 
 
In response to projections of severe traffic congestion problems in the El Dorado Hills 
market area, the focus of this alternative is to examine planned land uses in that area, 
south of U.S. 50, and to identify land use modifications that could result in a significant 
reduction in trip generation and improvement in traffic congestion.  This alternative 
assumes significant modifications of planned land uses including the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park, the adjoining specific plan areas (Valley View and Carson Creek), and 
other properties within the market area south of U.S. 50, to the extent that this may be 
legally possible.   This alternative assumes no change in the total projected number of jobs 
and dwelling units countywide, but rather a reorganization of land uses to create a better 
mix that encourages walking and bicycle trips in the El Dorado Hills area south of U.S. 50. 
Class 1 bicycle paths with grade-separated crossings and a shuttle system would be 
important components.  Residential and nonresidential land uses would be balanced to 
match housing type with employment opportunities. A high level of physical connectivity 
would be required. 
 
A primary purpose of this alternative was to address traffic congestion on White Rock and 
Latrobe Roads.  This issue has been addressed by including in the adopted General Plan 
a mitigation measure in the form of a policy (TC-1y) to address traffic impacts associated 
with the El Dorado Hills Business Park.  This modification effectively reduces the chief 
projected congestion problems in the area on White Rock and Latrobe Roads that this 
alternative was intended to address.  In addition, the adopted General Plan includes 
Implementation Measure TC-V to monitor traffic levels in the region and, if necessary, seek 
to develop and implement growth control mechanisms in parts of the County where the 
General Plan’s LOS thresholds cannot be maintained. 
 
This alternative was analyzed comparatively in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts associated 
with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project Alternative 
(Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.  The primary effects of 
the alternative would be experienced in the El Dorado Hills area.  The EIR finds that this 
alternative could reduce the severity of impacts to Land Use and Housing, Visual 
Resources, Traffic, Water Resources, Utilities, Public Services, Noise, Air Quality, 
Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources.  These benefits would all derive from 
establishing a more compact, higher density development form in this part of the 
County. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects the elements of 
this alternative that are not adopted as described above as infeasible for the reason below. 
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1. Because Policy TC-1y already addresses a major portion of the land south of 

Highway 50, implementation of this alternative on the remaining lands in that area 
would require the County to change the land use designations on lands that are the 
subject of specific plans vested by development agreements.  In many cases, 
implementation of these plans is well underway and substantial investments have 
been made by the landowners.  Because the County lacks the legal authority to 
require the landowners to comply with land use policies that differ from those vested 
by the development agreements, this alternative is legally infeasible. 

 
 
 Alternative #10 – New White Rock Road Connection 
 
This alternative assumes a new connection to White Rock Road in the area south of U.S. 
50 and east of Latrobe Road. There are several connections the road could make: Suncast 
Lane, Investment Boulevard, Sandstone Drive, or Golden Foothill Parkway to White Rock 
Road; Investment Boulevard to Payen Road; or the extension of Payen Road to connect to 
Latrobe Road south of the El Dorado Hills Business Park. All of these potential connections 
would need to include a route to and interchange with U.S. 50 in Sacramento County. The 
intent is to create a new access-restricted east/west roadway for an additional outlet for 
traffic from the business area south of U.S. 50 to the freeway. The feasibility of developing 
this connection is not known. It would rely on approvals from the City of Folsom and/or 
Sacramento County.  
 
The adopted General Plan includes a program to work with SACOG, Sacramento County, 
and the City of Folsom to identify potential alignments for such a roadway.    
 
This alternative was analyzed comparatively in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts associated 
with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project Alternative 
(Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.  The EIR notes that this 
alternative could have some positive impacts in El Dorado County it could, depending on 
the manner of design, also have adverse impacts within and outside El Dorado County.   
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby adopts this alternative in 
part by including in the adopted General Plan an implementation measure to work 
cooperatively with adjoining jurisdictions to identify a potential alignment for the roadway.  
The remainder of the alternative is rejected as infeasible for each of the independent 
reasons given below. 
 

1. Because of other policies included in the adopted General Plan, this alternative 
is not necessary to reduce unacceptable levels of roadway congestion; and 
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2. Because of potential impacts on other jurisdictions, it is not feasible to adopt this 
alternative unless and until it can be adopted with the cooperation of other 
jurisdictions. 

  
 
 Alternative #11 – Transit Emphasis 
 
 
This alternative assumes as its base the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, 
subject to such modifications necessary to promote the development of light rail and 
extended transit opportunities in the county. A land use density of 7 to 15 dwelling units 
per acre over a contiguous area of at least 25 square miles, including El Dorado Hills, 
would likely be needed to support this alternative. The extension of light rail from the 
end of the planned Folsom line to El Dorado Hills would be included under this 
alternative. An improved commuter, feeder, and local bus system; improved park-and-
ride facilities; and extensive nonvehicular system would also be included.  Population 
levels would be higher in El Dorado Hills under this alternative than in any other 
alternatives in order to create sufficient density to make substantial expansion and use 
of transit economically viable. Land use densities and population levels would be 
reduced commensurately elsewhere in the County to maintain overall population levels 
at a level consistent with that projected for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
This alternative was analyzed comparatively in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts 
associated with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project 
Alternative (Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.  Within 
the El Dorado Hills area, the impacts of this alternative would generally be more severe 
than under the adopted General Plan or any of the alternatives.  In particular, this 
alternative would result in intensified residential development, which would result in a 
severe worsening of traffic on Highway 50 and connected roadways.  This would make 
transit an attractive choice in the El Dorado Hills area.  Outside of El Dorado Hills, 
environmental impacts would be similar to the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
except that impacts related to higher densities would be reduced by the reduced land 
use densities outside of El Dorado Hills.   
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this 
alternative as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below. 
 

1. Because of the significant densities needed in the El Dorado Hills area this 
alternative would fail to meet the project objectives of maintaining (1) “the 
County’s natural beauty and environmental quality (wildlife and vegetation, air 
and water quality, cultural resources, and rural character)” and (5) a “safe, 
efficient, and effective transportation system” in the El Dorado Hills area.  The 
high densities required to support a viable transit system are incompatible 
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with maintaining natural beauty and environmental quality in the part of the 
County to be developed at those densities.  And while transit would be a 
valuable part of the County’s transportation system, the attendant traffic 
congestion on Highway 50 and elsewhere would be inconsistent with 
maintaining the safety, efficiency, and effectiveness of the County’s 
transportation system.  Because it would fail to meet these objectives, this 
alternative is not feasible. 

 
2. This alternative would lead to severe traffic congestion on Highway 50.  The 

voters of El Dorado County, in adopting Measure Y in 1998, have declared 
avoidance of traffic congestion a critical issue in maintaining the health, 
safety, and welfare of County residents.  If freeway improvements were 
constructed to alleviate this congestion it could have the effect of reducing 
transit use, thereby defeating the purposes of the alternative.  Because the 
congestion on Highway 50 would be inconsistent with the policies inherent in 
Measure Y, this alternative is not feasible. 

 
3. Much of the land area required to be developed at a density ranging from 7 to 

15 dwelling units per acre are already developed at a much lower density (2 
to 5 dwelling units per acre.  There is insufficient land area available that it 
undeveloped or not committed to a lower density, that could accommodate 
sufficient density to provide an average density necessary to make transit 
feasible.  Because the existing land use patterns would interfere with effective 
implementation of this alternative it is infeasible. 

 
4. This alternative would make a much greater percentage of high density lots in 

the County and would reduce the number of potential lots with a size of an 
acre or more.  A lot of an acre or more is essential to provide the combined 
experience of privacy and openness that is critical to rural living.  By 
promoting high density lots and limiting the number of rural lots that could be 
created this alternative interferes with the County’s ability to maintain its rural 
character and to provide housing opportunities for residents desiring a rural 
lifestyle.  Because it limits land use designations that will help the County 
achieve its objectives of providing housing to support the local and regional 
economy while maintaining the County’s rural character, this alternative is 
infeasible. 

 
 
 Alternative #12 – Compact Development 
 
This alternative would establish policies and land use designations that promote a more 
compact urban form. This would include changes to the County’s land use designations to 
allow greater densities in those areas with sufficient infrastructure to support intensified 
development. Among the goals to be attained with this alternative are development 
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densities and design that support walking, bicycling, and transit, allow for mixed use, and 
create market incentives for the development of affordable housing. The range of possible 
mechanisms for achieving this includes modifications to residential densities to increase 
yield by decreasing minimum lot sizes. Another approach would be to target specific 
designations to create incentives for more affordable housing. The EIR suggests as an 
example that the High-Density Residential designation could be increased to a maximum 
of 15 dwelling units per acre for projects including a specified percentage of affordable 
housing. To address concerns about the intensity of housing, projects that develop with 
these increased maximums could be restricted to no more than 200 units at a location. To 
further emphasize greater urbanization within community regions, these changes could be 
accommodated by reducing densities of land outside of designated Community Regions 
and Rural Centers. 
 
This alternative was analyzed comparatively in Chapter 6 of the EIR.  Impacts associated 
with this alternative are summarized and compared to the No Project Alternative 
(Alternative #1) in Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the DEIR.  The EIR identifies this 
as the environmentally superior alternative to all alternatives in all categories except water 
supply and noise (for which the No Project alternative is superior) and Lake Tahoe Basin 
(for which the No Project alternative is approximately equal).  Impacts associated with 
higher density development in Community Regions would be offset by reduced impacts in 
outlying areas. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, based on the information and deliberation in the record as 
summarized herein, and pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(1), hereby rejects this alternative 
as infeasible for each of the independent reasons given below. 

 
1. This alternative would reduce permitted densities for numerous rural parcels to 

levels below that adopted in the 1996 General Plan.  This would defeat the 
expectations of individuals and families throughout the County who have purchased 
land with the intention of eventually subdividing to create new parcels for family 
members or as a form of savings to finance retirement, education, or other 
expenses.  With the exception of lands in Western El Dorado County that are 
subject to development agreements and the expanses of timberland above 3000’ 
elevation, much of the land in El Dorado County is family-owned.  The County is 
largely rural and has a long history of family land ownership, which helps to build 
and maintain strong communities.  While this alternative would facilitate more 
development in the Community Regions, many persons have acquired land in the 
Rural Regions based on underlying land use designations in effect at the time of 
acquisition.  In many cases these designations would allow creation of more parcels 
than would be authorized by this alternative. This alternative would penalize small 
landowners and farmers who have held land in large parcels for a sustained period 
rather than seeking immediate development.  Because it would create a significant 
impediment to the expectations of many residents and property owners in the 
County, this alternative is not feasible. 
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2. This alternative would require the County to change or apply new land use 

designations on lands that are the subject of specific plans vested by development 
agreements.  In many cases, implementation of these plans is well underway and 
substantial investments have been made by the landowners.  Because the County 
lacks the legal authority to require the landowners to comply with land use policies 
that differ from those vested by the development agreements, this alternative is 
legally infeasible to the extent it would require such changes. 

 
3. Many of the lands that would be redesignated under this alternative are the subject 

of specific plans and public facilities plans calling for development of specific 
privately financed infrastructure improvements such as wastewater systems and 
roadways.  Substantial investments have been made in implementing these plans.  
The redesignations would render many of these improvements unnecessary or 
undersized.  Because of the adverse effect of this alternative on these investments, 
this alternative is infeasible. 

 
4. Much of the land area required to be developed at a density ranging from 7 to 15 

dwelling units per acre are already developed at a much lower density (2 to 5 
dwelling units per acre.  Imposing density increases of the level proposed by this 
alternative would substantially alter the character of the County’s existing 
communities.  Because of its effect on these communities this alternative is 
infeasible.  

 
5. Compact development patterns would interfere with the County’s ability to 

maintain its rural character and to provide housing opportunities for residents 
desiring a rural lifestyle.  A lot of an acre or more is essential to provide the 
combined experience of privacy and openness that is critical to rural living.  A 
compact development alternative would have a disproportionately small number 
of rural lots available.  Because it limits land use designations that will help the 
County achieve its objectives of providing housing to support the local and 
regional economy while maintaining the County’s rural character this alternative 
is infeasible. 

 
 
SECTION L. 
 
GROWTH INDUCEMENT 
 
Chapter 7 of the Volume 2 of the EIR provides a discussion of the growth inducing impacts 
of the General Plan pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.  The analysis 
points out (EIR, Volume 2, page 7-19) that by definition, the General Plan is intended to 
provide for and address future growth in the County.  The EIR identifies growth inducement 
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as an effect of the County’s adoption of a General Plan, and that growth will in turn result in 
environmental impacts. 
 
There are several factors that contribute to the growth-inducing effects of the adopted 
General Plan.  The designation of land area in the County for new residential and non-
residential development will indirectly lead to economic expansion and population growth in 
those areas.  The adopted General Plan is expected to accommodate approximately 
81,200 new residents by 2025.  The amount of land designated for development in the 
County exceeds forecasted demand and therefore is not expected to induce growth 
elsewhere in the region.  However, the location of land designated for development in the 
County may induce localized development in adjacent jurisdictions, such as across the 
Sacramento County line just south of U.S. 50.  Adoption of the General Plan will also 
eliminate obstacles to growth in the County such as the Writ and water rights applications. 
The roadway and other infrastructure called for in the adopted General Plan is sized to 
accommodate the growth projected under the Plan, although the adopted concurrency 
policies are expected to prevent inducement of additional growth by preventing growth from 
getting ahead of infrastructure improvements. 
 
The impacts from growth expected to result from the adoption of the General Plan were 
analyzed in the EIR.  Findings relating to impacts that are significant, and to mitigation 
measures for those impacts, are addressed in Section O below.  The Board considered the 
growth inducing effects of the adopted General Plan in making its findings on the feasibility 
of the proposed mitigation measures in Section O. 
 
 
SECTION M.  
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Chapter 7 of Volume 2 of the EIR contains an analysis of the cumulative impacts, pursuant 
to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines.   The analysis points out (EIR, Volume 2, page 
7-5) by its very nature the examination of General Plan buildout is a countywide cumulative 
analysis.  As such the EIR in Chapter 7 looks at cumulative issues on a regional basis, 
factoring in planning documents for other jurisdictions.  Regional cumulative impacts are 
analyzed within each CEQA issue area and contribution of buildout of the El Dorado 
County General Plan in each impact area is considered.  Based on its review of the EIR 
and supporting documents, the Board has reached the following conclusions regarding the 
significance of each cumulative impact: 
 
• Land Use and Housing – significant and unavoidable 
• Agriculture and Forestry – significant and unavoidable 
• Visual Resources – significant and unavoidable 
• Traffic and Circulation – significant and unavoidable 
• Water Resources – significant and unavoidable 
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• Utilities – significant and unavoidable 
• Public Services – significant and unavoidable 
• Human Health and Safety – less than significant 
• Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources – less than significant 
• Noise – significant and unavoidable 
• Air Quality – significant and unavoidable 
• Biological Resources – significant and unavoidable 
• Cultural Resources – less than significant 
• Lake Tahoe Basin – significant and unavoidable 
 
Each of the mitigation measures described in Section O below for the direct impacts of the 
adopted General Plan associated with the categories listed above are also applicable to 
cumulative impacts, and will mitigate countywide cumulative effects in the manner 
described in Section O.  To the extent cumulative impacts are regional, the EIR did not 
identify any additional mitigation measures within the jurisdiction and responsibility of the 
County that would mitigate those impacts, beyond the measures discussed in Section O.  
Other local, state, and federal entities with jurisdiction over contributors to regional 
cumulative impacts can and should adopt measures similar to those incorporated into the 
adopted General Plan to mitigate cumulative impacts. The Board considered these 
significant cumulative impacts in making its findings on the feasibility of the proposed 
mitigation measures in Section O.  
 
 
SECTION N. 
 
SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR examines "significant irreversible environmental changes" pursuant to 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.  Buildout of the General Plan is identified as 
contributing to the following significant irreversible environmental changes: 
 
• Low density land use patterns that preclude future higher density patterns that in turn 

preclude efficient, cost-effective full-service transit services. 
 
• Conversion of rural and semi-rural lands and open vistas to development. 
 
• Irreversible loss of agricultural land and timberland. 
 
• Commitment of water resources to serve development and degradation of water 

quality from suburban run-off. 
 
• Commitment of government resources to infrastructure services and operations for 

future suburban development. 
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• Increase in impermeable surfaces over important soils and mineral resources. 
 
• Increased ambient noise and background air emissions. 
 
• Conversion of existing habitat and irreversible loss of wildlife. 
 
• Irreversible consumption of goods and services associated with future population. 
 
• Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources associated with future 

population. 
 
• Possible demand for and use of goods, services, and resources by the County to the 

exclusion of development elsewhere. 
 
The significant environmental impacts associated with these irreversible changes, 
mitigation measures for those impacts, and related findings are addressed in Section O 
below.  The Board considered the significant irreversible environmental changes of the 
adopted General Plan in making its findings on the feasibility of the proposed mitigation 
measures in Section O. 
 
 
SECTION O.  
 
FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
  
The Final EIR sets forth environmental impacts of the project that would be significant in 
the absence of mitigation measures.  Pursuant to Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the discussion below provides findings of fact concerning each of the significant impacts, 
and the mitigation measures that will avoid or substantially lessen those impacts, identified 
in the EIR.  Impacts that are less-than significant are also identified.  Pursuant to Section 
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County is not required to adopt mitigation measures 
for impacts that are less than significant. 
 
For each impact identified in the EIR, the findings below identify the significance of the 
impact before mitigation, the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR for the impact (if 
significant) with any modifications made by the Board, and the significance of the impact 
with the adopted mitigation.  The text of each policy or implementation measure affected by 
a mitigation measure proposed in the EIR is set forth in full as it would appear if revised by 
the proposed mitigation measure.  The additional additions and deletions to those policies 
or implementation measures adopted by the Board are shown as strikethrough and 
underlined text.  The Board has also added implementation measures to implement the 
policies in the General Plan, including policies added or revised by mitigation measures.  
These measures are generally not set forth below except where they are the subject of the 
mitigation measure or clarify the effect of the associated policy. 
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The "Findings of Fact" for each significant impact sets forth the basis for the County's 
determination that the impact has been reduced to a less than significant level, or, if the 
impact remains significant, that there are no other feasible mitigation measures that would 
avoid or substantially reduce the severity of the impact.   The “Findings of Fact” set forth 
the basis for rejecting any identified mitigation measures or portions of mitigation measures 
as infeasible for social, economic, or other reasons. 
 
The adopted General Plan incorporates 68 of the 71 applicable mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR.   Of these, 47 were adopted with no substantive change.  The 
remaining 21 adopted measures were modified to provide clarifications, improve the 
measure’s efficacy, or make changes necessary to find that the measure is feasible.  The 
Board rejected 3 measures as infeasible for reasons documented herein. 
 
The EIR also identified alternatives that could avoid or reduce certain of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts remaining after mitigation.  The ability of the alternatives to reduce 
significant impacts is discussed generally under “Alternatives” below, and more specifically 
in the “Findings of Fact” under each impact.   Findings regarding the feasibility of these 
alternatives are set forth in section K above. 
 
The findings below identify all significant impacts that cannot feasibly be avoided or 
reduced to a less than significant level.  As required by CEQA, the County is adopting a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the economic, social, and other 
benefits of the Project that will render these significant effects acceptable.  See Exhibit A 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations).   
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
The alternatives analyzed in the EIR are summarized in Section K above.  As discussed 
in the EIR, most of the significant impacts identified in the EIR could be lessened by the 
project alternatives to varying degrees.  However, many of the policy differences among 
the alternatives have been eliminated through the incorporation of mitigation measures 
into the adopted General Plan.  The primary distinction between the alternatives after 
mitigation is in the distribution and overall level of development expected to occur as a 
result of their respective land use diagrams.  Accordingly, the degree to which the 
various alternatives would, after mitigation, lessen a significant impact will generally 
depend on whether the impact arises primarily from overall levels of development, or 
from the pattern and distribution of development. 
 
Overall Development.  For impacts affected mainly by overall development levels, the 
No Project alternative would generally be expected to reduce the impact the most at 
2025 and bulildout.  The land use diagram for this alternative together with the 
prohibition on most residential subdivisions makes this alternative the one with the 
lowest overall density and lowest population levels at buildout.   Alternative #7 
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(Roadway Constrained Eight-Lane), would result in essentially the same level of 
development as the No Project alternative, and would thus have the same effect on 
reducing impacts as the No Project alternative.  These would be followed by the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative.  The land use diagram for this 
alternative coupled with a cap on creation of new parcels would limit overall density and 
population levels to a point that is roughly half of the adopted General Plan at buildout.  
The Environmentally Constrained alternative is expected to result in similar levels of 
total development at 2025 as the adopted General Plan.  Because the land use diagram 
for this alternative includes fewer lands designated at high densities, however, it would 
have substantially less total development than the adopted plan at theoretical buildout.  
Alternative #11 (Transit Emphasis) is based on the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative and would have the same level of overall development.  Three of the 
alternatives – Alternatives #9 (Modified El Dorado Hills South of U.S. Highway 50),  #10 
(New White Rock Road Connection), and #12 (Compact Development) are “modular” in 
nature in that they could be applied to any of the base alternatives.  The features that 
distinguish these alternatives do not relate to overall levels of development.  
Accordingly, as applied to the adopted General Plan, these alternatives would not 
lessen impacts that arise solely from total development levels. 
 
Pattern of Development.  For impacts affected mainly by the pattern and distribution of 
development, the extent to which the alternatives provide environmental advantages 
over the adopted General Plan varies depending on the resource potentially impacted.  
In general, the No Project alternative and Alternative #7 will continue to result in the 
greatest reduction in impacts at 2025 and buildout due to their lower levels of 
development than any other alternative, followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” alternative, but the extent of the reduction is offset by the dispersed development 
pattern that would occur under these alternatives, especially at buildout, due to their 
subdivision restrictions.  The Environmentally Constrained alternative is projected to 
have approximately the same total development at 2025 as the adopted General Plan, 
but because this development would be concentrated in areas of existing development, 
fewer impacts to resources in the more rural areas of the County would occur, both at 
2025 and buildout.  Alternative #11 would have similar impacts as the Environmentally 
Constrained alternative, except that additional development would be shifted to the El 
Dorado Hills area to provide sufficient density for transit feasibility, increasing impacts in 
that area, but with a corresponding decrease in impacts to the more rural areas of the 
County that would not be served by transit. With respect to the modular alternatives, 
Alternative #9 would affect only the El Dorado Hills market area, increasing densities 
near existing development and decreasing densities in outlying areas within the El 
Dorado Hills area, thereby reducing impacts to those outlying areas.  Alternative #10 is 
focused on traffic impacts and would not result in any advantages from altered 
development patterns.  Alternative #12 would not change overall development levels of 
the base alternative it is combined with, but would shift development countywide away 
from outlying areas and toward areas of existing development, and would therefore 
reduce the impacts of development in outlying areas.  For comparative purposes, these 
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modular alternatives are assumed to be applied to the adopted General Plan.  An 
impact that would be lessened by one of these alternatives could be further reduced to 
the extent the alternative is combined with a base alternative that would also lessen the 
impact.  
 
Two of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR -- the 1996 General Plan alternative, which 
forms the basis for the adopted General Plan, and Alternative #5 (2001 General Plan) – 
offer no environmental advantages over the adopted General Plan in terms of either 
overall development levels or the distribution of development.  Accordingly, except as 
specified in the findings below, these alternatives would not lessen any of the 
environmental impacts of the adopted General Plan. 
 
These general descriptions of the relative environmental advantages of each alternative 
do not apply in all cases.  For example, for biological resources impacts, the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative would be environmentally superior to the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative, and equal or superior to the No 
Project alternative, because it would allow for the least amount of high or medium 
intensity uses in the biological resource areas of greatest importance.  In cases like this, 
the variation is discussed the findings for particular impacts below.  
 
LAND USE 
 
█ Impact 
5.1-1: Inconsistency with Applicable Plans and Policies of Other Agencies 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact  
5.1-2: Substantial Alteration or Degradation of Land Use Character in the County or 
Subareas 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures   
5.1-2: Create Distinct Community Separators 
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New Policy 2.5.1.3: The County shall develop a program that allows the maintenance of distinct 
separators between developed areas (Community Regions and Rural Centers). This program shall 
include the following elements: 
 
Parcel Analysis:  Areas between developed areas (Community Regions and Rural Centers) shall be 
analyzed to determine if they create inefficiencies for ongoing rural land uses. For instance, parcels that 
may be too small to support long-term agricultural shall be identified for potential consolidation. Areas 
within Community Regions and Rural Centers shall also be analyzed to identify opportunity sites where 
clustering of development may be appropriate, including increases in the allowable floor-to-area building 
ratio (FAR) in Community CentersRegions. 
 
Parcel Consolidation/Transfer of Development Rights (TDR):  A program to allow consolidation of parcels 
where appropriate shall be established. This shall include a TDR program that encourages transfer of 
development rights form the parcels to be consolidated to opportunity sites in Community 
CentersRegions and Rural CentersRegions.  The TDR program shall also allow for consideration of 
increasing the FARs at specific sites in Community Centers, as deemed appropriate. 
 
New Implementation Measure:  Develop and implement a program that addresses preservation of 
community separation, as outlined in Policy 2.5.1.3.  The program shall address provisions for a parcel 
analysis and parcel consolidation/transfer of development rights. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan, with minor modifications to the new policy to correct typographical errors in the 
original text.  The Board also added a new implementation measure to ensure 
implementation of this mitigation measure.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that 
would avoid or further reduce this impact. As explained in the EIR, with implementation of 
this mitigation measure, potential impacts to land use character would be reduced, but not 
to a less than significant level.  The County further finds that there are no additional 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which 
would reduce this impact to land use character (Impact 5.1-2) to a less than significant 
level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, this impact, after mitigation, is considered less than significant for 
the No Project, Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus,” and the Environmentally 
Constrained alternatives at 2025. Similar results through 2025 could be expected for 
Alternatives # 11 and #12, and, for impacts within the El Dorado Hills market area, 
Alternative # 9.  At buildout, all of the alternatives would lead to land use patterns that 
would blur the distinctions between communities and would therefore have a significant 
unavoidable impact. This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  However, 
the impact would be lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at the beginning 
of Section O for impacts affected by the pattern of development, except that the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative would be superior to the other equal-weight 
alternatives because it has the greatest amount of low intensity uses separating each 
Community Region and Rural Center. 
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To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.1-3: Creation of Substantial Land Use Incompatibility 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
 
5.1-3(a): Establish a General Plan Conformity Review Process for All Development Projects 
 
New Policy: Development involving any structure greater than 120 square feet in size or requiring a grading permit 
shall be permitted only upon a finding that the development is consistent with this General Plan and the requirements 
of all applicable County ordinances, policies, and regulations.  For projects that do not require approval of the 
Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, this finding shall be made by the Planning Director subject to review 
by the Planning Commission on appeal. 
 
New Implementation Measure: Establish a program for the prompt independent review by the County of development 
applications for General Plan consistency and compliance with applicable County ordinances, policies, and 
regulations.  The review shall include, but not be limited to: (1) the effects of the proposed project on biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, agriculture, visual, noise, and air quality; (2) the project’s compliance 
with the concurrency requirements of the General Plan pertaining to traffic infrastructure and the availability of water 
and other services; (3) risks of exposure to hazardous materials and conditions as a result of site development; and 
(4) a determination as to whether the project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act.  In 
lieu of requiring detailed resource assessments as part of initial applications, the County shall establish a program for 
preliminary site inspections by qualified professionals employed or retained by the County to determine the need (if 
any) for specific resource evaluations required to complete this review. 
 
OR 
 
Alternative New Policy 2.2.5.20: Development involving any structure greater than 120 square feet in size or requiring 
a grading permit shall be permitted only upon a finding that the development is consistent with this General Plan and 
the requirements of all applicable County ordinances, policies, and regulations.  For projects that do not require the 
approval of the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors this requirement shall be satisfied by information 
supplied by the applicant demonstrating compliance. 
 
Alternative New Implementation Measure LU-C: Establish performance standards to be included in the Zoning 
Ordinance to allow applicants for ministerial projects to demonstrate compliance with General Plan policies and with 
other applicable County ordinances, policies, and regulations.  Until such time as these standards are developed, the 
Planning Director shall review information submitted by the applicant to ascertain compliance.  The review shall 
include, but not be limited to: (1) the effects of the proposed project on biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology and soils, agriculture, visual, noise, and air quality; (2) the project’s compliance with the concurrency 
requirements of the General Plan pertaining to traffic infrastructure and the availability of water and other services; (3) 
risks of exposure to hazardous materials and conditions as a result of site development; and (4) a determination as to 
whether the project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act.  In lieu of requiring detailed 
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resource assessments as part of initial applications, the Planning Director may establish a program for preliminary 
site inspections by qualified professionals employed or retained by the County to determine the need (if any) for 
specific resource evaluations required to complete this review. 
 
5.1-3(b): Require Development Projects to Be Located and Designed in a Manner That Avoids Adjacent Incompatible 
Land Uses 
 
New Policy 2.2.5.21: Development projects shall be located and designed in a manner that avoids incompatibility with 
adjoining land uses that are permitted by the policies in effect at the time the development project is proposed.  
Development projects that are potentially incompatible with existing adjoining uses shall be designed in a manner that 
avoids any incompatibility or shall be located on a different site. 
 
New Implementation Measure LU-D: Revise the Zoning Ordinance to ensure that all uses permitted by right in any 
zoning district are compatible.  Allow potentially incompatible uses subject to a discretionary review process with 
performance standards designed to ensure appropriate separation of incompatible uses.  Include in the Zoning 
Ordinance a requirement that any project located adjacent to an existing sensitive land use shall be required to avoid 
impacts on the existing use. 
 
New Policy 2.2.5.22:  Schools and other public buildings and facilities shall be directed to Community Regions and Rural 
Centers where feasible and shall be considered compatible outside of Community Regions and Rural Centers when 
facilities will be located and designed in a manner that avoids any substantial incompatibility with land uses permitted on 
adjoining lands.  
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) provided two options 
for a new General Plan policy and implementation measure, either of which would provide 
a mechanism to review projects for compliance with applicable General Plan and other 
County policies.  The Board adopted the “alternative” new policy and implementation 
measure proposed by Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a), which requires a General Plan 
consistency finding for projects involving structures of greater than 120 square feet or 
projects requiring a grading permit, the development of performance standards for 
ministerial projects to demonstrate such compliance, and an interim review process prior to 
the establishment of performance standards.  The Board also adopted new Policy 2.2.5.22, 
which is based on proposed Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) for the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternatives, as modified by the 
Planning Commission.  The policy directs schools and other public buildings and facilities 
to Community Regions and Rural Centers where feasible, and considers them compatible 
in Rural Regions only if they can be located and designed in a manner that avoids 
substantial incompatibilities with adjoining land uses.  The Board finds that the chosen 
alternative Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a), in combination with Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
and new Policy 2.2.5.22, would reduce land use compatibility impacts (Impact 5.1-3) to a 
less than significant level. 
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█ Impact 
5.1-4: Need for Replacement Housing 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
 
█ Impact 
5.2-1:  Potential for Conversion of Important Farmland, Grazing Land, Land Currently in 
Agricultural Production or for Conflict that Results in Cancellation of a Williamson Act 
Contract 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.2-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.2-1(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.2-1(c): Identify Acceptable Mitigation for Loss of Agricultural Land 
 
Revised Policy 8.1.3.4:  A threshold of significance for loss of agricultural land shall be established by the Agriculture 
Department and the Planning Department, with opportunity for public comment before adoption, to be used in rezone 
applications requesting conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural lands, based on the California LESA 
system. For projects found to have a significant impact, mitigation shall include 1:1 replacement or conservation for 
loss of agricultural land in active production and/or 1:1 replacement or conservation for land identified as suitable for 
agricultural production.  A monitoring program should be established to be overseen by the Agricultural Department. 
 
5.2-1(d): Provide Additional Protection of Agricultural Use 

Revised Policy 8.1.3.2:  Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agricultural zoned lands within designated 
agricultural districts shall provide a minimum setback of 200 feet from the boundary of the agriculturally zoned lands.  

Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agriculturally zoned land outside of designated Agricultural Districts shall 
provide a minimum setback of 200 feet on parcels 10 acres or larger. 

The County shallThe implementing ordinance shall contain provisions for Administrative relief to these setbacks, 
where appropriate, and may impose larger than 200-foot setbacks where needed to protect agricultural resources.  
Administrative relief to these setbacks may be granted when reasonable use of the property would otherwise be 
denied. 

Revised Policy 8.1.4.1 The County Agricultural Commission shall review all discretionary development applications 
and the location of proposed public facilities involving land zoned for or designated agriculture, or lands adjacent to 
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such lands, and shall make recommendations to the reviewing authority. Before granting approval, a determination 
shall be made by the approving authority that the proposed use:  

 
A. Will not intensify existing conflicts or add new conflicts between adjacent residential areas and agricultural 
activities; and 
 
B. Will not create an island effect wherein agricultural lands located between the project site and other non-
agricultural lands will be negatively affected; and 
 
C.  Will not significantly reduce or destroy the buffering effect of existing large parcel sizes adjacent to agricultural 
lands. 
 
5.2-1(e): Provide Adequate Agricultural Setbacks 
 
New Policy 8.2.2.5:  New parcels adjacent to parcels zoned for agriculture shall not be created unless the size of the 
parcel is large enough to allow for an adequate setback from the surrounding agricultural parcels for any incompatible 
uses. 

5.2-1(f): Require Agricultural Fencing on Adjacent Residential Property 
 
New Policy 8.2.2.6:  Residential uses that are established adjoining grazing land shall have agricultural fencing per 
County Standards. 

Review the Zoning Ordinance to identify revisions that accomplish the following: 

New Implementation Measure AF-A(F):  Standards for the construction of agricultural fencing on residential parcels 
adjacent to grazing lands. 

 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures, as modified by 
the above strikethroughs and text additions, into the General Plan.  As explained in the 
EIR, with implementation of these mitigation measures, the potential impact related to the 
conversion of important farmland (Impact 5.2-1) would be reduced, but not to a less than 
significant level.  The Board finds that the revisions made to Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(d) 
would not reduce the effectiveness of this measure.   The setback requirement in Policy 
8.1.3.2 was expanded to apply to all agricultural zoned lands and not only those within 
designated agricultural districts, which will improve its effectiveness. The provision for 
administrative relief in cases where reasonable use of the property would otherwise be 
denied was revised to recognize that there may be other circumstances (e.g., based on the 
nature of the agricultural use at issue, the particular adjacent land use proposed, the 
topography of the property, or other factors) in which the full 200 foot setback is not 
required to avoid compatibility impacts.  The revisions do not alter the ability of the County 
to require setbacks sufficient to protect agricultural resources. 
 
The Board further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.2-1 a less 
than significant level.  The Board considered a mitigation measure proposed in the 1996 
EIR that would have established a minimum parcel size of 20 acres for lands adjacent to 
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grazing lands to mitigate potential incompatibility impacts.  As discussed in section 5.2 of 
the current EIR, a 20-acre parcel size is not always necessary to avoid conflicts with 
adjacent grazing lands, nor is it always sufficient.  Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(d), as modified 
and incorporated into the adopted General Plan, would require that agriculturally 
incompatible uses adjacent to agricultural zoned lands within agriculturally zoned lands or 
within a designated Agricultural District provide a minimum setback of 200 feet, or greater if 
necessary based on site-specific conditions.  To ensure that new subdvision does not 
compromise the effectiveness of this measure, adopted Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(e) would 
prohibit the creation of new parcels adjacent to designated agricultural lands unless the 
size of the parcel is large enough to allow for an adequate setback from the surrounding 
agricultural parcels for any incompatible uses.  In addition, adopted Mitigation Measure 5.2-
1(f) would require residential uses adjoining agricultural lands to install agricultural fencing 
to reduce the potential for livestock harassment.  Together, these measures would be more 
effective than a blanket 20-acre minimum parcel size in avoiding potential land use conflicts 
with grazing activities. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, the project alternatives would also result in significant and 
unavoidable residual impacts with respect to Impact 5.2-1.  However, the severity of the 
impact at 2025 would be lessened in the manner described at the beginning of Section O 
for impacts affected by the pattern of development, except that the Environmentally 
Constrained alternative would be environmentally superior to the other equal-weight 
alternatives due to the land use diagram associated with this alternative which authorizes 
less development in Rural Regions.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that 
none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.2-2:  Potential for Ranch Marketing, Winery, and Visitor-Serving Activities to Remove 
Substantial Areas of Agricultural Land from Production 
 
Significance Before  Mitigation --  Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.2-2: Limit Extent of Ranch Marketing Activities, Wineries, and Other Agricultural Promotional Uses within 
Agricultural Designations and Require Compatibility Review 
 
Revised Policy 8.2.4.3: Visitor serving uses may include but are not limited to: recreational fishing, camping, stables 
and other similar uses, lodging facilities, and campgrounds. 
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New Policy 8.2.4.4:  Ranch marketing, winery, and visitor-serving uses (agricultural promotional uses) are permitted 
on agricultural parcels, subject to a compatibility review to ensure that the establishment of the use is secondary and 
subordinate to the agricultural use and will have no significant adverse effect on agricultural production on 
surrounding properties.  Such ranch marketing uses must be on parcels of 10 acres or more; the parcel must have a 
minimum of 5 acres of permanent agricultural crop in production or 10 acres of annual crop in production that are 
properly maintained.  These uses cannot occupy more than 5 acres or 50% of the parcel, whichever is less.  
 
New Policy 8.2.4.5:  The County shall support visitor-serving ranch marketing activities on agricultural land, provided 
such uses do not detract from or diminish the agricultural use of said land. 
 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less than Significant. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure, as modified by 
the additional text, into the General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, the mitigation measure 
as proposed in the EIR would reduce agricultural impacts from marketing activities (Impact 
5.2-2) to a less than significant level.  The Board finds that the revisions made to the new 
policies set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 will not diminish and may improve the 
effectiveness of this measure by ensuring that marketing activities on agricultural land are 
secondary to agricultural uses, thereby protecting agricultural production.  Therefore, the 
Board finds that such mitigation will lessen Impact 5.2-2 to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.2-3: Inconsistent Level of Protection for Agricultural Operations based on Location in 
Identified Agricultural Areas 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.2-3: Incorporate Productive and Suitable Agricultural Land into Agricultural Districts 
 
New Policy 8.1.1.7:  All agricultural lands in active production or determined by the Agricultural Commission to be 
suitable for production shall be incorporated into an Agricultural District following suitability review. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the adopted 
General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, this mitigation measure would reduce agricultural 
impacts from inconsistent protection of agricultural operations (Impact 5.2-3) to a less than 
significant level.  Therefore, the Board finds that such mitigation will lessen Impact 5.2-3 
to a less than significant level. 
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█ Impact 
5.2-4:  Conversion of Timberland, Including Lands Currently in Timber Production and 
Lands Zoned for Timber Production, to Nonforestry Uses 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
█ Impact 
5.3-1:  Degradation of the Quality of Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.3-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.3-1(b): Protect Views from Scenic Corridors 
 
Revised Policy 2.6.1.1:  A Scenic Corridor Ordinance shall be prepared and adopted for the purpose of establishing 
standards for the protection of identified scenic local roads and State highways.  The ordinance shall incorporate 
standards that address at a minimum the following: 
 
* * * 
 
H. Placement of public utility distribution and transmission facilities and wireless communication structures; 
 
I. A program for visual resource management for various landscape types, including guidelines for and restrictions 

on ridgeline development; 
 
* * * 
 
Revised Policy 2.6.1.3:  Until such time as the Scenic Corridor Ordinance is adopted, the County shall review all 
projects within designated State Scenic Highway corridors for compliance with State criteria. Discretionary projects 
reviewed prior to the adoption of the Scenic Corridor Ordinance that would be visible from any of the important public 
scenic viewpoints identified in Table 5.3-1 and Exhibit 5.3-1 of the El Dorado County General Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, shall be subject to design review, and all policies relating to the protection of scenic 
corridors Policies 2.6.1.4, 2.6.1.5, and 2.6.1.6 shall be applicable to such projects until scenic corridors have been 
established. 
 
Revised Policy 2.6.1.6:  A Scenic Corridor (-SC) Combining Zone District shall be applied to all lands within an 
identified scenic corridor. Community participation shall be encouraged in identifying those corridors and developing 
the regulations.   
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Delete Policies 2.6.1.7 and 5.6.1.3. 
 
5.3-1(c): Extend Limitations on Ridgeline Development within Scenic Corridors or Identified Viewing Locations to 
Include All Development 
 
Revised Policy 2.6.1.5:  All development on ridgelines shall be reviewed by the County for potential impacts on visual 
resources.  Visual impacts will be assessed and may require methods such as setbacks, screening, low-glare or 
directed lighting, automatic light shutoffs, and external color schemes that blend with the surroundings in order to 
avoid visual breaks to the skyline. 
 
5.3-1(d): Nominate SR 49 for Scenic Highway Designation 
 
New Policy 2.6.1.8.  The County shall nominate SR 49 (segments in El Dorado County) for designation by Caltrans as 
a State Scenic Highway.  In addition to the items referenced in Policy 2.6.1.1, the Scenic Corridor Ordinance shall 
consider those portions of Highway 49 through El Dorado County that are appropriate for scenic highway designation 
and pursue nomination as such by Caltrans. 
 
New Implementation Measure LU-J  Pursuant to the California Department of Transportation procedures, prepare 
documentation in support of having that segment of State Route 49 within El Dorado County identified as a State 
Scenic Highway.  
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures, as modified by 
the above strikethroughs and additions to text, into the General Plan.  As explained in the 
EIR, these mitigation measures would reduce visual impacts to scenic vistas and 
resources (Impact 5.3-1) to a less than significant level. 
 
The Board finds that the revisions made to the Policy 2.6.1.3 set forth by Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-1(b) would not alter the effectiveness of this measure because they are 
editorial and provide clarification, eliminating redundancies with existing policies in the 
adopted General Plan.  
 
The Board finds that the revisions made to the new policy set forth in Mitigation Measure 
5.3-1(d), together with new implementation measure LU-J, would not alter the 
effectiveness of this measure.  The modified policy preserves the measure’s goal of 
ensuring that the County seek nomination of those portions of State Route 49 for State 
Scenic Highway designation that meet applicable scenic criteria for such nomination, but 
recognizes that there are several portions of the road that may not meet those criteria.  
Between the Town of El Dorado and the city limits of Placerville, for example, the road 
passes through several main street areas and areas that are predominantly residential, 
commercial, and industrial in nature.  In view of these visual intrusions, these areas may 
not meet the Caltrans criteria for nomination.  (See Guidelines for the Official Designation 
of Scenic Highways, California Department of Transportation, March 1996). The revision to 
Measure 5.3-1(d) simply limits the requirement to seek nomination to those portions of SR 
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49 that are appropriate for scenic highway designation under applicable criteria and will not 
affect the ultimate extent of any designation that may be approved by Caltrans.  
 
The Board accordingly finds that the incorporation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-1(a) 
through (d), as modified, into the adopted General Plan will lessen this potentially 
significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.3-2:  Degradation of Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Area or Region 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.3-2: Design New Streets and Improvements to Minimize Effects on Rural Character to the Extent Possible 
 
New Policy TC-1w:  New streets and improvements to existing rural roads necessitated by new development shall be 
designed to minimize visual impacts, preserve rural character, and ensure neighborhood quality to the maximum 
extent possible consistent with the needs of emergency access, on-street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian 
safety. 
 
New Implementation Measure TC-U:  Revise the County Design Improvement Standards Manual to allow for 
narrower streets and roadways.  The standards should recognize the need to minimize visual impacts, preserve rural 
character, and ensure neighborhood quality to the maximum extent possible consistent with the needs of emergency 
access, on-street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the adopted 
General Plan.  The new policy will reduce the impacts on rural character and neighborhood 
quality by imposing design requirements on new streets and improvements to existing 
rural roads that are necessitated by new development.  Such improvements must be 
designed to minimize visual impacts, preserve rural character, and ensure 
neighborhood quality to the maximum extent possible consistent with the needs of 
emergency access, on street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety.  The policy 
will be implemented through a revision of the County’s Design Improvement Standards 
Manual to allow for narrower streets and roadways. The EIR identifies no additional 
measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  The Board finds that reduction of 
street width standards without consideration of the needs of emergency access, on-street 
parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety is not feasible. As explained in the EIR, with 
implementation of this mitigation measure, this potential impact on existing visual character 
(Impact 5.3-2) would be reduced, but would remain significant.  The County further finds 
that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board 
could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.3-2 to a less than significant level.    
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As discussed in the EIR, the residual impact from the No Project and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternatives and Alternative #7 would be less than significant 
at 2025.  This is because the subdivision restrictions in these Alternatives coupled with 
projected development patterns are expected to result in a lesser amount of development.  
The EIR also notes that the impact of the Environmentally Constrained alternative, while 
being significant and unavoidable at 2025, would be less severe than the adopted General 
Plan.  This is due to the land use diagram associated with this alternative, which authorizes 
less development in Rural Regions.  The impact would also remain significant for the 
remaining comparative alternatives at 2025, and all of the alternatives at buildout, but the 
impact would be lessened in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for 
impacts affected by the pattern of development.  However, as set forth in Section K above, 
the Board finds that none of the alternatives are feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.3-3: Creation of New Sources of Substantial Light or Glare that Would Adversely 
Affect Daytime or Nighttime Views 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.3-3(a), Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.3-3(b): Consider Lighting Design Features to Reduce Effects of Nighttime Lighting 
 

Revised Policy 2.8.1.1.  Include standards, consistent with prudent safety practices for outdoor lighting to 
reduce high intensity nighttime lighting and glare in the update of the County Zoning Ordinance.  
Consideration will be given to design features, namely directional shielding for street lighting, parking lot 
lighting, and other significant lighting sources, that could reduce effects from nighttime lighting.  In addition, 
consideration will be given to the use of automatic shutoffs or motion sensors for lighting features in rural 
areas to further reduce excess nighttime light.   Development shall limit excess nighttime light and glare from 
parking area lighting, signage, and buildings.  Consideration will be given to design features, namely 
directional shielding for street lighting, parking lot lighting, sport field lighting, and other significant light 
sources, that could reduce effects from nighttime lighting.  In addition, consideration will be given to the use 
of automatic shutoffs or motion sensors for lighting features in rural area to further reduce excess nighttime 
light.  

 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure, as modified by 
the above strikethroughs and additions to text, into the General Plan.  As explained in the 
EIR, this mitigation measure would reduce visual impacts to daytime or nighttime views 
(Impact 5.3-3) to a less than significant level.  The Board finds that the revisions made to 
the Policy 2.8.1.1 set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(b) would not alter the effectiveness 
of this measure.  The revisions add a policy statement requiring development to limit 
excess nighttime light and glare.  The revisions also add sport field lighting to the list of 
examples of “significant light sources” for which directional shielding and other design 
features are to be considered. The deleted language relating to updating the Zoning 
Ordinance is unnecessary in light of Implementation Measure LU-A, which is designed to 
strengthen limitations on light and glare.  The remainder of the policy is unchanged.  
Because the modification does not alter the substance of the policy, the Board finds that 
such mitigation will lessen this potentially significant impact to a less than significant 
level. 
 
 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION    
 
█ Impact 
5.4-1: Potential Inconsistencies with LOS Policies 
 
Significance Before Mitigation:  Significant 
 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implement one or more of the following mitigation measures: 
 
5.4-1(a): Amend the Circulation Diagram to Include a New Arterial Roadway from El Dorado Hills Business Park to 
U.S. 50 
 
New Policy TC-1u: The County shall amend the circulation diagram to include a new arterial roadway from the west 
side of the El Dorado Hills Business Park to U.S. 50. 
 
New Implementation Measure TC-V(1): Work with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), 
Sacramento County and the City of Folsom to identify potential alignments for a new arterial roadway from the west 
side of El Dorado Hills Business Park to U.S. Highway 50. 
 
OR 
 
5.4-1(b):  Add New Growth Control Implementation Measure 
 
New Policy TC-1y:  Development through 2025, within Traffic Analysis Zones 148 and 344, shall be conditioned so 
that a cap of 10,045 full-time employees is not exceeded, unless it can be demonstrated that a higher number of 
employees would not violate established level of service standards.   
 
New Implementation Measure TC-V(2):  The County shall implement a growth control mechanism for all new 
discretionary and ministerial development (which includes approved development that has not yet been built) that 
would access Latrobe Road or White Rock Road.  This mechanism shall be designed to ensure that the 2025 p.m. 
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peak-hour volumes on El Dorado Hills Boulevard, Latrobe Road, and White Rock Road do not exceed the minimum 
acceptable LOS thresholds defined in Policies TC-1c, TC-1d, TC-Xa through TC-Xe and TC-1f with the circulation 
diagram improvements assumed in place.  As such, the measure should consider a variety of methods that control or 
limit growth and the resulting traffic. including, but not limited to, the acquisition of development rights, incentives or 
disincentives not to travel during peak hours on affected roadways, and changes in allowed development intensities.  
The County shall monitor peak-hour traffic volumes and LOS beyond 2025 and, if necessary, shall implement growth 
control mechanisms in any part of the county where the LOS thresholds defined in the General Plan policies listed 
above cannot be maintained. 
 
OR 
 
5.4-1(c):  Expand List of Roadway Segments Operating at LOS F 
 
Revised Policy TC-1c:  The County shall adopt a roadway plan consistent with planned land use and shall maintain 
an operating Level of Service of "E" or better on all roadways, consistent with Objective 3.5.1.   
 
New Implementation Measure: Amend Table TC-2 to include the following roadway segments, which are projected to 
operate at LOS F in 2025: 

 
Latrobe Road (PM Peak Hour) 

Carson Creek to White Rock Road (Max. V/C 1.19) 
White Rock Road to U.S. Highway 50 (Max V/C 1.20) 
 

White Rock Road (PM Peak Hour) 
Manchester Drive to Latrobe Road (Max V/C 1.13) 

 
OR 
 
5.4-1(d):   Amend the Circulation Diagram to Include a Frequent Transit Service on Exclusive Right-of-Way to the El 
Dorado Hills Business Park 
 
New Policy TC-1v:  The County shall modify consider modification of  the circulation diagram to include a frequent 
transit service operating on exclusive right-of-way to the El Dorado Hills Business Park from residential communities 
in El Dorado County and from the City of Folsom. 
 
New Implementation Measure TC-V(3): Identify right-of-way needed for potential establishment of a frequent transit 
service operating on exclusive right-of-way to the El Dorado Hills Business Park from residential communities in El 
Dorado County and from the City of Folsom. Consider modification of the Modify Circulation Map to include the 
identified right-of-way. 
 
OR 
 
5.4-1(e):  Amend the General Plan Circulation Element in each of the General Plan alternatives to: (1) apply Measure 
Y policies through 2008; (2) provide for the possible readoption of those policies in 2008; (3) provide alternative level 
of service and concurrency policies that will take effect in 2009 if the Measure Y policies are not extended; and (4) 
require a detailed traffic monitoring and development review program to ensure that new development does not lead 
to traffic levels that violate the applicable level of service standards. 
 
New Policy:  In the Goals and Policies section, delete policies TC-1c through TC-1j (including Table TC-2). 
 
New Goal and Policies:  Insert the following after policy TC-1t: 
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LEVELS OF SERVICE AND CONCURRENCY 

In 1998 El Dorado County voters adopted an initiative measure known as Measure Y, the “Control Traffic Congestion 
Initiative.”  The initiative added several policies to the former General Plan intended to require new development to 
fully pay its way to prevent traffic congestion from worsening in the County.  The initiative provided that the new 
policies should remain in effect for ten years and that the voters should be given the opportunity to readopt those 
policies for an additional 10 years.  The policies in this section reflect the voters’ intent in adopting Measure Y by (1) 
applying the Measure Y policies through 2008, (2) providing for the possible readoption of those policies in 2008, and 
(3) providing alternative policies that will take effect in 2009 if the Measure Y policies are not extended. 
 
GOAL TC-X:  To coordinate planning and implementation of roadway improvements with new development to 
maintain adequate levels of service on County roads. 
 
Policy TC-Xa:  The following policies shall remain in effect until December 31, 2008 unless extended by the voters 
prior to that time  
 
1. Traffic from residential development projects of five or more units or parcels of land shall not result in, or worsen, 

Level of Service F (gridlock, stop-and-go) traffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway, 
road, interchange or intersection in the unincorporated areas of the county.  

 
2. The County shall not add any additional segments of U.S. Highway 50, or any other highways and roads, to the 

County’s list of roads (shown in Table TC-2) that are allowed to operate at Level of Service F without first getting 
the voters’ approval. 

 
3. Developer-paid traffic impact fees shall fully pay for building all necessary road capacity improvements to fully 

offset and mitigate all direct and cumulative traffic impacts from new development upon any highways, arterial 
roads and their intersections during weekday, peak-hour periods in unincorporated areas of the county. 

 
4. County tax revenues shall not be used in any way to pay for building road capacity improvements to offset traffic 

impacts from new development projects.  Exceptions are allowed if county voters first give their approval. 
 
5. Before giving approval of any kind to a residential development project of five or more units or parcels of land, the 

County shall make a finding that the project complies with the policies above.  If this finding cannot be made, then 
the County shall not approve the project in order to protect the public’s health and safety as provided by state law 
to assure that safe and adequate roads and highways are in place as such development occurs. 

 
 

TABLE TC-2 
El Dorado County Roads Allowed to Operate at Level of Service F1 

Road Segment(s) Max. V/C2 

Cambridge Road Country Club Drive to Oxford Road 1.07 

Cameron Park Drive  Robin Lane to Coach Lane 1.11 

U.S. Highway 50 to Mother Lode Drive 1.12 Missouri Flat Road 

Mother Lode Drive to China Garden 
Road 1.20 

Pleasant Valley Road El Dorado Road to State Route 49 1.28 

Canal Street to junction of State Route 
49 (Spring Street) 1.25 

Junction of State Route 49 (Spring 
Street) to Coloma Street 1.59 

Coloma Street to Bedford Avenue 1.61 

U.S. Highway 50 

Bedford Avenue to beginning of freeway 1.73 
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TABLE TC-2 
El Dorado County Roads Allowed to Operate at Level of Service F1 

Road Segment(s) Max. V/C2 

Beginning of freeway to Washington 
overhead 1.16  

Ice House Road to Echo Lake 1.16 

Pacific/Sacramento Street to new four-
lane section 

1.31 

U.S. Highway 50 to State Route 193 1.32 

State Route 49 

State Route 193 to county line 1.51 

Notes: 
1Roads improved to their maximum width given right-of-way and physical limitations. 
2Volume to Capacity ratio. 

 
 
Policy TC-Xb:  To ensure that potential development in the County does not exceed available roadway capacity, the 
County shall: 
 
A. Prepare an annual  Capital  Improvement Program (CIP) specifying roadway improvements to be completed 

within the next 10 years to ensure compliance with all applicable level of service and other standards in this plan, 
identifying improvements expected to be required within the next 20 years, and specifying funding sources 
sufficient to develop the improvements identified in the 10 year plan; 

 
B. Annually monitor traffic volumes on the county’s major roadway system depicted in the Circulation Diagram; and 
 
C. Review development proposals to ensure that the development would not generate traffic in excess of that 

contemplated by the Capital Improvement Program for the next ten years or cause levels of service on any 
affected roadway segments to fall below the levels specified in this plan. 

 
Policy TC-Xc:  The following policies shall take effect upon the expiration of the policies in Policy TC-Xa 

 
1. Traffic from residential development projects shall not result in, or worsen, Level of Service F (gridlock, stop-and-

go) traffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway, road, interchange or intersection in the 
unincorporated areas of the county except as specified in Table TC-3.  

 
2. Additional segments of U.S. Highway 50 and other highways and roads may be added to Table TC-3 only upon 

approval of a majority of the Board of Supervisors. 
 

3. Developer-paid traffic impact fees shall pay for the portion of road capacity improvements, which would not be 
paid for through other County revenue sources, necessary to offset and mitigate the traffic impacts reasonably 
attributable to new development upon any highways, arterial roads and their intersections during weekday, peak-
hour periods in unincorporated areas of the county. 

 
4. County tax revenues shall not be used in any way to pay for building road capacity improvements to offset traffic 

impacts from new development projects.  Exceptions are allowed if county voters first give their approval. 
 

 
TABLE TC-3 

El Dorado County Roads Allowed to Operate at Level of Service F1 

Road Segment(s) Max. V/C2 

Carson Creek to White Rock Road 1.19 Latrobe Road 

White Rock Road to U.S. Highway 50 1.20 
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TABLE TC-3 
El Dorado County Roads Allowed to Operate at Level of Service F1 

Road Segment(s) Max. V/C2 

White Rock Road County Line to Latrobe Road 1.13 

Canal Street to junction of State Route 49 (Spring 
Street) 1.23 

Bedford Avenue to beginning of freeway 1.13 

Beginning of freeway to Washington overhead 1.13 

U.S. Highway 50 

Ice House Road to Echo Lake 1.03 

Notes: 
1Roads improved to their maximum width given right-of-way and physical limitations. 
2Volume to Capacity ratio. 

 
 
Policy TC-Xd:  Level of Service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state highways within the unincorporated 
areas of the county shall not be worse than LOS E in the Community Regions or LOS D in the Rural Centers and 
Rural Regions except as specified in Table TC-2 or, after December 31, 2008 per Table TC-3.  The volume to 
capacity ratio of the roadway segments listed in Tables TC-2 and TC-3 as applicable shall not exceed the ratio 
specified in that table.  Level of Service will be as defined in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board, National Research Council) and calculated using the methodologies contained in 
that manual.  Analysis periods shall be based on the professional judgment of the Department of Transportation 
which shall consider periods including, but not limited to, Weekday Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM Peak Hour, and 
PM Peak hour traffic volumes. 
 
Policy TC-Xe:  For the purposes of this Transportation and Circulation Element, “worsen” is defined as any of the 
following number of project trips using a road facility at the time of issuance of a use and occupancy permit for the 
development project: 

 
A. a 2 percent increase in traffic during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, or daily, or 
B. the addition of 100 or more daily trips, or 
C. the addition of 10 or more trips during the a.m. peak hour or the p.m. peak hour. 
 
Policy TC-Xf:  Prior to issuance of any building permits occupancy for development that worsens (defined as a project 
that triggers Policy TC-Xe [A] or [B] or [C]) traffic on the County road system, the developer shall do one of the 
following: (1) construct all road improvements necessary to regional and local roads needed to maintain or attain 
Level of Service standards detailed in this Transportation and Circulation Element; or (2) ensure adequate funding is 
encumbered identified and available for the necessary road improvements and those projects are programmed.  The 
determination of compliance with this requirement shall be based on existing traffic plus traffic generated from the 
project and from other reasonably foreseeable projects. 
 
Policy TC-Xg:  Each development project shall dedicate right-of-way and construct or fund improvements necessary 
to mitigate the effects of traffic from the project. The County shall require an analysis of impacts of traffic from the 
development project, including impacts from truck traffic, and require dedication of needed right-of-way and 
construction of road facilities as a condition of the development.  For road improvements that provide significant 
benefit to other development, the County may allow a project to fund its fair share of improvement costs through 
traffic impact fees or receive reimbursement from impact fees for construction of improvements beyond the project’s 
fair share.  The amount and timing of reimbursements shall be determined by the County. 
 
Policy TC-Xh:  All subdivisions shall be conditioned to pay the traffic impact fees in effect at the time a building permit 
is issued for any parcel created by the subdivision.  Until such time as updated traffic impact fees are adopted 
pursuant to this General Plan, any subdivisions will be required to either (1) execute an agreement agreeing to pay 
the higher fees, even after building permits have been issued or (2) have a notice of restriction placed on the final 
map prohibiting the issuance of building permits until the updated traffic impact fees are adopted.   
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Policy TC-Xi:  The planning for the widening of U.S. Highway 50, consistent with the policies of this General Plan, 
shall be a priority of the County.  The County shall coordinate with other affected agencies, such as the City of 
Folsom, the County of Sacramento and Sacramento Area Council Of Governments (SACOG) to ensure that U.S. 
Highway 50 capacity enhancing projects are coordinated with these agencies with the goal of delivering these projects 
on a schedule to meet the requirements of the policies of this General Plan. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
 
The Circulation Element in the adopted General Plan is based on the policies set forth in 
the Circulation Element of the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  These policies 
contain a number of differences with the policies in the 1996 General Plan alternative 
Circulation Element, including different LOS standards.  The LOS standards in the adopted 
General Plan are LOS E in Community Regions and LOS D in rural areas, whereas the 
1996 General Plan alternative had required that certain roadways maintain an LOS of C or 
better.  The 1996 General Plan alternative LOS policies would have required the widening 
of a greater number of roadway segments, resulting in an increase in infrastructure costs 
as well as secondary impacts associated with such widening.  In addition, a number of new 
policies were added to the Circulation Element of the adopted General Plan, including 
Policy TC-1y, which conditions new development in Traffic Analysis Zones 148 and 344 on 
a cap of 10,045 full-time employees.  This policy is designed to limit traffic on Latrobe Road 
and White Rock Road generated by the El Dorado Hills Business Park to levels that can be 
accommodated by those roads consistent with LOS standards. 
 
To determine the circulation diagram needed for the proposed General Plan in light of the 
proposed LOS standards and Business Park cap, additional traffic modeling and analysis 
was performed. (See Ronald T. Milam, Fehr & Peers, Technical Memorandum re: Modified 
1996 General Plan Alternative Modeling (July 7, 2004) attached to EDAW, Environmental 
Assessment of Policy Modifications, July 2004).  This analysis concluded that, compared 
with the circulation diagram in the 1996 General Plan Alternative, the number of lanes 
required to meet the adopted LOS policies could be reduced for 20 roadway segments, 
and one additional segment could be altered from a 4-lane Divided to a 4-lane Undivided 
road.  The analysis further determined that the LOS standard exceedances identified in the 
EIR for the 1996 General Plan alternative and the Environmentally Constrained alternative, 
including exceedances on three segments of Latrobe Road and White Rock Road that 
were common to both alternatives, would be eliminated with the proposed policy changes 
and revised circulation diagram.  The circulation diagram recommended in the analysis, 
which included reduced lanes on 15 of the 20 identified roadway segments, was 
incorporated into the adopted General Plan.   
 
The DEIR proposed four alternative mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant 
impacts related to potential inconsistencies with LOS policies (Impact 5.4-1), and a fifth 
measure was proposed in the Response to Comments document.  Three of the five 
measures (Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(b), (c), and (e)) were found to be sufficient by 
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themselves to reduce Impact 5.4-1 to a less than significant level under both the 1996 
General Plan alternative and the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  The adopted 
General Plan incorporates Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) and modified versions of 5.4-1(b), 
5.4-1(d) and 5.4-1(e), as set forth above.  The Board chose not to adopt Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-1(c), which would have revised the LOS policies to allow more roadway 
segments to decline to LOS F.    
 
In adopting a modified version of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b), which calls for a mechanism 
to ensure that new discretionary and ministerial development do not result in traffic on El 
Dorado Hills Boulevard, Latrobe Road, and White Rock Road in excess of that allowed by 
applicable LOS standards, the Board added New Policy TC-1y.  As  discussed above, with 
the inclusion of the employee cap imposed by New Policy TC-1y, the adopted General 
Plan will not result in any exceedances of applicable LOS standards.  The cap would result 
in less traffic on Latrobe and White Rock Roads, changing their projected 2025 LOS 
ratings from LOS F to LOS D, and would eliminate all other exceedances of LOS 
standards.  Accordingly, this measure would eliminate the significant impact.  The 
incorporation of the other proposed measures (Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) and modified 
Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(d) and (e)), though not required to mitigate the impact, will 
further reduce traffic impacts. The Board finds that the adopted mitigation will lessen 
Impact 5.4-1 to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.4-2: Increase in Daily and Peak Hour Traffic 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.4-2: Implement 1996 General Plan Alternative Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a), 5.4-1(b), or 5.4-1(d)   
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
As discussed in the previous finding, the traffic impacts of the adopted General Plan were 
analyzed in a technical memorandum prepared by the EIR traffic consultant. Ronald T. 
Milam, Fehr & Peers, Technical Memorandum re: Modified 1996 General Plan Alternative 
Modeling (June 7, 2004).  The results of the analysis show that the adopted General Plan 
is expected to result in 74 roadway segments that would, by 2025, experience a decline in 
traffic levels of service below the LOS C threshold used in the EIR.  This is considered a 
significant impact.  The impact is slightly greater than the 67 deficiencies projected for the 
1996 General Plan alternative, due primarily to the substantial reduction in roadway 
improvements in the circulation diagram for the adopted General Plan, which calls for fewer 
lanes on 15 roadway segments compared with the 1996 General Plan alternative, and one 
additional roadway segment that goes from a 4-lane Divided road under the 1996 General 
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Plan alternative to a 4-lane Undivided road under the adopted General Plan.  The 2025 
impacts of the adopted General Plan would be less severe than those identified for the 
Environmentally Constrained, which was projected to result in 85 deficiencies by 2025.  At 
buildout, the impacts would be comparable to those of the 1996 General Plan alternative 
due to the similarity in development capacity but somewhat less due to the development 
restrictions imposed by New Policy TC-1y (cap on business park employment).  
 
To reduce traffic impacts, the EIR proposed the same mitigation measures proposed for 
Impact 5.4-1, with the exception of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(c)(modification of LOS policies 
to allow additional segments to operate at LOS F).  
 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) (add arterial roadway from El Dorado Hills Business Park to 
US 50) was incorporated into the adopted General Plan as proposed.  
 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) (implement mechanism to limit traffic on Latrobe Road and 
White Rock Road) was adopted with modifications to clarify that the mechanisms need not 
be limited to growth control and may include any methods to control or limit traffic. These 
modifications do not alter the efficacy of the measure.   In addition, New Policy TC-1y 
(conditioning new development in Traffic Analysis Zones 148 and 344 on a cap of 10,045 
full-time employees) was added to the adopted General Plan.  As discussed above, this 
Policy will limit traffic on Latrobe and White Rock Roads to levels consistent with the 
adopted LOS standards. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(d) (frequent transit service on an exclusive right of way to El 
Dorado Hills Business Park) was also adopted, with modifications.  The measure was 
revised to require that the transit service and its associated exclusive right of way be 
considered, rather than mandated, for inclusion in the circulation diagram.  The Board finds 
that mandating the establishment of such a transit service in the General Plan is not 
prudent or feasible.  The efficacy of such a transit system depends on a number of factors, 
such as the patterns of future development and population densities in the County and 
neighboring jurisdictions, levels of business park usage by the public and resulting travel 
patterns, and the public demand for transit.  The acquisition of land for right of way to be 
used exclusively for this transit service will be very costly due to its location in an area that 
has significant preexisting development in and along any potential alignments.  The 
construction of the roadway for this service would have additional environmental impacts 
associated with road construction.  Implementation of the other adopted mitigation 
measures is already projected to result in traffic levels that are consistent with the adopted 
LOS standards through 2025.  The County should have the opportunity to evaluate these 
factors in detail and determine whether further reductions in traffic congestion are needed 
and would provide sufficient benefit to justify the cost to taxpayers of providing a transit 
service.  
  
The Board further finds that the revisions made to Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(e) (providing 
concurrency and LOS policies following expiration of Measure Y and requiring traffic 
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monitoring and development review program) as incorporated into the adopted General 
Plan will improve the effectiveness of that measure.  The modifications (1) provide that 
Measure Y’s prohibition on use of County tax revenues to fund certain road capacity 
improvements will continue after the expiration of Measure Y and (2) eliminate three 
roadway segments from the list of roads allowed to operate at LOS F after 2008 (Table TC-
3).  The first modification may affect the ability of the County to obtain funds for roadway 
capacity improvements, but will not lessen the LOS requirements imposed on new 
development.  In addition, the modification is consistent with the expressed intent of the 
voters reflected in Measure Y.  The second modification strengthens the mitigation by 
reducing the number of roadway segments that may operate at LOS F after 2008 from 
seven to four.  
  
The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  
As discussed in the DEIR, the County considered but rejected a mitigation measure that 
would establish LOS C as the threshold for all roads in the County, and would modify the 
circulation diagram to reflect a roadway system that would achieve LOS C under 2025 
conditions.  The Board finds that this mitigation measure is infeasible.  It would require 
substantial road building and widening throughout the County, which would result in 
physical and environmental impacts, including impacts to visual, biological, and cultural 
resources, and degradation of the County’s rural character. Sizing roadways to 
accommodate peak hour traffic at LOS C would result in substantial underutilization of 
roadway capacity.  In addition, construction of the required roadway system would be 
subject to substantial financial and physical constrains. The improvements required would 
greatly exceed those identified in the circulation diagram for the 1996 General Plan 
alternative, which the Board has determined are infeasible for the reasons described in 
Section K above. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts at 2025 and at buildout.  However, the 
residual impact of each alternative is generally reduced to the extent that the alternative 
contemplates reduced levels of overall development because fewer roadway segments 
would operate below LOS C (although these reductions are partially offset to the extent the 
alternative proposes a less expansive roadway system).  Accordingly, at 2025 and 
buildout, the No Project alternative and Alternative #7 are expected to reduce this impact 
the most, followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative. 
 
As noted above, the 1996 General Plan alternative would have slightly fewer traffic impacts 
at 2025 than the adopted General Plan, primarily because of the 1996 General Plan’s more 
expansive circulation system.  This is caused by the somewhat more restrictive Level of 
Service requirements that in turn force the road system shown in the plan’s Circulation 
Diagram to have several roadways with additional lanes. These increases in the sizes of 
various roadways serve to offset the increases in development potential of the 1996 
General Plan.   The Environmentally Constrained alternative would similar traffic impacts at 
2025.  At buildout, the 1996 General Plan would have the greatest impact, because it has 
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the greatest development capacity.  The impacts of the adopted General Plan would be 
comparable to but slightly less than those of the 1996 General Plan alternative, due to its 
similar development capacity but with the additional development restrictions imposed by 
New Policy TC-1y (cap on business park employment).  The Environmentally Constrained 
alternative would have fewer impacts than the adopted General Plan at buildout, due to its 
lower development capacity.  
 
Alternatives #11 and #12 would likely be comparable to the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative from a Countywide perspective but could reduce impacts in the eastern part of 
the County while increasing impacts in the western part of the County where higher 
development densities would lead to increased congestion.  Alternative #9 could reduce 
impacts in some parts of El Dorado Hills, but would not provide substantial advantages 
over the adopted General Plan in light of the incorporation of a cap on Business Park 
growth into the Plan.  The new connection proposed by Alternative #10 to reduce 
congestion in the vicinity of the El Dorado Hills Business Park is incorporated to the extent 
feasible into the adopted General Plan through Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a).  As set forth in 
Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives are feasible.  This impact, 
therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.4-3:  Short-term Unacceptable LOS Conditions Related to Generation of New Traffic 
in Advance of Transportation Improvements 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.4-3(a): Modify Concurrency and Tax Revenue Policies and Transportation Financing Implementation Measures 
 
Revised Policy TC-1h:  County tax revenues may be used to pay for building road capacity improvements to offset 
traffic impacts from new development projects. 
 
Revised Implementation Measure TC-B:  The County shall rRevise and adopt traffic impact fee program(s) for 
unincorporated areas of the county and adopt additional funding mechanisms necessary to ensure that improvements 
contained in the fee programs are fully funded and capable of being implemented concurrently with new development 
as defined by Policy TC-1i  TC-Xf.  The traffic fees should be designed to achieve the adopted level of service 
standards and preserve the integrity of the circulation system.  The fee program(s) shall be updated annually with 
revised growth forecasts and construction cost estimates to ensure the programs continue to meet the requirements 
contained in the policies of this General Plan. 
 
5.4-3(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a). 
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Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified short-term traffic congestion at unacceptable levels of service in 
advance of the construction of transportation improvements as a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  Each of the proposed general plan alternatives contained 
concurrency policies that would minimize such impacts from new development subject to 
those policies.   However, short-term impacts could occur as a result of traffic created by 
new development for which the County has no mechanism for review for conformity with 
these concurrency policies (e.g. ministerial projects), or from increases in regional through-
traffic on County roadways. These impacts would be exacerbated by restrictions on the 
County’s ability to use County tax revenues to pay for increased roadway capacity needed 
to accommodate new development.  
 
For the traffic and circulation policy set in the Environmentally Constrained alternative 
(utilized in the adopted General Plan) the EIR proposed two mitigation measures.  
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3(b) calls for adoption of Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a), which would 
require general plan conformity review for most ministerial development, including 
conformity with concurrency requirements pertaining to traffic improvements.  As discussed 
above, this measure has been incorporated into the General Plan. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3(a) proposed two revisions to the concurrency policies.  One, the 
revision of implementation measure TC-B to provide for the adoption of additional funding 
mechanisms necessary to ensure that improvements contained in County roadway fee 
programs are fully funded and capable of being implemented concurrently with new 
development, was incorporated into the adopted General Plan.  The measure was further 
revised to require an annual update of the fee program(s) with revised growth forecasts 
and construction cost estimates, and to conform the policy reference in the measure.  
These modifications will improve the efficacy of the policy by ensuring that fee levels are 
annually adjusted to cover increases in the costs of constructing needed improvements.  
 
The other policy change proposed by Mitigation Measure 5.4-3(a), the revision of Policy 
TC-1h to allow the County to use tax revenues to pay for capacity improvements 
necessitated by new development, is rejected by the Board.  The revised policy would 
have placed a disproportionate burden on taxpayers.  Given the current rates of taxation 
and the many demands on taxpayer funds that lack any other revenue source (e.g., law 
enforcement, fire protection), taxpayer dollars should not be devoted to financing the costs 
of infrastructure to support new development.  The measure is also inconsistent with the 
expressed intent of the voters reflected in Measure Y.  For all of these reasons, the 
measure is determined to be infeasible. 
 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures as revised into 
the General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these mitigation 
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measures, potential impacts to short-term unacceptable LOS conditions (Impact 5.4-3) 
would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.  The County further finds that 
there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would reduce 
Impact 5.4-3 to a less than significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of short-term LOS exceedances at 
2025 and at buildout.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that 
the alternatives contemplate reduced levels of overall development, because fewer 
roadway segments would be subject to the short term exceedances of LOS policies 
(although these reductions are partially offset to the extent the alternative proposes a less 
expansive roadway system).  Accordingly, at 2025 and buildout, the No Project alternative 
and Alternative #7 are expected to reduce this impact the most, followed by the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative, and then the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative. 
 
The DEIR indicates that, as with long term LOS impacts, short-term LOS impacts would be 
greatest for the Environmentally Constrained alternative, followed by the 1996 General 
Plan alternative.  As noted above, the 2025 traffic impacts of the adopted General Plan fall 
between those of the 1996 General Plan and the Environmentally Constrained alternative; 
2025 short-term impacts of the adopted General Plan are similarly expected to fall between 
the two alternatives.  At buildout, the 1996 General Plan would have the greatest impact, 
because it has the greatest development capacity.  The impacts of the adopted General 
Plan would be comparable to but slightly less than those of the 1996 General Plan 
alternative, due to its similar development capacity but with the additional development 
restrictions imposed by New Policy TC-1y (cap on business park employment).  The 
Environmentally Constrained alternative would have fewer impacts than the adopted 
General Plan at buildout, due to its lower development capacity.  
 
Alternatives #11 and #12 would likely be comparable to the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative from a Countywide perspective but could reduce impacts in the eastern part of 
the County while increasing impacts in the western part of the County where higher 
development densities would lead to increased congestion.  Alternative #9 could reduce 
impacts in some parts of El Dorado Hills, but would not provide substantial advantages 
over the adopted General Plan in light of the incorporation of a cap on Business Park 
growth into the Plan.  The new connection proposed by Alternative #10 to reduce 
congestion in the vicinity of the El Dorado Hills Business Park is incorporated to the extent 
feasible into the adopted General Plan through Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a).   
 
As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives are feasible.  
This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
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social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.4-4: Insufficient Transit Capacity 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.4 4: Develop Funding Mechanism for Park-and-Ride Lots 
 
Revised Implementation Measure TC-L:  The County shall develop a funding mechanism that requires new 
development to pay for additional or expanded park-and-ride lots identified by transit providers in the county, or the 
California Department of Transportation.  The County shall also work with transit providers in the County and other 
agencies to determine the need for additional or expanded park-and-ride lots, to identify additional sites for such lots, 
and to acquire necessary rights-of-way for them. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, potential 
impacts to transit capacity (Impact 5.4-4) would be reduced, but not to a less than 
significant level.  The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce 
Impact 5.4-4 to a less than significant level. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of insufficient transit capacity at 2025 
and at buildout.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that the 
alternatives contemplate reduced levels of overall development and the attendant reduced 
transit demand.  Accordingly, the alternatives would lessen this impact in the manner 
described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by the overall level of 
development, except that Alternative #11 would reduce this impact to a less than significant 
level by making transit a central priority of the General Plan and substantially increasing 
densities in the western portion of the County to generate sufficient demand for transit 
services.  This alternative would also likely lead to funds being diverted from some 
roadway improvements to support transit.  
 
As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that the alternatives are not feasible.  This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
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To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
WATER RESOURCES 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-1: Increased Water Demand and Likelihood of Surface Water Shortages Resulting 
from Expected Development  
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.5-1(b): Ensure that Surface Water Supplies are Adequate and Physically Available Before Any New Development 
Occurs 
 
New Policy 5.2.1.9:  Prior to granting any tentative map or building permit approval in  In an area served by a public 
water purveyor or an approved private water system, the applicant for a tentative map or for a building permit on a 
parcel that has not previously complied with this requirement must provide a Water Supply Assessment that meets 
contains the criteria of information that would be required if a water supply assessment were prepared pursuant to 
Water Code section 10910 and.  In order to approve the tentative map or building permit for which the assessment 
was prepared the County (a) must find that by the time the first grading or building permit is issued in connection with 
the approval the surface water supply from existing water supply facilities is will be adequate and physically available 
to meet the highest projected demand that could be permitted by associated with the approval on the lands in 
question and (b) require that before the first grading permit or building permit is issued in connection with the 
approval, the applicant will have received sufficient water meters or a comparable supply guarantee to provide 
adequate water supply to meet the projected demand associated with the entire approval. A water supply is adequate 
if the total entitled water supplies available during normal, single, dry, and multiple dry years within a 20--year 
projection will meet the highest projected demand associated with the approval, in addition to existing and 20-year 
projected planned future uses within the area served by the water supplier, including but not limited to, fire protection, 
agricultural and industrial uses, 95% of the time, with cutbacks calculated not to exceed 20% in the remaining 5% of 
the time. A water supply is “physically available” if sufficient infrastructure is in place to deliver adequate water 
supplies to the project or will be in place and the applicant has received a water meter by the time the first grading or 
building permit is issued in connection with the approval.  
 
5.5-1(c): Support Development of Water Conservation and Recycling Projects that Can Help Reduce Water Demand 
and Projected Shortages 
 
New Policy 5.2.1.10:  The County shall support water conservation and recycling programs and projects that can 
reduce future water demand consistent with the policies of this General Plan.  The County will develop and implement 
a water use efficiency program for existing and new residential, commercial/industrial, and agricultural uses. The 
County will also work with each of the county's water purveyors to develop a list of the types of uses that must utilize 
reclaimed water if feasible. The feasibility of using reclaimed water will be defined with specific criteria developed with 
public input and with the assistance of EID, and will be coordinated with their ongoing reclaimed water (also referred 
to as recycled water) planning and implementation process.  The County shall encourage all water purveyors to 
implement the water conservation-related Best Management Practices already implemented by EID and in 
compliance with the related criteria established by USBR. 
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New Implementation Measure PS-H: (1) Work with all water purveyors the Water Agency and water service providers 
to develop and implement a program for application of water conservation Best Management Practices already being 
implemented by the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) and in compliance with the related criteria established by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR); and  
 
(2) Develop and implement a water use efficiency program for application to existing and new municipal residential, 

commercial/industrial, and agricultural water users for those areas not served by a water purveyor with an existing 
water use efficiency program. The program shall include identification of the types of programs that must utilize 
reclaimed water and address the feasibility of such use, consistent with Policy 5.2.1.10.; and 

 
(3) Amend the County Code to include water use efficiency requirements, which may include: 
 
• Water-conserving design and equipment in new construction, including single-family residential developments. 
 
• Water-conserving landscaping and other conservation measures for new residential development. 
 
• Retrofitting existing development with water conserving devices. 
 
• Water-conserving agricultural irrigation practices. 
 
• Provide information/educational materials regarding water usage and conservation to the public. 
 
Program development will require coordination with water service providers. 
 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures, as modified 
above, into the General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid 
or further reduce this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these 
mitigation measures, potential impacts to surface water supplies (Impact 5.5-1) would be 
reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   The County further finds that there are 
no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could adopt at 
this time which would reduce this impact to Impact 5.5-1 to a less than significant level.  
 
The Board finds that the revisions made to the new policy set forth by Mitigation 
Measure 5.5-1(b) will not alter the effectiveness of this measure.  The modification 
clarifies how the measure will be applied, and expressly includes fire protection as one 
of the water uses that must be considered in projecting available water supplies, but 
does not alter the substance of the measure, which is to establish a water assessment 
requirement for tentative map and building permit applications that will ensure that water 
supply is available to serve the proposed development as well as other existing and 
planned future uses within the area served by the water purveyor. 
 
The Board further finds that the revisions to the new implementation measure set forth by 
Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c) would not alter the effectiveness of the measure. The 
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modification merely deletes language that is redundant with Policy 5.2.1.10 and adds 
clarifying language, and does not make any substantive changes to the measure. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of increased water demand at 2025 
and at buildout.  This is due to existing limits on the water supply available to the County 
and the amount of development that could occur even if no new parcels were to be 
created.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced in the manner described at the 
beginning of Section O for impacts affected by overall levels of development, except that 
Alternatives #11 and #12 would likely be superior to the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative because they contemplate significant increases in development density in some 
parts of the County, and these higher density uses could use less water per unit than would 
development at lower densities. As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none 
of the alternatives are feasible. 
 
This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this 
adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) 
level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support 
approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-2: Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Development of New 
Surface Water Supplies and Related Infrastructure 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-2: Encourage Mitigation of the Environmental Impacts of Future Water Supply and Infrastructure Projects 
 
New Policy 5.2.1.13:  The County shall encourage water purveyors to design water supply and infrastructure projects 
in a manner that avoids or reduces significant environmental effects to the maximum extent feasible in light of the 
water supply objectives of a given project. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, potential 
environmental impacts associated with the development of new water supplies (Impact 5.5-
2) would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
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The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.5-2 to a 
less than significant level. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of impacts associated with 
developing increased water supplies at 2025 and at buildout.  This is due to existing limits 
on the water supply currently available to the County, the amount of development that 
could occur even if no new parcels were to be created, and the impacts that would arise 
from developing new supplies.  However, the residual impact is reduced by the alternatives 
in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by levels of 
overall development, except that Alternatives #11 and #12 would likely be superior to the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative because they contemplate significant increases in 
development density in some parts of the County, and these higher density uses could use 
less water per unit than would development at lower densities.  As set forth in Section K 
above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, 
remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-3:  Increase in Groundwater Demand and Related Impacts  
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-3: Increase the Likelihood that Groundwater Supplies are Conserved and Physically Available to Meet the Needs 
of Future Development 
 
Revised Policy 5.2.3.4: All applications for divisions of land and other discretionary or ministerial land uses which rely 
on groundwater for domestic use, or any other type of use, shall demonstrate that groundwater is adequate as part of 
the review and approval process. The County shall not approve any discretionary or ministerial projects unless the 
County finds, based on evidence provided by the applicant, or other evidence that may be provided, that the 
groundwater demand supply for the project in question is adequate to meet the highest demand of the proposed 
development associated with the approval on the lands in question. 
 
New Policy 5.2.1.11: The County shall direct new development to areas where public water service already exists. In 
Community Regions, all new development shall connect to a public water system. In Rural Centers, all new 
development shall connect either to a public water system or to an approved private water system 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan, with minor modifications.  The modifications correct an error in the original text and 
add make non-substantive clarifications to the text, but do not affect the intended 
substance of the measure or its efficacy.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that 
would avoid or further reduce this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of 
this mitigation measure, potential impacts to groundwater resources (Impact 5.5-3) would 
be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.  The County further finds that there are 
no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could adopt at this 
time which would reduce Impact 5.5-3 to a less than significant level. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of increased groundwater demand at 
2025 and at buildout.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that 
the alternative contemplates reduced levels of overall development in areas where water 
demand is supplied by groundwater.  Based on the analysis of projected groundwater 
demand for each equal-weight alternative in the EIR, the No Project alternative, and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative would be likely to lessen this impact to 
the same degree at 2025, but the other alternatives are not likely to have substantial 
advantages.  At buildout, the Environmentally Constrained and No Project alternatives 
would lessen this impact the most of the equal-weight alternatives, followed by the 
Roadway Constrained alternative.  Alternative #7 would have impacts similar to the No 
Project alternative.  Alternatives #11 and #12, to the extent they reduce development in 
the rural parts of the County, could reduce impacts to groundwater supply and therefore 
would likely be superior to the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  As set forth in 
Section K above, the Board finds that the alternatives are not feasible.  This impact, 
therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-4: Increase in Wastewater Flows and Related Infrastructure Impacts 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-4: Encourage Mitigation of the Environmental Impacts Related to Future Expansion of Wastewater Treatment 
Capacity 
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New Policy 5.3.1.6: The County shall encourage EID wastewater treatment operators to design and implement future 
wastewater treatment capacity expansions in a manner that avoids or minimizes associated environmental impacts to 
the extent feasible. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, potential 
impacts related to increased wastewater flows (Impact 5.5-4) would be reduced, but not to 
a less than significant level.  The Board finds that the revision made to the new policy set 
forth by Mitigation Measure 5.5-4 will not alter the effectiveness of this measure; the 
revision clarifies that the policy applies to all wastewater treatment operators and not only 
EID.  The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures that 
the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.5-4 to a less than 
significant level. 
 
None of the alternatives would avoid or reduce the severity of this impact because the 
service area for the El Dorado Hills and Deer Creek waste water treatment plants generally 
coincides with the location of existing commitments and other areas which are expected to 
build out at the same level under all of the legally feasible alternatives identified in the EIR. 
 This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-5: Increase in Water Pollutants from Construction-Related Activities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
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█ Impact 
5.5-6: Increase in Water Pollutants from New Impervious Surfaces and New Urban 
and Agricultural Uses 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-7: Increase in Surface Water Pollutants from Additional Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Discharges 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-7: Encourage Use of Recycled Water in New Development Served by Public Wastewater Systems 
 
New Policy 5.2.1.12:  The County shall work with EID to support the continued and expanded use of recycled water, 
including wet-season use and storage, in new subdivisions served by the Deer Creek and El Dorado Hills Wastewater 
Treatment Plants.  To avoid construction impacts of installing recycled water facilities, the County shall encourage the 
construction of distribution lines at the same time as other utilities are installed.  Facilities to consider are recycled 
water lines for residential landscaping, parks, schools, and other irrigation needs, and if feasible, wet-irrigation-season 
storage facilities. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
the County that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  The EIR notes that wet-season 
storage of recycled water from the El Dorado Hills and Deer Creek waste water treatment 
plants could substantially reduce the quantity of treated wastewater into Deer Creek and 
Carson Creek, but that the construction of such storage facilities is within the jurisdiction of 
EID, and may be infeasible due to cost, lack of demand, and secondary impacts.  
Accordingly, as explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact to surface water quality (Impact 5.5-7) would be reduced, but not to a less 
than significant level.  The County further finds that there are no additional feasible 
mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would 
reduce Impact 5.5-7 to a less than significant level. 
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None of the alternatives would avoid or reduce the severity of this impact because the 
service area for the El Dorado Hills and Deer Creek waste water treatment plants generally 
coincides with the location of existing commitments and other areas which are expected to 
build out at the same level under all of the legally feasible alternatives identified in the EIR. 
 This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-8: Increase in Groundwater Pollutants from Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 
(OWTS) (Septic Systems) 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.5-8: Monitor Performance of Septic Systems Annually 
 
New Policy 5.3.2.4:  EMD shall conduct an annual monitoring program of all septic systems installed since 
implementation of Ordinance 4542, Chapter 15.32.  The program shall include visual inspection of the port/riser 
facility on each leach field.  If the inspection program detects operational problems, an order shall be issued to the 
system owner to fix the problem within a reasonable time to protect ground and surface water resources, as 
determined by the Director of EMD.  The Environmental Management Department (EMD) shall develop a septic 
system monitoring program. 
 
New Measure PS-K:  Develop and implement a monitoring program for septic systems.  The program shall include 
guidelines for inspection of experimental systems, known or suspected problem areas, countywide spot site 
inspections, and remediation of operational problems identified during monitoring. Responsibility:  Environmental 
Management Department.  Timeframe:  Develop and implement program within three years of General Plan adoption. 
  
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified the increase in groundwater pollutants from septic systems that may fail 
and go undetected as a significant impact (Impact 5.5-8). The Board of Supervisors has 
incorporated the above mitigation measure, as modified by the strikethroughs and 
additions to text, into the General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, this mitigation measure 
would require septic system monitoring reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  
The Board finds that the revisions made to this Mitigation Measure 5.5-8 will not diminish 
and may improve its effectiveness.   The revisions to the policy require the Environmental 
Management Department to develop a monitoring program, and new Implementation 
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Measure PS-K establishes minimum criteria for that program.  The new measure expands 
the scope of the required monitoring program to cover existing septic systems, not just 
newer ones.  As discussed in the EIR, septic systems installed after the County’s adoption 
of Ordinance 4542 in 1999, are unlikely to fail if monitored and maintained properly by their 
owners.  Expansion of the monitoring program to include older systems will allow for the 
detection of problems in systems that are more likely to fail.  The new measure eliminates 
the requirement for annual monitoring that was in the mitigation measure proposed in the 
EIR, but requires that the program at a minimum provide for spot site inspections.  The 
County does not have the resources to monitor all septic systems on an annual basis.  
Because the vast majority of septic systems are functioning properly, such requirement 
would yield little or no benefits over a monitoring program that allows the County to target 
its monitoring resources to the most likely problem areas, combined with a spot site 
inspection program.  Such program is expected to achieve a comparable level of 
homeowner maintenance and compliance with County standards as annual monitoring, 
and will allow the Environmental Management Department to make the most effective use 
of its limited resources.  The Department retains discretion under the policy to expand the 
monitoring program if needed to include broader monitoring requirements or other 
enforcement strategies. The Board finds that the revised measure will be at least as 
effective as the measure proposed in the EIR. Therefore, the Board finds that such 
mitigation will lessen this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
█ Impact 
5.5-9: Increase in Surface Water Pollutants from Additional Recreational Activities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
UTILITIES 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-1: Localized Flooding Hazards Caused by Increased Runoff from New Development 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
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Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-2: Potential for Inadequate Landfill Capacity 
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-3: Potential Noncompliance with State-Mandated Diversion Rate 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
5.6-3: Adopt a Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Ordinance 
 
New Policy 5.5.2.3:  The County shall adopt a Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Ordinance requiring that 
a minimum of 50 percent % of the debris from construction and demolition projects be reused or recycled. The County 
shall encourage a higher rate of diversion. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
impact related to potential noncompliance with state-mandated diversion rate (Impact 5.6-
3) would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures that the 
Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.6-3 to a less than significant 
level. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts to solid waste diversion at 2025 and at 
buildout.  This is due to the potential lack of material recovery facility capacity to 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 80 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

accommodate diversion of 50 percent of the solid waste expected to be generated from 
new development projected for each of the alternatives.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the alternative contemplates reduced levels of overall 
development and the attendant generation of solid waste.  The alternatives would lessen 
this impact in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by 
total levels of development  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of 
the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-4: Potential for Insufficient Facilities/Mechanisms to Dispose of Hazardous Waste  
 
Significance Before Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-5: Potential for Land Use Incompatibility and Other Impacts of New and Expanded 
Solid Waste and Hazardous-Waste Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.6-5(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.6-5(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.6-5(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.6-5(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from new or expanded waste facilities.  The 
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EIR identified no other mitigation measures to reduce this impact. As discussed above, the 
Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) into the adopted General Plan.  In 
addition, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d), with modifications, into 
the adopted General Plan.  As discussed below in the findings for Impact 5.7-1, the 
modifications to this measure are necessary for its feasibility and do not affect its efficacy.  
 
As discussed in the EIR, these mitigation measures will reduce the severity of Impact 5.6-
5, but it will remain significant. The Board finds that there are no other feasible measures or 
alternatives that it could adopt at this time to further reduce or avoid this impact.  The 
impact is therefore significant and unavoidable. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to hazardous waste facility siting 
at 2025 and at buildout.  This is due to the demand for new or expanded waste collection, 
processing, and disposal facilities, and the resulting potential for land use compatibility 
impacts, necessitated by increased development under each alternative.  However, the 
residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that the amount and pattern of residential 
and commercial development provide for a lower total demand and a greater ability to 
avoid siting conflicts.  According to the EIR, the impact would be lessened by the 
alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by 
the pattern of development, except that the Roadway Constrained alternative would have 
the greatest impacts at buildout.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none 
of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-6: Potential for Land Use Incompatibility and Other Impacts of New and Expanded 
Energy Supply Infrastructure 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.6-6: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact to land use incompatibility from energy supply infrastructure (Impact 5.6-6) 
would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.6-6 to a 
less than significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to energy supply infrastructure 
development at 2025 and at buildout.  This is because new infrastructure will be required 
for even the lowest growth alternative and facilities such as those required (transmission 
lines, pipelines, etc.) typically have significant impacts.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the amount and pattern of development provide for a 
lower total demand and a greater ability to avoid siting conflicts.  The impact would be 
lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for 
impacts affected by the pattern of development.  The 2001 Project Description alternative 
would offer no material advantages over the adopted General Plan at 2025 or buildout.  As 
set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible. This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this adverse 
impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) level, the 
Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of 
the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.6-7: Potential for Impacts Associated with New and Expanded Communications 
Infrastructure 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.6-7: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 83 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

potential impact related to communications infrastructure (Impact 5.6-7) would be reduced, 
but not to a less than significant level.  
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.6-7 to a 
less than significant level. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to communications infrastructure 
development at 2025 and at buildout.  This is because new infrastructure will be required 
for even the lowest growth alternative and facilities such as those required (transmission 
lines, antennas, etc.) typically have significant impacts.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the amount and pattern of development provide for a 
lower total demand and a greater ability to avoid siting conflicts.  The impact would be 
lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for 
impacts affected by the pattern of development.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board 
finds that the alternatives are not feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
█ Impact 
5.7-1: Potential Land Use Incompatibility Associated with Development and Expansion 
of Law Enforcement Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.7-1(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d): 
 
Revised New Policy 2.2.5.22 LU-3n [Policy LU-3o for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative]: To promote land 
use compatibility, sSchools and other public buildings and facilities shall be directed to Community Regions or and 
Rural Centers where feasible and shall be considered compatible outside of Community Regions and Rural Centers 
when facilities will be located and designed in a manner that avoids any substantial incompatibility with land uses permitted 
on adjoining lands.  The following shall be considered when reviewing capital improvement plans and proposals for 
new facilities by other agencies: 
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A. Schools shall be considered incompatible on land designated Industrial, Research and Development, 
Agriculture, Natural Resources and Open Space; 

 
B. Active parkland (i.e., playgrounds and ball fields) shall be considered incompatible on land designated 

Natural Resources and Open Space; 
 
C. Fire stations, public service buildings, and other similar public facilities shall be considered appropriate in all 

land use designations except Natural Resources and Open Space. 
 
D. Industrial public facility uses such as wastewater treatment facilities shall be considered appropriate in the 

Industrial and Natural Resources land use designations.  Water storage facilities shall be considered 
appropriate in all land use designations where size and design are compatible with the setting. 

 
 
In Implementation Measure LU-A, include the following in the list of items to be included in the Zoning Ordinance 
update: 
 
• Identify the zoning districts in which government facilities are appropriate. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.7-1(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.7-1(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from the development or expansion of law 
enforcement facilities.  As discussed above, the Board has incorporated Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-3(b) into the adopted General Plan, which will ensure that new facilities are 
reviewed for conformity with General Plan policies prior to approval.  In addition, the Board 
has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d), with modifications, into the adopted General 
Plan.  As originally proposed, the policy directed new public facilities to Community 
Regions and Rural Centers, and set forth designations that would be deemed compatible 
for certain types of facilities, and incompatible for other types of facilities.  The Board finds 
that the measure as originally proposed is not feasible because it fails to recognize that 
schools, law enforcement, and other critical public facilities may be needed and 
appropriately located in certain Rural Regions in order to serve residents of those areas.  
The Board further finds that the modifications will not affect the efficacy of the proposed 
measure.  The modifications recognize that compatibility depends on a case-by-case 
analysis of the particular uses and conditions at issue.  Accordingly, they eliminate the 
automatic compatibility and incompatibility status of certain facilities in the enumerated 
designations, and do not automatically preclude new facilities in Rural Regions.  Instead, 
compatibility will be determined based the location and design of a particular facility and its 
compatibility with permitted uses on adjoining lands.  The modified policy will ensure the 
compatibility of new public facilities as well as the policy proposed in the EIR.  The Board 
finds that the adopted mitigation measures will reduce Impact 5.7-1 to a less than 
significant level.   
 
 
█ Impact 
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5.7-2: Potential Land Use Incompatibility Associated with Development and Expansion 
of Fire Protection and Emergency Services and Medical Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-2(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.7-2(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.7-2(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.7-2(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from new or expanded fire protection, 
emergency services, and medical facilities.  As discussed above, the Board has 
incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) into the adopted General Plan.  In addition, the 
Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d), with modifications, into the adopted 
General Plan.  As discussed above in the findings for Impact 5.7-1, the modifications to this 
measure are necessary for its feasibility and do not affect its efficacy.  Accordingly, the 
Board finds that that this impact will be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.7-3: Potential Land Use Incompatibility Associated with Development and Expansion 
of Public School Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-3(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.7-3(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.7-3(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.7-3(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from new or expanded public school facilities. 
The EIR identified no other mitigation measures to reduce this impact.  As discussed 
above, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) into the adopted General 
Plan.  In addition, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d), with 
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modifications, into the adopted General Plan.  As discussed above in the findings for 
Impact 5.7-1, the modifications to this measure are required for its feasibility and do not 
affect its efficacy.  As discussed in the EIR, these mitigation measures will reduce the 
severity of Impact 5.7-3, but it will remain significant. The Board finds that there are no 
other feasible measures or alternatives that it could adopt at this time to further reduce or 
avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to potential land use 
incompatibility associated with the development of school facilities at 2025 and at buildout. 
 This is due to the fact that County does not have direct authority for determining the 
construction and siting of public schools, and new public school facilities may be 
constructed in all General Plan land use designations.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the amount and pattern of development provide for a 
lower total demand and a greater ability to avoid siting conflicts.  The impact would be 
lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for 
impacts affected by the pattern of development.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board 
finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.7-4: Potential Land Use Incompatibility Associated with Development and Expansion 
of Library Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-4(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.7-4(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.7-4(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.7-4(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from new or expanded library facilities.  As 
discussed above, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) into the adopted 
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General Plan.  In addition, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d), with 
modifications, into the adopted General Plan.  As discussed above in the findings for 
Impact 5.7-1, the modifications to this measure are required for its feasibility and do not 
affect its efficacy.  Accordingly, the Board finds that that this impact will be reduced to a 
less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.7-5: Deterioration of Existing Park and Recreation Facilities and Need for New 
Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-5: Provide Funding Mechanisms for New Park Development 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 9.1.1.8:  The County shall prepare, implement, and regularly update a Parks Master Plan 
and Parks and Recreation Capital Improvement Program to meet current and future park and recreation needs. 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 9.2.2.2:  New development projects creating community or neighborhood parks shall 
provide mechanisms (e.g., homeowners’ associations or benefit assessment districts) for the ongoing development, 
operation, and maintenance needs of these facilities if annexation to an existing parks and recreation service 
district/provider is not possible. 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 9.2.2.5:  The County shall establish a countywide development fee program applicable to 
all new development to fund park and recreation improvements and acquisition of parklands such that minimum 
neighborhood, community, and regional park standards are achieved.  This fee is in addition to Quimby Act 
requirements that address parkland acquisition only.  The fee will be adjusted periodically to fully fund the 
improvements identified in the Parks and Capital Improvement Program concurrent with development over a five-year 
period. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure, as modified by 
the strikethrough, into the General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, this mitigation measure 
would reduce this impact to existing park and recreation facilities (Impact 5.7-5) to a less 
than significant level.  The Board finds that the revision made to Policy 9.2.2.5 in this 
Mitigation Measure 5.7-5 would not reduce its effectiveness.  The change is necessary to 
clarify that the fee program need not be uniform throughout the County, and that the 
County may tailor the program to address the differing needs of different parts of the 
County.  The modification does not change the requirement to establish a fee program that 
is sufficient to fund necessary park development.  Therefore, the Board finds that such 
mitigation will lessen this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
█ Impact 
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5.7-6: Potential Land Use Incompatibility Associated with Development of Park and 
Recreation Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.7-6(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.7-6(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR proposed Mitigation Measures 5.7-6(a) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b)) 
and 5.7-6(b) (implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d)) to mitigate impacts relating to the 
potential for land use incompatibility arising from new or expanded park and recreation 
facilities.  As discussed above, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) into 
the adopted General Plan.  In addition, the Board has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.1-
3(d), with modifications, into the adopted General Plan.  As discussed above in the findings 
for Impact 5.7-1, the modifications to this measure are required for its feasibility and do not 
affect its efficacy.  Accordingly, the Board finds that that this impact will be reduced to a 
less than significant level.  
 
HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-1:  Increased Risk of Exposure Resulting from Routine Use of Hazardous Materials 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-2:  Increased Incidents of Illegal Disposal of Household Hazardous Wastes 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant  
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Available 
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Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable  
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identifies increased incidents of illegal disposal of household hazardous wastes 
as a significant impact of the project.  The EIR discusses the existing programs the 
County has implemented and expanded in recent years for the collection of household 
hazardous waste, and that the rate of participation in the collection programs now 
equals or exceeds state-wide averages and has been increasing.  However, the EIR 
recognizes that illegal dumping disposal still occurs and, like any illegal activity, cannot 
be fully eliminated through county programs and regulations.  Accordingly, the EIR 
identifies no mitigation measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact. The 
County finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board 
could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.8-2 to a less than significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, in all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, this impact would 
also result in significant and unavoidable residual effects in terms of increased incidents of 
illegal disposal of household hazardous wastes at 2025 and at buildout since such 
incidents tend to increase with population increases.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced with lower levels of residential population increases, as well as with 
development patterns that allow for easier compliance with waste disposal requirements. 
Accordingly, the impact would be lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at 
the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by the pattern of development.  As set forth 
in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, 
therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-3: Increased Risk of Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials  
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.8-3: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.10-2(b)  
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure (implement 
Mitigation Measure 5.10-2(b)), which in turn calls for the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 5.10-1(b)(establish truck routes), into the General Plan.  The EIR identifies no 
additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  As explained in the 
EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this impact related to increased risk of 
accidental release of hazardous materials (Impact 5.8-3) would be reduced, but not to a 
less than significant level. 
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.8-3 to a less than 
significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts in terms of increased risk of accidental release 
of hazardous materials at 2025 and at buildout since residential and nonresidential land 
uses would increase under all alternatives.  However, the residual impact is generally 
reduced to the extent that the alternative contemplates reduced levels of overall 
development and the commensurate reduced frequency of accidental release incidents, 
both on the site of the operations and on the routes used to transport the hazardous 
materials.  The strongest correlation in potential hazardous releases would be with the 
number of jobs, which generate operations that handle hazardous materials.  Accordingly, 
the EIR concluded that at 2025, the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative is 
expected to reduce this impact the most, followed by the No Project alternative.  Because 
overall levels of residential and employment related development at 2025 are expected to 
be comparable for the Environmentally Constrained alternative and the adopted General 
Plan, there is no material difference between the severity of this impact for those 
alternatives at 2025.  At theoretical buildout, however, the EIR concluded that the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative would be expected to reduce this impact the most, 
followed by the No Project alternative and Alternative #7.  Alternatives 11 and 12 would be 
similar in severity to the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  The remaining 
alternatives would offer no material advantages over the adopted General Plan.  As set 
forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible. This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-4: Increased Risk of Exposure to Hazardous Waste Resulting from New 
Development on Known, Suspected, and Unknown Contaminated Sites 
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Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.8-4: Remediate Contamination Before Construction of New Development on Suspected Contaminated Sites 
 
Revised Policy 6.6.1.2:  Prior to the approval of any subdivision of land or issuing of a permit involving ground 
disturbance, a site investigation, performed by a Registered Environmental Assessor or other persons experienced in 
identifying potential hazardous wastes, shall be submitted to the County for any subdivision or parcel that is located 
on a known or suspected contaminated site included in a list on file with the Environmental Management Department 
as provided by State of California and federal agencies.  If contamination is found to exist by the site investigations, it 
shall be corrected and remediated in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and standards prior to the 
issuance of a new land use entitlement or building permit. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  As explained in the EIR, this mitigation measure would reduce Impact 5.8-4 to a less 
than significant level.  Therefore, the Board finds that such mitigation will lessen this 
potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-5:  Risk of Exposure to Flood Hazards Within the 100-Year Floodplain 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-6: Risk of Exposure to Flood Hazards Inside Dam Inundation Area 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.8-6(a): Prohibit Creation of New Parcels and Development of Existing Parcels that are Entirely within Dam Failure 
Inundation Areas 
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Revised Policy 6.4.1.4:  Creation of new parcels which lie entirely within the 100-year floodplain as identified on the 
most current version of the flood insurance rate maps provided by FEMA or dam failure inundation areas as 
delineated in dam failure emergency response plans maintained by the County shall be prohibited. 
 
Revised Policy 6.4.1.5:  New parcels which are partially within the 100-year floodplain or dam failure inundation areas 
as delineated in dam failure emergency response plans maintained by the County must have sufficient land available 
outside the FEMA or County designated 100-year floodplain or the dam inundation areas for construction of dwelling 
units, accessory structures, and septic systems.  Discretionary applications shall be required to determine the location 
of the designated 100-year floodplain and identified dam failure inundation areas on the subject property. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to risk of exposure to flood hazards inside dam inundation areas 
(Impact 5.8-6) would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.8-6 to a less than 
significant level. 
 
The impact of dam failure inundation is reduced proportionately to the extent the creation of 
new parcels within inundation zones is reduced.  Before mitigation, the alternatives would 
lessen this impact in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts 
affected by the pattern of development.  With adoption of the proposed mitigation, which 
would restrict the creation of new parcels in such zones, the impact would be similar for all 
of the alternatives.  However, because development on existing parcels within dam 
inundation zones remains a possibility under all of the alternatives, none of the alternatives 
would eliminate the significant impact. This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-7: Exposure to Electromagnetic Fields Generated by New Electric Energy Facilities 
at School Locations  
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
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5.8-7: Encourage Coordination between Utilities and School Districts 
 
New Policy:  The County shall encourage the coordination between utilities constructing powerlines and school 
districts to avoid placement of powerlines in close proximity to schools. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to exposure to electromagnetic fields generated by new electric 
energy facilities (Impact 5.8-7) would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.  
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives within the jurisdiction or responsibility of the County that the Board could adopt 
which would reduce Impact 5.8-7 to a less than significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts at 2025 and at buildout since development 
under all alternatives would require construction of new schools and new electrical 
facilities, thereby increasing exposure risks.  However, the residual impact is generally 
reduced to the extent that population is reduced.  The impact would be lessened by the 
alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by 
the overall levels of development.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that 
none of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-8: Exposure to Electromagnetic Fields Generated by Wireless Phone Facilities 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
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█ Impact 
5.8-9: Public Exposure to Asbestos 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.8-9(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.8-9(b): Strengthen Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Dust Protection Standards 
 
New Policy 6.3.1.1:  The County shall require that all discretionary projects and all projects requiring a grading permit, 
or a building permit that would result in earth disturbance, that are located in areas likely to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos (based on mapping developed by the Department of Conservation [DOC]) have a California- registered 
geologist knowledgeable about asbestos-containing formations inspect the project area for the presence of asbestos 
using appropriate test methods. The County shall amend the Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance to include a 
section that addresses the reduction of thresholds to an appropriate level for grading permits in areas likely to contain 
naturally occurring asbestos (based on mapping developed by the DOC California Department of Conservation). 
Department of Transportation DOT and the County Air Quality Management District shall consider the requirement of 
posting a “Hazardous Conditions”  “Warning” sign at the work site in areas likely to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos based on the mapping developed by the DOC.  if the site has been determined to contain harmful levels of 
asbestos material. 
 
New Implementation Measure HS-V:  Amend prescriptive standard for the Fugitive Dust Prevention and Control Plan 
and Contingent Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan.  
 
5.8-9(c): Provide Disclosure of Naturally Occurring Asbestos on Properties 
 
New Policy 6.3.1.2:  The County shall establish a property deed notification mandatory disclosure program, where 
potential buyers and sellers of real property in all areas likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos (based on 
mapping developed by the Department of Conservation [DOC]) are provided information regarding the potential 
presence of asbestos on properties subject to sale.  Information shall include potential for exposure from access 
roads and from disturbance activities (e.g., landscaping).  Disclosure of the potential for asbestos must be placed on 
the deed and notification provided through title. 
 
New Implementation Measure HS-E: The County shall adopt a Naturally Occurring Asbestos Disclosure Ordinance 
that includes the provisions in the policy described in Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(c). 
 
5.8-9(d): Conduct Annual Reporting Regarding Asbestos 
 
New Policy 6.3.1.3:  The County Environmental Management Department (EMD) shall report annually to the Board of 
Supervisors regarding new information regarding asbestos and design an information outreach program. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures, as modified, 
into the adopted General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, these mitigation measures would 
reduce Impact 5.8-9 to a less than significant level.  The Board finds that the revisions 
made to the new policy set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(b) would improve the 
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effectiveness of this measure because it adds all discretionary projects to the scope of the 
policy and clarifies that the warning sign requirement applies to all areas likely to have to 
asbestos according to DOC mapping, rather than only to those lands for which an 
asbestos-related determination has been made.  In addition, the Board finds that the 
revisions made to the new policy set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(c) would not 
diminish and may improve the effectiveness of this measure because the mandatory 
disclosure program would serve as an equal or better form of notice to potential purchasers 
of property than deed notice, without encumbering title.  All other changes to these 
mitigation measures consist of non-substantive clarifications to acronyms. Therefore, the 
Board finds that such mitigation will lessen this potentially significant impact to a less 
than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.8-10: Increased Potential for Fire Incidents and Fire Hazards 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.8-10(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.8-10(b): Preclude Development in Areas of High Wildland Fire Hazard 
 
New Policy 6.2.2.2:  The County shall preclude development in areas of high and very high wildland fire hazard unless 
it can be demonstrated that the hazard can be reduced to a moderate or better level as determined by the local fire 
protection district and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.  or in areas identified as “urban 
wildland interface communities within the vicinity of Federal lands that are a high risk for wildfire,” as listed in the 
Federal Register of August 17, 2001, unless such development can be adequately protected from wildland fire 
hazard, as demonstrated in a Fire Safe Plan prepared by a Registered Professional Forester (RPF) and approved by 
the local Fire Protection District and/or California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure, as modified, into 
the adopted General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or 
further reduce this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these mitigation 
measures, this potential impact related to fire incidents and fire hazards (Impact 5.8-10) 
would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.  The Board finds that the 
revisions made to the new policy set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.8-10(b) would improve 
the effectiveness of this measure by expanding the areas in which development is 
precluded (or must be conditioned) to include certain identified urban wildland interface 
communities near federal lands, and providing that a Fire Safe Plan approved by local fire 
district or by CDF is required to demonstrate that such development can be adequately 
protected before an exception to the prohibition is permitted.  The County further finds that 
there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that the Board could 
adopt which would reduce Impact 5.8-10 to a less than significant level.   
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As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts at 2025 and at buildout since all of the 
alternatives designate land uses within the High and Very High Fire Hazard Areas.  
However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that the alternative 
contemplates reduced levels of development in areas of high fire hazard.  As discussed in 
the EIR, of the equal-weight alternatives, the Environmentally Constrained alternative 
would have the least development in those areas in 2025, followed by the No Project and 
then the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative.  The same is true at buildout 
except the No Project would have the least impact.  The impact of Alternative #7 would be 
similar to that of the No Project Alternative.  Alternative #9 could lessen this impact in the El 
Dorado Hills area to the extent development in that area was concentrated away from high 
fire hazard areas. Alternatives #11 and #12 would be similar to the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative but with a greater shift in development away from high fire hazard 
areas.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is 
feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-1: Increased Development in Areas Potentially Subject to Seismic Hazards 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-2: Increased Development in Areas Susceptible to Landslide and Avalanche 
Hazards 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.9-2(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.9-2(b): Require Geologic Analysis in Areas Prone to Geological or Seismic Hazards 
 
New Policy 6.3.2.5:  Applications for development of habitable structures shall be reviewed for potential hazards 
associated with steep or unstable slopes, areas susceptible to high erosion, and avalanche risk.  Geotechnical 
studies shall be required when development may be subject to geological hazards.  If hazards are identified, 
applicants shall be required to mitigate or avoid identified hazards as a condition of approval.  If no mitigation is 
feasible, the project will not be approved.   
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  Mitigation Measure 5.9-2(a) calls for the adoption of Mitigation Measure 5.1-
3(a).  As discussed above, this measure, which would ensure that ministerial development 
is reviewed for conformity with General Plan policies, has been incorporated into the 
adopted General Plan.  Mitigation Measure 5.9-2(b) would prohibit development on lands 
for which potential avalanche or other hazards related to mass instability have been 
identified, unless the hazards can be avoided or adequate mitigation provided.  The 
measure requires that all new development of habitable structures be subject to review for 
potential hazards.  The measure also requires a geotechnical study where potential 
hazards are present.  If it cannot be demonstrated that the project can be feasibly sited or 
designed to mitigate or avoid the hazard, the development cannot occur. As explained in 
the EIR, these mitigation measures would reduce Impact 5.9-2 to a less than significant 
level.  Therefore, the Board finds that such mitigation will lessen this potentially 
significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-3: Increased Development on Expansive Soils 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Less Than Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
None Required 
 
Findings of Fact 
Less than significant impact is confirmed by the Board of Supervisors. Additional 
findings are not required. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-4: Additional Development that Could Affect the Rate or Extent of Erosion 
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Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.9-4(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.9-4(b): Restrict Development or Disturbance on Steep Slopes 
 
Revised Policy 7.1.2.1:  Development or disturbance shall be prohibited on slopes exceeding 25% 30 percent unless 
necessary for access.  The County may consider and allow development or disturbance on slopes 25% 30 percent 
and greater when: 

• Reasonable use of the property would otherwise be denied. 

• The location is necessary for the protection of the public health, safety, and welfare (including Fire Safe 
requirements) and there is no feasible alternative, as determined by a California-registered civil engineer, certified 
or engineering geologist, local fire district, or State fire official. 

• The project is necessary for the repair of existing infrastructure to avoid and mitigate hazards to the public, as 
determined by a California-registered civil engineer or an certified engineering geologist. 

• Replacement or repair of existing structures would occur in substantially the same footprint. 

• The use is a horticultural or grazing use that utilizes “best management practices (BMPs)” recommended by the 
County Agricultural Commission and adopted by the Board of Supervisors 

Access corridors on slopes 25 30 percent and greater shall have a site specific review of soil type, vegetation, 
drainage contour, and site placement to encourage proper site selection and mitigation.  Septic systems may only be 
located on slopes under 25 30 percent.  Roads needed to complete circulation/access and for emergency access 
may be constructed on such cross slopes if all other standards are met. 

5.9-4(c): Apply Erosion Control Measures to Agricultural Grading 

New Policy 7.1.2.7:  The County shall require agricultural grading activities that convert one acre or more of 
undisturbed vegetation to agricultural cropland to obtain a grading permit. an agricultural permit through the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s office which may require approval of the Agricultural Commission.  All erosion control 
measures included in the grading agricultural permit would be implemented. All agricultural practices, including fuel 
reduction and fire protection, that do not change the natural contour of the land and that use “best management 
practices” as recommended by the County Agricultural Commission and adopted by the Board of Supervisors shall be 
exempt from this policy.   
 
New Implementation Measure CO-D: The County shall amend the Grading Ordinance to incorporate the provisions of 
this mitigation measure.  Develop an agricultural permit program that includes standards for agricultural operations 
comparable to those in the Grading Ordinance and considers other issues important to the protection of agricultural 
lands. 
 
New Implementation Measure AF-K:  General Plan policies 7.1.2.1, 7.1.2.7, 7.3.3.4, and 7.4.2.2 provide that their 
requirements do not apply to agricultural operations if those operations are conducted in accordance with Best 
Management Practices adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  Accordingly, in consultation with the Agricultural 
Commission and the University of California Cooperative Extension, the County shall develop Agricultural Best 
Management Practices for adoption by the Board of Supervisors and use by agricultural operations in complying with 
General Plan policies 7.1.2.1, 7.1.2.7, 7.3.3.4, and 7.4.2.2.  The Best Management Practices shall provide a level of 
resource protection comparable to that of the referenced policies. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Signficant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The DEIR identified increases in erosion resulting from new construction and agricultural 
operations as a significant impact and proposed three mitigation measures to reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(a) calls for the adoption of Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a)(general 
plan consistency review) to ensure that nondiscretionary development is subject to review 
for consistency with general plan policies relating to erosion.  This measure has been 
adopted by the Board, as discussed above. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) proposed revising Policy 7.1.2.1 in the 1996 General Plan 
alternative.  The original policy provided that development was to be “discouraged” at 
slopes exceeding 40 percent; that site specific review would be required for development 
on slopes 30 percent or greater; and that septic systems could not be located on slopes 30 
percent or greater.  Measure 5.9-4(b), as proposed in the EIR, would “prohibit” 
development or “disturbance” on slopes exceeding 25 percent, except when required for 
access, public health and safety reasons, or other limited circumstances, and reduce the 
other slope thresholds from 30 percent to 25 percent.  Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c), as 
proposed in the EIR, would add a new policy and implementation measure requiring 
agricultural grading activities of one acre or more to obtain a grading permit and implement 
erosion control measures in the permit. 
 
The Board made several modifications to Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b).  It added language 
to clarify that the health and safety concerns that could allow for an exception to the slope 
thresholds include Fire Safe requirements if determined to be necessary by the local fire 
district or state fire official, and that engineering geologists making determinations pursuant 
to the exceptions are to be certified.  These changes do not affect the substance of the 
measure.  In addition, modifications (1) establish slope thresholds of 30 percent slope 
instead of 25 percent, and (2) exempt horticultural uses and grazing activities from the 30 
percent slope prohibition if the use utilizes best management practices (“BMPs”) 
recommended by the County Agricultural Commission and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors.   The Board also adopted a new implementation measure that requires the 
County to consult with the University of California Cooperative Extension and the 
Agricultural Commission to develop Agricultural BMPs for adoption by the Board, and 
that such BMPs provide a level of resource protection that is comparable to that 
provided by this policy and the other policies that provide for agricultural exceptions. 
 
The modified measure would still substantially reduce the erosion impact identified in the 
EIR.  The thresholds for development (other than access) have been reduced from the 
original 40 percent to 30 percent, and the policy has been strengthened to apply to 
“disturbance” as well as “development,” and to “prohibit” rather than simply “discourage” 
development over the threshold.   
 
In addition, as discussed in the EIR, development on slopes is subject to several existing 
County regulations.  For example, the County’s review process for subdivision projects 
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requires the implementation of an erosion control plan, as well as conformance with the 
County Design and Improvements Standards Manual.  The Design Manual includes the 
County’s Hillside Design Standards, which specify minimum frontage and lot-size to slope 
relationships applicable to lots with a slope of ten percent or greater and prescribe best 
management practices for discretionary development projects on steep slopes.  Grading 
and earthwork activities associated with development are with certain exceptions subject to 
the County’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance.  In addition, the County’s 
Grading Ordinance and Design Standards Manual is being revised to implement the 
County’s new Storm Water Management Program prepared pursuant to the federal Clean 
Water Act.  The new requirements will apply to projects disturbing one acre or more and 
are expected to be substantially more effective at controlling erosion than an indiscriminate 
slope limitation.  
 
The exception to the 30 percent slope limit for agricultural activities is also limited.  It 
applies only if the Board has adopted Agricultural BMPs for the County that provide a 
level of resource protection that is comparable to that provided by this and other 
General Plan polices, and those BMPs are utilized in the agricultural activity at issue. 
Agricultural BMPs, such as those that have been developed by the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service and the University of California Cooperative 
Extension, can include measures and procedures to reduce erosion through proper 
grading, development of conservation cover, and correct rates of water application, and 
can address application of those techniques to sloped areas, to stream channels, and 
various types of plantings.  The combination of application of County-approved BMPs 
and the requirement to comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board-imposed 
conditional waivers controlling runoff from agricultural lands (see discussions on pages 
5.5-116 though 5.5-118 of the Draft EIR) would reduce the potential for agricultural 
activities to cause excessive erosion. 
 
However, the modification to the slope requirements proposed as Mitigation Measure 5.9-
4(b) are expected to lessen the effectiveness of the measure.  Some development on 
slopes between 25 and 30 percent, and some agricultural grading activities on slopes 
above 30 percent, which would have been prohibited under proposed Mitigation Measure 
5.9-4(b), can be expected to occur.  It is not possible to quantify the incremental effect of 
allowing this additional development.  The severity of erosion impacts depend on a number 
of factors in addition to slope, including soil type, vegetation, drainage contour, and site 
placement, as well as the implementation of best management practices, and in many 
cases development can occur on lands with 30 percent slopes without significant erosion 
impacts.  The natural slope for a particular soil type tends is a good indicator of slope 
stability for that soil type.  Natural slopes for many of the soil types identified in the Soil 
Conservation Service Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California are in some cases as 
high as 70 percent.  In addition, engineered solutions for controlling erosion on steep 
slopes are typically available.   As discussed above, development will be subject to a 
number of County requirements designed to substantially reduce erosion.  However, it is 
expected that the modification of the slope threshold will generally result in more 
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development on steeper slopes than would otherwise occur under the mitigation proposed 
in the EIR, which could increase erosion impacts in some cases, thereby reducing the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 
 
The Board also adopted, with modifications, Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c).  The 
modifications (1)  replace the grading permit requirement for agricultural grading activities 
with an agricultural permit through the Agricultural Commissioner’s office (2) require that 
all erosion control measures included in the grading agricultural permit be implemented, 
and (3) add an exception to the permit requirement for agricultural practices that do not 
change the natural contour of the land, if they include the use of BMPs recommended 
by the County Agricultural Commission and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
The Board finds that the modifications to Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) will not reduce its 
effectiveness.  The measure as modified will subject agricultural grading activities 
(which are not presently subject to permit review) to a review process that is 
comparable to the grading permit process.  Agricultural grading involves unique issues, 
including those related to crop and other vegetative cover, water application rates, and 
others, that are more effectively addressed comprehensively in an agricultural permit 
reviewed by the Agricultural Commissioner’s office than through the regular grading 
permit review process (which is typically focused solely on engineering concerns).   The 
adopted exception to the permit requirement applies only to activities that do not involve 
ground disturbance, and then only if the activity incorporates BMPs that have been 
adopted by the Board as providing a comparable level of resource protection. 
 
In sum, the Board finds that, as modified, the adopted mitigation measures will 
substantially reduce the severity of Impact 5.9-4, but will be less effective in preventing 
erosion than proposed Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) and therefore will not reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level. 
 
The Board also finds that the modifications are required to make the mitigation measures 
feasible.  A categorical prohibition on development on slopes greater than 25 percent with 
limited exceptions is infeasible in the County because such slopes are prevalent 
throughout the entire County.  As discussed on page 5.9-55 of the DEIR, more than 53 
percent of the County’s land area has slopes of more than 25 percent.  As discussed in the 
EIR, six market areas contain critical slopes (greater than 25%) on more than half their 
land area.  Accordingly, such restrictions would place a substantial burden on property 
owners in the County.   The Board finds that this burden cannot be justified by the 
incremental benefits of reducing the slope threshold from 30 to 25 percent. 
 
The agricultural exceptions are also required for feasibility.  Because Mitigation Measure 
5.9-4(b) would expand the slope policy to apply to “disturbance” as well as “development,” 
the prohibition imposed by that measure would have severe consequences for agricultural 
production and grazing in the County.  A substantial amount of agricultural and grazing 
activity in the County occurs on lands with slopes in excess of 30 percent and would be 
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precluded by the measure as proposed.  Vineyard production in particular can occur on 
steep slopes and the less fertile soils that often characterize those slopes.  According to the 
El Dorado County Agricultural Department, the County currently grows approximately 50 
different varietals, with others being considered by the grape growing industry.  Numerous 
varietals thrive in poor soils and some (such as Gamay Noir, for example) even prefer 
hillsides.  Stress on the vines (through moisture reduction, poor soils, etc.) can be 
important in concentrating the rich varietal flavors that produce some of the best, most 
intense wines.  A limitation which removes productive land from vineyard development 
could hinder the County’s niche market in providing unique varietal wines.   Other 
agricultural activities in the County that occur on steep slopes, such as berry farming and 
small livestock grazing, would also be impacted by the 30 percent slope prohibition. 
 
The Board finds that the adopted exceptions for agricultural practices are necessary to 
relieve burdens on and promote agricultural production.  As discussed in the finding for 
Impact 5.12-1, agricultural production in El Dorado County requires substantial investment 
and yields limited returns, resulting in very narrow profit margins.  In order to ensure that 
agriculture remains an economically viable industry in the County, it is necessary to reduce 
regulatory burdens on agricultural operators to the extent possible consistent with prudent 
environmental management.  The adopted exceptions are limited to what is necessary to 
avoid an overly burdensome restriction on agricultural use of steeper lands, to streamline 
the permit process for agricultural operators, and to allow limited self-regulation of 
agricultural activities in a manner that will minimize erosion impacts.  The Board finds that 
the incremental environmental benefits of adopting the measures without these exceptions 
do not justify the impacts on agriculture that would result and that the exceptions are 
necessary for the measures to be feasible.  
 
The Board finds that all of the adopted modifications are necessary to support the feasibility 
of the measure.  The EIR does not propose any other mitigation to avoid or reduce this 
impact.  Accordingly, the Board finds this impact is significant and unavoidable. 
 
Adoption of a project alternative would reduce this impact, although not to a less than 
significant level without mitigation.  The impact is generally reduced to the extent that the 
alternative contemplates reduced levels of development on lands with steep slopes.  
Accordingly, at 2025 and buildout, the No Project alternative and Alternative #7 are 
expected to reduce this impact the most, followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” alternative, and then the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  Alternatives 9 
and 10 would likely be comparable to the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  
Alternatives 11 and 12 contemplate significant increases in development density in some 
parts of the County and these higher density uses could, to the extent they lead to reduced 
development elsewhere in the County, correspond with lower density development on 
lands with critical slopes.  The 2001 Project Description alternative would offer no material 
advantages over the adopted General Plan at 2025 or buildout.  As set forth in Section K 
above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, 
remains significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this adverse impact will not be 
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eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) level, the Board of 
Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of 
the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-5: Reduction in the Accessibility of Mineral Resources  
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.9-5(a): Restrict Land Use Designations in Areas that May Contain Important Mineral Resources 
 
Revised Policy 2.2.2.7:  The purpose of the Mineral Resource (-MR) overlay designation is to identify those areas that 
are designated as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ 2xx) on the State Classification Reports. Only the following land 
use designations shall be appropriate in areas designated MRZ-2xx in the State Classification Reports.  The -MR 
overlay shall only be considered appropriate with the following base land use designations: 
 
• Natural Resource (NR) 
• Agricultural Land (AL) 
• Open Space (OS)  
• Industrial (I) 
• Commercial (C) 
• Public Facilities (PF) 
• Rural Residential (RR) 
• Low-Density Residential (LDR) 
 
If appropriate, said properties shall also be similarly zoned with Mineral Resource (-MR) combining zone district in 
conformance with Policy 7.2.1.2.  Industrial uses shall be limited to those uses compatible with mineral exploration. 
 
Revised Policy 7.2.2.2:  The General Plan designations, as shown on the General Plan land use maps, which are 
considered potentially compatible with surface mining shall include: 
 
• Natural Resource (NR) 
• Agricultural Land (AL) 
• Open Space (OS) 
• Industrial (I) 
• Commercial (C) 
• Public Facilities (PF) 
• Rural Residential (RR) 
• Low-Density Residential (RR) 
 
All other General Plan designations are determined to be incompatible for surface mining.  Industrial uses shall be 
limited to those compatible with mineral exploration. 
 
5.9-5(b): Amend General Plan Land Use Maps to Remove Land Uses Incompatible with Mineral Resource Overlay 
Areas 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Signficant and Unavoidable 
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Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified the direct and indirect impact of new development on the accessibility of 
St ate-identified mineral resources as a significant impact.  The impact arises from the 
designation of important mineral resource lands for residential and commercial uses.  
Direct impacts can occur by creating new land coverage that precludes mineral extraction.  
Indirect impacts arise primarily from the application of Measure A (County Code Section 
17.14.095), a measure approved by the voters in 1984 that prohibits new mining activities 
within 10,000 feet of any residential, hospital, school or church use. 
 
Mitigation Measures 5.9-5(a) and (b) proposed deletion of Commercial, Public Facilities, 
Rural Residential and Low Density Residential General Plan Designations from the list of 
designations that would be considered potentially compatible with the Mineral Resources (-
MR) Overlay, and would have required the land use map to be revised to remove these 
base designations from lands within the –MR Overlay.  The EIR identifies no additional 
measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact. 
 
The Board finds that the proposed mitigation measures are infeasible and ineffective and 
therefore rejects these measures. The Board finds that the above mitigation measures are 
infeasible because they would require an elimination of a residential designation (LDR or 
RR) for approximately 1,028 parcels within the –MR Overlay.  Changing the designations 
on these parcels to Natural Resources designation, which allows very little development, 
would have a substantial adverse effect on the owners of those parcels and would be a 
significant disruption of established expectations.  For this reason, the measure is 
considered infeasible. 
 
In addition, the Board finds that the measure would not be effective.  GIS analysis indicates 
that, based on existing residential uses, Measure A’s 10,000-foot buffer requirement 
already precludes new mining in most of the County, including the entirety of the –MR 
Overlay area.  (El Dorado County Planning Department, June 23, 2004, attached to 
EDAW, Environmental Assessment of Revisions to Mitigation Measures, July 2004 )  
 
The EIR suggested that, as an alternative mitigation measure, the County could put a 
measure on the ballot to repeal Measure A.  The Board finds that this mitigation is 
infeasible because it is inconsistent with the expressed intent of the County electorate. 
 
The Board further finds that the revision made to Policies 2.2.2.7 and 7.2.2.2 to include the 
new Agricultural Lands designation on the list of land use designations for which the -MR 
overlay is considered appropriate would not alter the effectiveness of this measure.  Most 
agricultural uses do not create permanent coverage that would directly preclude future 
mineral extraction.  In addition, for the reasons stated above, the designation would not 
have an indirect impact on mineral resource extraction because mining activities in the –
MR Overlay are currently precluded by Measure A.   
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The Board further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level. 
 
As analyzed in the EIR, this impact would be significant for all of the project alternatives at 
2025 and at buildout.  However the impact is generally reduced to the extent that the 
alternative minimizes the amount of land that is designated for development as 
commercial, industrial or residential within or near –MR lands.  Accordingly, at 2025 and 
buildout, the Environmentally Constrained alternative is expected to reduce this impact the 
most, followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative.  The No Project 
alternative contains a similar land use diagram as the adopted General Plan, and would 
offer only slight advantages due to subdivision restrictions in the Writ.  Alternatives 7, 9, 
and 10 would likely be comparable to the No Project alternative.  The 2001 Project 
Description alternative would offer no material advantages over the adopted General Plan 
at 2025 or buildout.  However, as set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of 
the alternatives is feasible.  In addition, based on the findings set forth above, the potential 
advantages of these alternatives would not effectively lessen the impacts on mining within 
the –MR Overlay as long as Measure A remains in effect.  This impact, therefore, remains 
significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or 
lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations identified in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, 
despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.9-6: Issues of Land Use Compatibility with Mining Operations 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.9-6(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.9-6(b): Establish Buffers between New Development and Mining Operations 
 
New Policy 7.2.2.3: The County shall require that new nonmining land uses adjacent to existing mining operations be 
designed to provide a buffer sufficient to protect the mining operation between the new development and the mining 
operation(s). 
 
5.9-6(c): Require 20-Acre Minimum Parcel Sizes 
 
Revised Policy 7.2.2.1:  The minimum parcel size within, or adjacent to, areas subject to the -MR overlay shall be 
twenty (20) acres unless the applicant can demonstrate to the approving authority that there are no economically 
significant mineral deposits on or adjacent to the project site and that the proposed project will have no adverse effect 
on existing or potential mining operations.  The minimum parcel size adjacent to active mining operations which are 
outside of the -MR overlay shall also be twenty (20) acres. 
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Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  As explained in the EIR, these mitigation measures would reduce this 
impact to land use compatibility with mining operations (Impact 5.9-6) to a less than 
significant level.  Therefore, the Board finds that such mitigation will lessen this 
potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 
 
 
NOISE 
 
█ Impact 
5.10-1: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Short-Term (Construction) Noise 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.10-1(a): Limit Noise-Generating Construction Activities 
 
New Policy 6.5.1.11:  The standards outlined in Tables 6-3, 6.4, and 6-5 HS-1, HS-2, and HS-3 for the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative shall apply to those activities associated with actual construction of a project 
as long as such construction occurs between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 
5 p.m. on weekends, and on federally recognized holidays.  Exceptions are allowed if it can be shown that 
construction beyond these times is necessary to alleviate traffic congestion and safety hazards. 
 
5.10-1(b): Establish Truck Routes to Minimize Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses 
 
New Policy TC-1x:  To reduce heavy truck traffic in residential areas and near noise-sensitive land uses associated 
with discretionary projects, the County will review truck routes to ensure traffic noise impacts are minimized. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce 
this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to short-term (construction) noise (Impact 5.10-1) would be 
reduced, but not to a less than significant level. 
 
The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.10-1 to a less than significant 
level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual short-term (construction) noise impacts at 2025 and at 
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buildout.  This is due to the potential for construction activities from new development to 
occur in residential or other noise-sensitive areas.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the alternative contemplates reduced levels of 
construction activities, particularly in areas of greater noise sensitivity, due to the level and 
pattern of development.  Accordingly, the alternatives would be expected to lessen this 
impact in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by the 
pattern of development. As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that the 
alternatives are not feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.10-2: Exposure to Ground Transportation Noise Sources 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.10-2(a): Protect Noise-Sensitive Land Uses from Unacceptable Noise Level Caused by New Transportation Noise 
Sources  
 
New Policy 6.2.1.12: When determining the significance of impacts and appropriate mitigation for new developments 
projects, the following criteria shall be taken into consideration.  
 
A.  Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels are less than 60 dBA Ldn at the outdoor activity areas of 

residential uses, an increase of more than 5 dBA Ldn caused by a new transportation noise source will be 
considered significant; and 

B.  Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels range between 60 and 65 dBA Ldn at the outdoor activity 
areas of residential uses, an increase of more than  3 dBA Ldn caused by to a new transportation noise source will 
be considered significant; and  

C.  Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels are greater than 65 dBA Ldn at the outdoor activity areas of 
residential uses, an increase of more than 1.5 dBA Ldn caused by new transportation noise source will be 
considered significant. 

5.10-2(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.10-1(b). 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce 
this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these mitigation measures, 
this potential impact related to ground transportation noise sources (Impact 5.10-2) would 
be reduced, but not to a less than significant level. 
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The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.10-2 to a less than significant 
level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts from ground transportation sources.  This is 
due to overall noise levels associated with vehicular traffic from continued growth in 
population and employment, as modeled in the EIR, as well as the extent to which new 
development is concentrated in areas affected by vehicular noise.  Based on the EIRs 
analysis, none of the equal-weight alternatives, after mitigation, would be expected to 
substantially lessen this impact. The remaining alternatives are also not expected to offer 
any material advantages over the adopted General Plan at 2025 or buildout.  In addition, 
the Board has determined that none of the alternatives is feasible, as discussed in section 
K.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.10-3: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Fixed or Nontransportation Noise 
Sources 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.10-3: Protect Noise-Sensitive Land Uses from Unacceptable Noise Levels Caused by Stationary Noise Sources 
 
New Policy 6.5.1.13:  When determining the significance of impacts and appropriate mitigation to reduce those 
impacts for new development projects, including ministerial development, the following criteria shall be taken into 
consideration: 
 
A.  In areas in which ambient noise levels are in accordance with the standards in Table 6-2, increases in ambient 

noise levels caused by new nontransportation noise sources that exceed 5 dBA shall be considered significant; 
and  

 
B.  In areas in which ambient noise levels are not in accordance with the standards in Table 6-2, increases in ambient 

noise levels caused by new nontransportation noise sources that exceed 3 dBA shall be considered significant. 
 
New Policy 6.5.1.14:  The County will adopt a noise ordinance to resolve neighborhood conflicts and to control 
unnecessary noise in the County.  Examples of the types of noise sources that can be controlled through the use of a 
quantitative noise ordinance include noisy mechanical equipment (i.e. e.g., swimming pool pumps, HVAC units), and 
amplified music in commercial establishments. 
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New Policy 6.5.1.15:  The County will establish and maintain coordination among city, county, and state agencies 
involved in noise abatement and other agencies to reduce noise generated from sources outside the County's 
jurisdiction. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan as proposed, with the exception of a non-substantive grammatical change.  The EIR 
identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  As 
explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this potential impact 
related to fixed or nontransportation noise sources (Impact 5.10-3) would be reduced, but 
not to a less than significant level. 
 
The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.10-3 to a less than significant 
level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to fixed noise sources at 2025 
and at buildout.  This is because the development of new residential and other noise-
sensitive uses, as well as new stationary noise sources such as industrial and commercial 
operations, will continue under even the lowest growth alternative.  However, the residual 
impact is generally reduced to the extent development patterns for residential and 
commercial/industrial uses would minimize new noise exposures, particularly in areas of 
greatest sensitivity to noise.  Accordingly, the Environmentally Constrained alternative is 
expected to reduce this impact the most because it would result in less development in 
rural parts of the County near major stationary sources of noise, such as mining and 
lumber mill operations.  This would be followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” alternative, and the No Project alternative.  Alternative #7 would result in similar 
impacts as the No Project alternative.  Alternatives #11 and #12 would have impacts 
similar to the Environmentally Constrained alternative.  As set forth in Section K above, the 
Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.10-4: Exposure to Aircraft Noise 
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Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.10-4: Update Airport Master Plans and Comprehensive Land Use Plans 
 
Revised Policy 6.5.2.3: All airports which have not developed noise level contours consistent with the General Plan 
forecast year of 2025 should update the respective Master Plans and CLUPs to reflect aircraft operation noise levels 
in the year 2025. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to aircraft noise (Impact 5.10-4) would be reduced, but not to a less 
than significant level. 
 
The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.10-4 to a less than 
significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts with respect to aircraft noise at 2025 and at 
buildout.  This is because all alternatives would result in the development of additional 
residential land uses and increased densities in the vicinity of the Cameron Park and 
Placerville Airports.   In addition, all alternatives include development within El Dorado Hills, 
an area already considered to be affected by aircraft overflights associated with the 
operation of Mather Airport in Sacramento County.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced with alternatives that are projected to result in less development in the 
vicinity of local airports.  The EIR concluded that the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative would reduce this impact the most, followed by the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” alternative.  Alternatives #11 and 12 would have similar impacts as the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds 
that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
AIR QUALITY 
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█ Impact 
5.11-1: Construction Emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 
 
Significance Before Mitigation –Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.11-1: Use Updated Recommendations to Analyze and Mitigate Potential Air Quality Impacts 
 
Revised Policy 6.7.7.1:  The County shall consider air quality when planning the land uses and transportation systems 
to accommodate expected growth, and shall use the recommendations in the most recent version of the El Dorado 
County AQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment: Determining Significance of Air Quality Impacts Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, to analyze potential air quality impacts (e.g., short-term construction, long-term operations, 
toxic and odor-related emissions) and to require feasible mitigation requirements such impacts.  The County shall 
also consider any new information or technology that becomes available prior to periodic updates of the Guide. The 
County shall encourage actions (i.e. e.g., use of light-colored roofs and retention of trees) to help mitigate heat island 
effects on air quality.  
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact. As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to construction emissions (Impact 5.11-1) would be reduced, but 
not to a less than significant level. 
 
The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.11-1 to a less than 
significant level.   
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual air quality impacts related to construction emissions at 
2025 and at buildout.  This is because all alternatives involve some level of construction 
which would contribute to the existing nonattainment status of El Dorado County with 
respect to national ozone (1-hour) standards, the national ozone (8-hour) standard, and the 
state PM10 standard.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that 
the alternative contemplates reduced levels of overall development and the attendant level 
of construction activities.  Accordingly, at 2025 and buildout, the No Project alternative and 
Alternative #7 are expected to reduce this impact the most, followed by the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative, and then the Environmentally Constrained 
alternative.  Alternatives 9 and 10 would likely be comparable to the Environmentally 
Constrained alternative.  Alternatives 11 and 12 contemplate significant increases in 
development density in some parts of the County, but reduced density in others; some 
lessening of construction-related impacts would be expected due to efficiencies gained by 
more compact development patterns. The 2001 Project Description alternative would offer 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 112 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

no material advantages over the adopted General Plan at 2025 or buildout.  However, as 
set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this adverse 
impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) level, the 
Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of 
the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.11-2: Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.11-2(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 
 
5.11-2(b): Encourage Use of Alternative-Fuel Vehicles 
 
New Policy 6.7.2.5:  Upon reviewing projects, the County shall support and encourage the use of, and facilities for, 
alternative-fuel vehicles to the extent feasible. The County shall develop language to be included in County contract 
procedures to give preference to contractors that utilize low-emission heavy-duty vehicles. 
 
5.11-2(c): Investigate Replacement of Fleet Vehicles with More Fuel-Efficient or Alternative-Fuel Vehicles 
 
New Policy 6.7.2.6:  The County shall investigate the replacement of its fleet vehicles with more fuel-efficient or 
alternative fuel vehicles (e.g., liquid natural gas, fuel cell vehicles).  
 
5.11-2(d): Regulate Wood-Burning Fireplaces and Stoves in New Development 
 
New Policy 6.7.4.6:  The County shall regulate wood-burning fireplaces and stoves in all new development.  
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved stoves and fireplaces burning natural gas or propane are allowed.  
The County shall require replacement of non-certified wood heaters upon sale of any residential, commercial or 
industrial property before the completion of escrow and developers of subdivisions shall retrofit non-certified wood 
heaters in an equal number of homes with EPA certified units.  The County shall restrict the sale and installation of 
used wood heaters.  The County shall discourage the use of non-certified wood heaters and fireplaces during periods 
of unhealthy air quality.   
 
5.11-2(e): Develop Incentive Program to Encourage Use of Newer Cleaner-Burning EPA-Certified Wood Stoves 
 
New Policy 6.7.4.7:  The County shall inform the public regarding the air quality effects associated with the use of 
wood for home heating. The program should address proper operation and maintenance of wood heaters, proper 
wood selection and use, the health effects of wood smoke, weatherization methods for homes, and determining the 
proper size of heater needed before purchase and professional installation. The County shall develop an incentive 
program to encourage homeowners to replace high-pollution emitting non-EPA-certified wood stoves that were 
installed before the effective date of the applicable EPA regulation with newer cleaner-burning EPA-certified wood 
stoves.   
 
5.11-2(f):  Synchronize Signalized Intersections 
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New Policy TC-3d: Signalized intersections shall be synchronized where possible as a means to reduce congestion, 
conserve energy, and improve air quality.   
 
5.11-2(g):  Include Pedestrian/Bike Paths Connecting to Adjacent Development 
 
New Policy TC-4i:  Within Community Regions and rural Centers, all development shall include pedestrian/bike paths 
connecting to adjacent development and to schools, parks, commercial areas and other facilities where feasible.  In 
Rural Regions, pedestrian/bike paths shall be considered as appropriate.   
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR found that long-term air quality impacts resulting from new development (Impact 
5.11-2) would be a significant impact, and proposed five mitigation measures affecting the 
Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element, and two additional measures affecting the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative’s Circulation Element to reduce the severity of that 
impact. The Board of Supervisors has incorporated all of these mitigation measures as 
proposed into the adopted General Plan, with the exception of Mitigation Measure 5.11-
2(d), which was adopted with the modifications shown above. As explained in the EIR, with 
implementation of these mitigation measures, this impact would be reduced, but not to a 
less than significant level. 
 
The revisions made to the new policy set forth by Mitigation Measure 5.11-2(d) eliminate 
the requirement that existing non-certified wood burning stoves and fireplaces be replaced 
by owners prior to the sale of property, that non-certified wood heaters be retrofit by 
subdividers, and that the County restrict the sale of used non-certified wood heaters. 
Impacts from wood burning sources are limited by restrictions on the use of non-EPA 
certified stoves in new homes, and will be further lessened by Mitigation Measure 5.11-
2(e), which requires the County to develop an incentive program for replacing existing non-
certified stoves.  These measures will ensure that new development does not contribute 
substantially to pollutants from wood-burning sources, and will encourage replacement of 
existing systems that do not meet current EPA standards. However, a voluntary incentive 
program will not result in retrofitting of existing polluting systems at the same rate as a 
mandatory retrofit program. Because emissions from existing non-certified wood stoves 
and wood burning fireplaces substantially contribute to the County’s air quality problems, 
particularly with respect to reactive organic gases, carbon monoxide, and particulate 
matter, the adopted modification to this measure would decrease the effectiveness of the 
measure. 
 
The Board finds that the mandatory replacement and retrofit program proposed in the EIR 
is not feasible because it would impose substantial cost burdens on property owners 
wishing to sell their existing homes.  Approximately 80-90% of existing residences in the 
County have a stove or fireplace.  According to the El Dorado County Building Department, 
a wood stove/fireplace retrofit at house sale could cost between $3,000 to $4,000.   The 
restriction on the sale of used non-certified stoves is also infeasible.  Such restriction would 
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further add to the cost burdens on homeowners.  In addition, the restriction would provide a 
disincentive for owners of non-certified stoves to upgrade to cleaner-burning stoves, by 
eliminating resale opportunities.  The demand for used non-certified stoves is most likely to 
come from owners of existing houses constructed prior to the adoption of regulations in the 
late 1980s requiring EPA certified wood stoves and fireplaces in new homes.  A significant 
percentage of these homes use wood stoves or fireplaces as the sole source of heat (state 
regulations prohibiting this practice were also adopted in the late 1980s).  The replacement 
of an existing brick fireplace or poorly functioning non-certified wood stove with a 
functioning non-certified used stove or insert, though not providing as much of an 
improvement as replacement with a certified stove, will reduce emissions. The retrofit and 
resale measures proposed in the EIR both address the impacts of existing units rather than 
new development.  The incremental benefits of adopting these provisions in terms of 
reducing existing pollution sources are not justified by their costs, and they are therefore 
considered infeasible.  
 
The Board further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.11-2 to a 
less than significant level.  
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts at 2025 and at buildout since development 
under all alternatives would generate regional emissions from vehicle trips, use of natural 
gas, burning, and use of maintenance equipment and consumer products.  However, the 
residual impact is generally reduced with lower levels of overall development and the 
attendant reductions in stationary and mobile-vehicle source emissions.  Accordingly, the 
alternatives will lessen this impact in the manner described at the beginning of Section O 
for impacts arising from overall levels of development, except that Alternative #11 and #12 
would be expected to be superior to the environmentally constrained alternative to the 
extent their compact development patterns can reduce total vehicle miles traveled.  
However, as set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is 
feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.11-3: Toxic Air Emissions 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.11-3(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.11-3(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
5.11-3(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 
 
5.11-3(d): Adopt New Policy for Facilities Housing Sensitive Receptors 
 
New Policy 6.7.6.2: New facilities in which sensitive receptors are located (e.g. residential subdivisions, schools, 
childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement homes, and hospitals) shall be sited away from significant sources of air 
pollution. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce 
this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to toxic air emissions (Impact 5.11-3) would be reduced, but not to 
a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.11-3 to a less than 
significant level.    
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual toxic air emissions at 2025 and at buildout.  This is 
because all alternatives allow land uses, such as gravel mining and landfilling activities, 
that are potential sources of toxic emissions.  However, the residual impact is generally 
reduced to the extent that the alternative the level and pattern of development would 
decrease the number of potential sources of toxic emissions and the number of sensitive 
receptors that could potentially be located near those sources, and would increase 
opportunities for avoiding siting conflicts.  Accordingly, the alternatives will lessen this 
impact in the manner described at the beginning of Section O for impacts affected by the 
pattern of development,  However, as set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that 
none of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable.  
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 116 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

█ Impact 
5.11-4: Local Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
 
Significance Before  Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.11-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.11-2(f) for the Roadway Constrained 6-Lane “Plus” Alternative 
 
New Policy TC-3d: Signalized intersections shall be synchronized where possible as a means to reduce congestion, 
conserve energy, and improve air quality.   
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to local mobile source emissions (Impact 5.11-4) would be 
reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.11-4 to a less than 
significant level.    
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable local mobile source emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) at 
2025 and at buildout.  This is because local mobile-source CO emissions are a function of 
traffic volume, speed and delay under specific meteorological conditions, and all 
alternatives include land uses with sensitive receptors near roadway intersections. 
However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that the alternative 
contemplates lower levels of development, development patterns that reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), and reduced traffic congestion.  Accordingly, at 2025, the No Project 
alternative and Alternative #7 are expected to reduce this impact the most, followed by the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative.  The Environmentally Constrained 
alternative would not offer material advantages over the Project at 2025, but would 
concentrate development in a less diffuse area at buildout, resulting in substantially fewer 
vehicle miles traveled, and would therefore reduce CO emissions the most at buildout.  The 
connector proposed by Alternative #10 would reduce traffic congestion in the El Dorado 
Hills area and improve local CO levels on intersections with Latrobe Road, but has been 
incorporated to the extent feasible into the adopted General Plan as a mitigation measure. 
Alternatives #11 and #12 would concentrate development in a manner that may reduce 
overall VMT and the attendant local CO emissions. However, as set forth in Section K 
above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible. This impact, therefore, 
remains significant and unavoidable. 
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To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.11-5: Odorous Emissions 
 
Significance Before  Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.11-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measure into the General 
Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this 
impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this 
potential impact related to odorous emissions (Impact 5.11-5) would be reduced, but not to 
a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.11-5 to a less than 
significant level.  
 
None of the alternatives would avoid or substantially reduce the severity of this impact 
because all of the alternatives would result in an increased level of development and the 
attendant increase in the number of odor sources and sensitive receptors.   Because of the 
subjective nature of odors and the highly location-specific nature of odorous emissions, 
none of the alternatives is expected to provide a substantial reduction in the potential for 
odorous emissions impacts.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
█ Impact 
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5.12-1: Loss and Fragmentation of Wildlife Habitat 
 
Significance Before  Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.12-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) 
 
5.12-1(b): Minimize Erosion and Maximize Retention of Natural Vegetation 
 
Revised Policy 7.1.2.2: Discretionary and ministerial projects that require earthwork and grading, including cut and fill 
for roads, shall be required to minimize erosion and sedimentation, conform to natural contours, maintain natural 
drainage patterns, minimize impervious surfaces, and maximize the retention of natural vegetation.  Specific 
standards for minimizing erosion and sedimentation shall be incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
5.12-1(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.9-6(a)  
 
5.12-1(d): Develop and Implement an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
 
New Policy 7.4.2.8:  Develop within five years and implement an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
(INRMP) that identifies important habitat in the County and establishes a program for effective habitat preservation 
and management.  The INRMP shall include the following components: 
 
A.  Habitat Inventory.  This part of the INRMP shall inventory and map the following important habitats in El Dorado 

County:  
 

1.  Habitats that support special-status species;  
2.  Aquatic environments including streams, rivers, and lakes; 
3.  Wetland and riparian habitat;  
4.  Important habitat for migratory deer herds; and 
5.  Large expanses of native vegetation. 
 
The County should update the inventory every three years to identify the amount of important habitat protected, 
by habitat type, through County programs and the amount of important habitat removed because of new 
development during that period.  The inventory and mapping effort shall be developed with the assistance of the 
Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee, CDFG, and USFWS.  The inventory shall be maintained and 
updated by the County Planning Department and shall be publicly accessible.   

 
B.  Habitat Protection Strategy.  This component shall describe a strategy for protecting important habitats based on 

coordinated land acquisitions (see item D below) and management of acquired land.  The goal of the strategy shall 
be to conserve and restore contiguous blocks of important habitat to offset the effects of increased habitat loss 
and fragmentation elsewhere in the county.  The Habitat Protection Strategy should be updated at least once 
every five years based on the results of the habitat monitoring program (item F below). Consideration of wildlife 
movement will be given by the County on all future 4- and 6-lane roadway construction projects. When feasible, 
natural undercrossings along proposed roadway alignments that could be utilized by terrestrial wildlife for 
movement will be preserved and enhanced. 

 
C.  Mitigation Assistance.  This part of the INRMP shall establish a program to facilitate mitigation of impacts to 

biological resources resulting from projects approved by the County that are unable to avoid impacts on important 
habitats.  The program may include development of mitigation banks, maintenance of lists of potential mitigation 
options, and incentives for developers and landowner participation in the habitat acquisition and management 
components of the INRMP. 
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D.  Habitat Acquisition.  Based on the Habitat Protection Strategy and in coordination with the Mitigation Assistance 
program, the INRMP shall include a program for identifying habitat acquisition opportunities involving willing 
sellers.  Acquisition may be by state or federal land management agencies, private land trusts or mitigation 
banks, the County, or other public or private organizations.  Lands may be acquired in fee or protected through 
acquisition of a conservation easement designed to protect the core habitat values of the land while allowing 
other uses by the fee owner.  The program should identify opportunities for partnerships between the County and 
other organizations for habitat acquisition and management.   In evaluating proposed acquisitions, consideration 
will be given to site-specific features (e.g., condition and threats to habitat, presence of special-status species), 
transaction-related features (e.g., level of protection gained, time frame for purchase completion, relative costs), 
and regional considerations (e.g., connectivity with adjacent protected lands and important habitat, achieves 
multiple agency and community benefits).  Parcels that include important habitat and are located generally to the 
west of the Eldorado National Forest should be given priority for acquisition.  Priority will also be given to parcels 
that would preserve natural wildlife movement corridors such as crossing under major roadways (e.g., U.S. 50 
and across canyons). All land acquired shall be added to the Ecological Preserve overlay area. 

 
E. Habitat Management.  Each property or easement acquired through the INRMP should be evaluated to determine 

whether the biological resources would benefit from restoration or management actions.  Examples of the many 
types of restoration or management actions that could be undertaken to improve current habitat conditions include: 
removal of non-native plant species, planting native species, repair and rehabilitation of severely grazed riparian 
and upland habitats, removal of culverts and other structures that impede movement by native fishes, construction 
of roadway under and overcrossing that would facilitate movement by terrestrial wildlife, and installation of erosion 
control measures on land adjacent to sensitive wetland and riparian habitat. 

 
F.  Monitoring.  The INRMP shall include a habitat monitoring program that covers all areas under the Ecological 

Preserve overlay together with all lands acquired as part of the INRMP.  Monitoring results shall be incorporated 
into future County planning efforts so as to more effectively conserve and restore important habitats. The results of 
all special-status species monitoring shall be reported to the CNDDB.  Monitoring results shall be compiled into an 
annual report to be presented to the Board of Supervisors. 

 
G.  Public Participation.  The INRMP shall be developed with and include provisions for public participation and 

informal consultation with local, state, and federal agencies having jurisdiction over natural resources within the 
county. 

 
H. Funding.  The County shall develop a conservation fund to ensure adequate funding of the INRMP, including 

habitat maintenance and restoration.  Funding may be provided from grants, mitigation fees, and the County 
general fund.  The INRMP annual report described under item F above shall include information on current 
funding levels and shall project anticipated funding needs and anticipated and potential funding sources for the 
following 5 years. 

 
5.12-1(e): Adopt a No-Net-Loss Policy and Mitigation Program for Important Habitat 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.4.1.6:  All development projects involving discretionary review shall be designed to avoid 
disturbance or fragmentation of important habitats to the extent reasonably feasible.  Where avoidance is not 
possible, the development shall be required to fully mitigate the effects of important habitat loss and fragmentation.  
Mitigation shall be defined in the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) (see Policy 7.4.2.8 and 
Implementation Measure CO-M).   
 
The County Agricultural Commission, Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee, representatives of the 
agricultural community, academia and other stakeholders shall be involved and consulted in defining the important 
habitats of the County and in the creation and implementation of the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
(INRMP).   
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New Implementation Measure CO-U:  Mitigation under Policy 7.4.1.6 shall include providing sufficient funding to the 
County's conservation fund to acquire and protect important habitat at a minimum 2:1 ratio.  The costs associated 
with acquisition, restoration, and management of the habitat protected shall be included in the mitigation fee.  For 
larger development projects (i.e., those that exceed a total of 10 acres), in addition to contributing to the conservation 
fund at a minimum 2:1 ratio, onsite preservation and/or restoration of important habitat shall be required at a 1:1 ratio. 
 Impacts on important habitat and mitigation requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study and an 
Important Habitat Mitigation Program (described below).  
 
A.  Biological Resources Study.  The County shall adopt biological resource assessment standards that apply to all 

discretionary projects that would result in disturbance of soil and native vegetation in areas that include important 
habitat as defined in the INRMP.  The assessment of the project site must be in the form of an independent 
Biological Resources Study, and must be completed by a qualified biologist.  The evaluation shall quantify the 
amount of important habitat, by habitat type, as defined in General Plan and delineated on maps included in the 
INRMP.  The Biological Resources Study shall also address the potential for the project to adversely affect 
important habitat through conversion or fragmentation.  This requirement shall not apply to projects that are on 
lands that either (1) have already been the subject of a study and for which all mitigation requirements are being 
implemented or (2) have been evaluated by the County and found to not possess any important habitat resources. 

 
B. Important Habitat Mitigation Program.  The Biological Resource Study shall include an Important Habitat Mitigation 

Program that identifies options that would avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts on important habitats in 
compliance with the standards of the INRMP and the General Plan.  All mitigation programs shall include a 
monitoring and reporting component requiring reports to the County not less than once each year for a period of 
not less than 10 years.  The report will include a description of the lands included in the mitigation program 
(including location and size), a summary of the evaluation criteria established at the time the mitigation program 
was approved, an evaluation of the mitigation program based on those criteria, and recommendations for action 
during the following year.  The County shall adopt standards for evaluating mitigation programs proposed as part 
of the Biological Resources Study described above.  The standards shall ensure that the mitigation reduces direct 
and cumulative impacts of proposed development on important habitats to less than significant levels in 
accordance with CEQA thresholds. 

 
For all grading projects that will result in the conversion of one or more acres of important habitat to agriculture, the 
County shall require mitigation in the form of a fee in support of the County’s conservation fund. When less than 10 
acres of important habitat would be removed, the fee shall be sufficient to acquire, restore, and manage one acre 
of equivalent habitat for every acre of loss. When 10 acres or more of important habitat will be removed, the fees 
shall be sufficient to acquire, restore, and manage two acres for every acre of loss. 

 
5.12-1(f): Require Mitigation for Loss of Woodland Habitat 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.4.4.4:  For all new development projects (not including agricultural cultivation and actions 
pursuant to an approved Fire Safe Plan necessary to protect existing structures, both of which are exempt from this 
policy) that would result in soil disturbance on parcels that (1) are over an acre and have at least 1% total canopy 
cover or (2) are less than an acre and have at least 10% total canopy cover by woodlands habitats as defined in this 
General Plan and determined from base line aerial photography or by site survey performed by a qualified biologist or 
licensed arborist, the County shall require one of two mitigation options: (1) the project applicant shall adhere to the 
tree canopy retention and replacement standards described below; or (2) the project applicant shall contribute to the 
County’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) conservation fund described in Policy 7.4.2.8 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d). 
 
Option A 
 
The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention standards: 
 
Percent Existing Canopy Cover Canopy Cover to be Retained 
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 80-100   60% of existing canopy 
 60-79   70% of existing canopy 
 40-59   80% of existing canopy 
 20-39   85% of existing canopy 
 10-19   90% of existing canopy 
1-9 for parcels >   90% of existing canopy 
         1 acre  
 
Under Option A, the project applicant shall also replace woodland habitat removed at 1:1 ratio.  Impacts on woodland 
habitat and mitigation requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study and Important Habitat 
Mitigation Plan as described in Policy 7.4.2.8 Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d).  Woodland replacement shall be based 
on a formula, developed by the County, that accounts for the number of trees and acreage affected. 
 
Option B 
 
The project applicant shall provide sufficient funding to the County's INRMP’s conservation fund, described in Policy 
7.4.2.8 Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d), to fully compensate for the impact to oak woodland habitat.  To compensate for 
fragmentation as well as habitat loss, the preservation mitigation ratio shall be 2:1 and based on the total woodland 
acreage onsite directly impacted by habitat loss and indirectly impacted by habitat fragmentation.  The costs 
associated with acquisition, restoration, and management of the habitat protected shall be included in the mitigation 
fee.  Impacts on woodland habitat and mitigation requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources Study 
and Important Habitat Mitigation Plan as described in Policy 7.4.2.8 Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d). 
 
5.12-1(g): Develop and Implement an Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.4.5.2: It shall be the policy of the County to preserve native oaks wherever feasible, 
through the review of all proposed development activities where such trees are present on either public or private 
property, while at the same time recognizing individual rights to develop private property in a reasonable manner.  To 
ensure that oak tree loss is reduced to reasonable acceptable levels, the County shall develop and implement an Oak 
Tree Preservation Ordinance that includes the following components: 
 
A. Oak Tree Removal Permit Process.  Except under special exemptions, a tree removal permit shall be required by 

the County for removal of any native oak tree with a single main trunk of at least 6" diameter at breast height (dbh), 
or a multiple trunk with an aggregate of at least 10" dbh.  Special exemptions when a tree removal permit is not 
needed shall include tree removal of trees less than 36 inches in diameter at breast height on: 1) lands in 
Williamson Act contracts, Farmland Security Zone Programs, Timber Production Zones, Agricultural Districts, 
designated Agricultural Land (AL), and actions pursuant to a Fire Safe plan; 2) all single family residential lots of 
one acre or less that cannot be further subdivided; 3) when a native oak tree is cut down on the owner’s property 
for the owner’s personal use; and 4) when written approval has been received from the County Planning 
Department.  In passing judgment upon tree removal permit applications, the County may impose such reasonable 
conditions of approval as are necessary to protect the health of existing oak trees, the public and the surrounding 
property, or sensitive habitats.  The County Planning Department may condition any removal of native oaks upon 
the replacement of trees in kind.  The replacement requirement shall be calculated based upon an inch for inch 
replacement of removed oaks.  The total of replacement trees shall have a combined diameter of the tree(s) 
removed.  Replacement trees may be planted onsite or in other areas to the satisfaction of the County Planning 
Department.  The County may also condition any tree removal permit that would affect sensitive habitat (e.g., 
valley oak woodland), on preparation of a Biological Resources Study and an Important Habitat Mitigation Program 
as described in Mitigation 5.12-1(e) Policy 7.4.1.6.  If an application is denied, the County shall provide written 
notification, including the reasons for denial, to the applicant. 

 
B. Tree Removal Associated with discretionary project.  Any person desiring to remove a native oak shall provide the 

County with the following as part of the project application: 
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• a written statement by the applicant or an arborist stating the justification for the development activity, identifying 
how trees in the vicinity of the project or construction site will be protected and stating that all construction activity 
will follow approved preservation methods; 

• a site map plan that identifies all native oaks on the project site; and  
• a report by a certified arborist that provides specific information for all native oak trees on the project site. 
 
C. Commercial Firewood Cutting.  Fuel wood production is considered commercial when a party cuts firewood for 

sale or profit.  An oak tree removal permit shall be required for commercial firewood cutting of any native oak tree. 
 In reviewing a permit application, the Planning Department shall consider the following: 

• whether the trees to be removed would have a significant negative environmental impact;  
• whether the proposed removal would not result in clear-cutting, but will result in thinning or stand improvement; 
• whether replanting would be necessary to ensure adequate regeneration; 
• whether the removal would create the potential for soil erosion; 
• whether any other limitations or conditions should be imposed in accordance with sound tree management 

practices; and  
• what the extent of the resulting canopy cover would be. 
 
D.  Penalties.  Fines will be issued to any person, firm, or corporation that is not exempt from the ordinance who 

damages or destroys an oak tree without first obtaining an oak tree removal permit.  Fines may be as high as three 
times the current market value of replacement trees as well as the cost of replacement, and/or replacement of up 
to three times the number of trees required by the ordinance.  If oak trees are removed without a tree removal 
permit, the County Planning Department may choose to deny or defer approval of any application for development 
of that property for a period of up to 5 years.  All monies received for replacement of illegally removed or damaged 
trees shall be deposited in the County’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) conservation 
fund. 

 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified the loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat as a significant impact 
(Impact 5.12-1), and proposed six mitigation measures to reduce the severity of the impact. 
 With the exception of Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(c), the Board has incorporated all of these 
measures into the adopted General Plan, with certain modifications as shown above or 
discussed previously. The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further 
reduce this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these mitigation 
measures, this impact would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(b) (minimize erosion and maximize retention of natural 
vegetation) and (d) (develop and implement an integrated natural resources management 
plan (INRMP)) have been incorporated into the adopted General Plan without change. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(a) proposed the adoption of Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) 
(restricting development on steep slopes).  As discussed above with respect to Impact 5.9-
4, this measure has been adopted with certain modifications needed to render it feasible.  
The adopted measure would substantially improve protection of habitat on steep slopes by 
changing the policy discouraging development on slopes of 40 percent or more to one 
generally prohibiting development on slopes of 30 percent or more, but would provide less 
protection than the measure as proposed in the EIR, which would have applied to all 
slopes over 25 percent.  As revised, the policy would allow some development on slopes 
between 25 and 30 percent, and could impact habitat in that range.  In addition, the 
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modified measure would include an exception for agricultural and grazing activities that 
utilize BMPs adopted by the Board.  This could result in some conversion to agricultural 
uses of habitat on lands with over 30 percent slope that would otherwise be prohibited by 
the measure as proposed in the EIR, although the impacts of this additional conversion 
would be substantially offset by the implementation of Agricultural BMPs.  Taken together, 
however, the modifications will reduce the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(a) in 
mitigating for habitat loss.   For the reasons discussed in the finding for Impact 5.9-4, the 
Board finds that it is not feasible to adopt the proposed mitigation without the adopted 
revisions. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(c) would have prohibited mining on lands designated Open 
Space, thereby reducing the effects of mining on habitat located within that designation.  
The Board has determined that this measure is infeasible and declines to adopt it.  As 
discussed above in the findings for Impact 5.9-5, Measure A’s 10,000-foot buffer 
requirement already precludes new mining in most of the County, including the entirety of 
the –MR Overlay area.  (El Dorado County Planning Department, June 23, 2004) and all 
areas designated Open Space.  Accordingly, adoption of the measure will not have any 
practical effect on preserving habitat.  In addition, to the extent any open space areas 
contain important habitat or other biological resources, development such as mining that 
could impact those resources would be subject to the other mitigation measures designed 
to protect those resources and incorporated into the adopted General Plan (see, e.g., 
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(a), (b), (d), (e), (f) and (g)).  In light of these protections and the 
severe restrictions already imposed by Measure A on the ability of new mining activities to 
locate in the County, the Board finds that imposing the additional prohibition on any mining 
in open space areas is infeasible.  
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e), as proposed in the EIR, would establish a no-net-loss policy 
and mitigation program for impacts to important habitats, including the requirement to 
provide funding sufficient to acquire and protect important habitat equivalent to that which 
is impacted.  The proposed measure would have required agricultural projects resulting in 
the conversion of one or more acres of important habitat to pay a fee sufficient to acquire, 
preserve and restore important habitat at a 1:1 ratio, and for 10 or more acres of 
conversion, a 2:1 ratio would be required.  The modification to the measure in the adopted 
General Plan, in addition to adding language to the policy identifying certain stakeholders 
that shall be consulted in the important habitat designation process and making other non-
substantive changes that do not affect the efficacy of the measure, deletes the mitigation 
fee requirement applicable to agricultural activities.  The exemption for agricultural activities 
will decrease the efficacy of the proposed measure by potentially allowing for the loss or 
fragmentation of important habitat due to new agricultural conversion without requiring the 
preservation of equivalent habitat.    
 
The Board finds that the proposed mitigation fee program for agricultural grading projects is 
infeasible.  Agricultural operations in the County require a substantial monetary investment 
in terms of land and operational costs.  For example, undeveloped land prices in the 
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southern part of the County can range as high as $30,000 per acre.  Only a portion of that 
land is typically usable for cultivation, resulting in an even higher land cost per usable acre. 
 Land acquisition typically requires debt, the payments on which often exceed revenues.  
Accordingly, rates of return are typically low.  Under these financial circumstances, it will 
often be economically infeasible for agricultural producers to purchase replacement lands a 
1:1 or greater ratio and continue in agricultural production. 
 
Imposing these economic burdens on agricultural uses would conflict with the General Plan 
objectives of promoting agriculture as an industry and preserving the rural heritage of the 
County by threatening the economic viability of agricultural operations.  The County would 
also be harmed economically if expansion of agricultural production were discouraged.  
Agricultural operations offer substantial benefits to the local economy.  It is estimated 
that the impact of agriculture on El Dorado County’s economy totaled approximately 
$391 million in 2002.  (Bill Snodgrass, Agricultural Commission/Sealer, 2002 El Dorado 
County Crop Report.)  These benefits accrue from the direct harvesting and 
manufacturing of crops, retail sales, and the impact on local and other job markets.  In 
addition, agricultural production supports agri-tourism, and provides a tax base based 
on sales tax, income tax, property tax, and in the case of tourism, contributes to the 
tourism tax.  Tourist activities in the County include wine tasting, apple harvesting, and 
choose-and-cut Christmas trees.  (See, for example, Valerie Zentner, Executive 
Director, El Dorado County Farm Bureau, Report, The Positive Economic Impact of 
Agricultural Operations in El Dorado County.) 
 
For all of the above reasons, the proposed Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) is considered 
infeasible without the modifications adopted by the Board. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f) would protect oak and other hardwood woodland from 
development by requiring the retention of a specified percentage of existing canopy cover 
as well as replacement of the habitat at a 1:1 ratio, or alternatively by requiring an in lieu 
fee sufficient to acquire and preserve equivalent habitat at a 2:1 ratio. As explained in the 
EIR.  The Board adopted this policy with a revision clarifying that the policy does not apply 
to agricultural cultivation. The Board finds that this modification does not alter the 
effectiveness of the measure.  The measure as proposed in the EIR was not intended to 
apply to agricultural cultivation.  As discussed in the Response to Comments, Master 
Response 18, the canopy retention option would effectively preclude the development of 
agriculture in many areas of the County and is therefore in conflict with the objectives of the 
General Plan to promote agriculture.  In addition, requiring replacement with equivalent 
habitat at a 1:1 or 2:1 ratio is economically infeasible for the reasons stated above.  
Accordingly, the modification will not lessen the effectiveness of the proposed measure.  
The Board further finds that exclusion of agriculture from the requirements of the measure 
is necessary to render the measure feasible. 
 
The Board also modified Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f) to provide an exception to the 
canopy retention requirements for actions taken pursuant to an approved Fire Safe Plan 
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that are necessary to protect existing structures.  This exception may result in the reduction 
of some oak tree canopy that would otherwise be protected under the measure as 
proposed in the EIR, but such reduction is expected to be small, because the policy is 
limited to the protection of existing development.  Strict implementation of the canopy 
protection requirements could in some cases prevent the implementation of measures 
required in a Fire Safe Plan, or impose a severe financial disincentive for implementing 
such measures.  The incremental environmental benefits of not including an exception for 
Fire Safe measures do not justify the increased fire hazard and safety risks that would 
result.  Accordingly, the Board finds that the adopted modifications are required to make 
the measure feasible. 
 
Lastly, the EIR proposed Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(g), requiring development of an Oak 
Tree Protection Ordinance, including an oak tree removal permit process, to protect 
individual oak trees and woodlands that are not covered by Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(e) 
and (f).  The Board adopted this measure with modifications that expand the list of 
exemptions for trees less than 36 inches in diameter to include removal on certain 
agricultural lands and instances where the tree is for the personal use of the owner.   
These exemptions will allow for the removal of individual trees less than 36 inches without 
County review or conditions, and will therefore reduce the effectiveness of the measure. 
However, the Board finds that it would not be feasible to require a tree removal permit 
without the added exemptions.  The requirement to apply for a permit for individual tree 
removal would be particularly burdensome for agricultural operators, who frequently need 
to clear land for production. As discussed above, the Board finds that adding substantial 
regulatory burdens to agricultural operators is not feasible.  The Board also finds that 
exception for personal use is necessary for the feasibility of this measure.  The exception 
will allow owners to take individual trees on their property for firewood or other personal, 
non-commercial use, and is required to protect established customs of rural living in the 
County.  The effect of these modifications is limited.  Protection of individual trees is less 
important for the preservation of wildlife habitat than the protection of larger blocks of 
habitat, which will be accomplished through other mitigation measures incorporated into 
the adopted General Plan.  The modifications are further limited to trees of less than 36 
inches diameter to minimize impacts to larger trees that may have significant aesthetic or 
biological value.  However, the modifications will result in a lesser degree of protection for 
oak trees, and will therefore lessen the effectiveness of this measure.  The Board finds that 
the incremental benefits to of the measure as proposed in the EIR to the preservation of 
wildlife habitat do not warrant the additional burdens placed on agricultural users and 
homeowners, and that the adopted modifications are necessary for the measure to be 
feasible. 
 
The County finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.12-1 to a less than 
significant level. 
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As discussed in the EIR, potentially significant impacts related to the loss and 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat are generally reduced to the extent that the alternative 
would allow medium or high intensity land uses within areas containing wildlife habitat.  The 
EIR determined, based on its analysis of the intensity of uses that would occur in wildlife 
habitat areas in the County, that after incorporation of mitigation measures, the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative would be expected to reduce this impact the most. 
 The Environmentally Constrained alternative, No Project alternative, and Alternative #7 
would lessen this impact about the same amount, but not as much as the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative.  Alternatives #11 and #12 would be expected to 
be similar to but superior to the Environmentally Constrained alternative  due to their 
greater concentration of development away from habitat areas.  Alternative #9 could 
slightly reduce this impact in the El Dorado Hills area to the extent it could shift 
development away from wildlife habitat in that area. As discussed in the EIR, incorporation 
of the above-described mitigation measures would reduce these impacts related to loss 
and fragmentation of wildlife habitat; however, these impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable at 2025 and at buildout.  As set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that 
none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.12-2: Impacts on Special-Status Species 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.12-2(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d) and 5.12-1(e) 
 
5.12-2(b): Establish and Manage Ecological Preserves 
 
New (Replacement)  Policy 7.4.1.1:  The County shall continue to provide for the permanent protection of the eight 
sensitive plant species known as the Pine Hill endemics and their habitat through the establishment and management 
of ecological preserves, consistent with County Code Chapter 17.71 and the USFWS’s Gabbro Soil Plants for the 
Central Sierra Nevada Foothills Recovery Plan (USFWS 2002). 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
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The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures into the 
General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce 
this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, 
potential impacts on special-status species (Impact 5.12-2) would be reduced, but not to a 
less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.12-2 to a less than 
significant level.    
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts on special-status species at 2025 and at 
buildout.  This is because the amount and location of projected development would impact 
special-status species habitat under all of the alternatives.  However, the residual impact is 
generally reduced to the extent that the alternative would result in less development within 
areas containing sensitive species habitat. Of the equal-weight alternatives, the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative would be expected to reduce this impact the most, 
due to its designation of the high and medium intensity uses in areas with the fewest 
known occurrences of special status species. This would be followed by the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” alternative, and then the No Project alternative.   Alternatives 
#11 and #12 are expected to be capable of lessening this impact beyond the 
Environmentally Constrained alternative by further concentrating growth in areas of existing 
development. Alternative #7 would have impacts similar to the No Project alternative.  
Alternative #9 could slightly reduce this impact in the El Dorado Hills area to the extent it 
could shift development away from sensitive species habitat in that area.  However, as set 
forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.12-3: Impacts on Wildlife Movement 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.12-3(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d) and 5.12-1(e) 
 
5.12-3(b): Apply -IBC Overlay to Lands Identified as Having High Wildlife Habitat Values 
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New Policy 7.4.2.9:  The -IBC overlay shall apply to lands identified as having high wildlife habitat values because of 
extent, habitat function, connectivity, and other factors.  Lands located within the overlay district shall be subject to the 
following provisions except that where the overlay is applied to lands that are also subject to the Agricultural District (-
A) overlay or that are within the Agricultural Land (-AL) designation, the land use restrictions associated with the -IBC 
policies will not apply to the extent that the agricultural practices do not interfere with the purposes of the --IBC 
overlay.  
 
• increased minimum parcel size; 
• higher canopy-retention standards and/or different mitigation standards/thresholds for oak woodlands; 
• lower thresholds for grading permits; 
• higher wetlands/riparian retention standards and/or more stringent mitigation requirements for wetland/riparian 

habitat loss; 
• increased riparian corridor and wetland setbacks; 
• greater protection for rare plants (e.g., no disturbance at all or disturbance only as recommended by U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and GameUSFWS/CDFG); 
• standards for retention of contiguous areas/large expanses of other (non-oak or non-sensitive) plant communities; 
• building permits discretionary or some other sort of “site review” to ensure that canopy is retained; 
• more stringent standards for lot coverage, floor area ration (FAR), and building height; and  
• no hindrances to wildlife movement (e.g., no fences that would restrict wildlife movement). 
 
The standards listed above shall be included in the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Wildland Fire Safe measures to protect existing structures are exempt from this policy, except that Fire Safe 
measures will be designed in so far as possible to be consistent with the objectives of the Important Biological 
Corridor.  
 
New Policy 2.2.2.8:  The Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay shall be as set forth in Policy 7.4.2.9.  Where the -IBC 
overlay is applied to lands that are also subject to the Agricultural District (-A) overlay or that are within the Agricultural Land 
(-AL) designation the land use restrictions associated with the -IBC policies will not apply to the extent that the agricultural 
practices do not interfere with the purposes of the -IBC overlay. 
 
New Implementation Measure CO-N:  Review and update Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) Overlay land use 
designation consistent with Policy 7.4.2.9. 
 
Modify Figure LU-1 (Land Use Diagram) to include Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified impacts on wildlife movement from new development (Impact 5.12-3) as 
a significant impact and recommended two mitigation measures to reduce the severity of 
the impact.  The Board has incorporated both mitigation measures, with the modifications 
shown above and those discussed previously in the finding for Impact 5.12-1, into the 
adopted General Plan.  The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or 
further reduce this impact.  As explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation 
measure, this impact would be reduced, but not to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(a) calls for the adoption of Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d) and 
(e).  As discussed in the finding for Impact 5.12-1, Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d) (adoption 
of Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan) has been adopted as proposed, and 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) (no net loss policy) has been adopted with modifications that 
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would provide an exception for agricultural activities and for actions pursuant to an 
approved Fire Safe Plan necessary to protect existing structures.  The modifications to 
Measure 5.12-1(e) will lessen the effectiveness of that measure in protecting habitat.  For 
the reasons discussed in the finding for Impact 5.12-1, the Board finds that the modification 
is necessary for the feasibility of the measure.  
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b) proposes a new policy that would apply the Important 
Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay to lands identified as having high wildlife habitat values 
because of extent, habitat function, connectivity, and other factors.  Lands within the –IBC 
overlay would be subject to a number of more stringent development restrictions to be 
established through the County’s Zoning Ordinance.  The adopted General Plan includes 
the –IBC overlay from the Environmentally Constrained alternative land use diagram in 
Rural Regions (as shown on the land use diagram for the adopted General Plan), and 
incorporates the new policy proposed by Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b) as new policy 
7.4.2.9, with the modifications set forth above.  The modifications (1) exempt agricultural 
practices from the –IBC requirements to the extent that such practices do not interfere with 
the purposes of the –IBC overlay, (2) exempt Wildland Fire Safe measures to protect 
existing structures, but require that Fire Safe measures be designed to be consistent with 
IBC objectives to the extent possible, and (3) add a new implementation measure requiring 
review and update of the –IBC overlay designation consistent with policy 7.4.2.9. Similarly, 
new policy 2.2.2.8 exempts agricultural practices from the –IBC requirements to the extent 
that such practices do not interfere with the purposes of the –IBC overlay. 
 
The agricultural exemption applies only where agricultural practices will not interfere with 
the purposes of the –IBC overlay, and is therefore not expected to reduce the effectiveness 
of the measure.  The exemption recognizes that agricultural operations are fundamentally 
different than other types of development, in that they are land-intensive but can 
nevertheless provide habitat or wildlife movement corridors in some circumstances.  
Therefore, strict application of the -IBC standards to agricultural lands may not be 
appropriate in all cases.  The fire safe exemption is limited to measures necessary to 
protect existing structures and would require that the measures be consistent with -IBC 
objectives to the extent feasible.  However, this exemption could result in some clearing or 
fragmentation of habitat that would not have occurred under the measure as proposed in 
the EIR.  Though not substantial, some reduction in the effectiveness of this measure is 
expected.  The Board finds that incrementally increasing the effectiveness of the measure 
by eliminating the adopted modifications is not feasible for the reasons set forth in the 
findings for Impact 5.12-1. 
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce Impact 5.12-3 to a 
less than significant level. The Board considered measures proposed previously that call 
for using plan amendments and zoning ordinances to retain contiguous blocks of significant 
plant and wildlife habitat, and to protect these areas through consultation with various state 
and federal resources agencies during the land use planning process.  The mitigation 
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measures incorporated into the adopted General Plan would accomplish this goal to the 
extent feasible. For example, the Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) land use overlay 
designation (Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b)) will impose additional habitat protection 
requirements on properties within the corridor, including increased minimum parcel sizes 
and standards for maintenance of contiguous areas of plant communities. Mitigation 
Measure 5.12-1 proposes a number of new policies to reduce the loss and fragmentation 
of wildlife habitat, including the requirement of an integrated natural resources 
management plan (“INRMP”) that calls for a number of measures to acquire, protect and 
restore important habitat areas.  The INRMP will include a Habitat Inventory mapping 
important habitats in the County, including large expanses of native vegetation, which will 
be developed in consultation with the Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee, 
California Department of Fish and Game, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  
The INRMP will also include a strategy for acquiring land to conserve and restore 
contiguous blocks of important habitat to offset the effects of increased habitat loss and 
fragmentation elsewhere in the County.  These and other policies adopted as mitigation will 
reduce habitat fragmentation and protect contiguous blocks of habitat. 
 
The Board also considered a measure that would have required a 40-acre minimum parcel 
size in critical summer and winter migratory deer habitat.   The combination of existing 
development restrictions in areas identified as critical deer herd habitat, implementation of 
an INRMP, and the Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay, will provide a comparable 
level of protection to important migratory deer habitat.  As discussed in section 5.12 of the 
Draft EIR, while protection of larger parcels of undeveloped habitat increase opportunities 
for wildlife movement, deer can successfully migrate through smaller parcels depending on 
the nature of the particular site, the type of structures built (e.g., perimeter fences, 
roadways) and the degree of development or other barriers to movement in the 
surrounding area.  Parcel sizes of 10 acres or greater in many instances are sufficient to 
allow for deer migration and movement by other wildlife species.  Most of the critical deer 
herd habitat is designated for 40- to 160-acre minimum lot size; much of this land is 
owned by the United States Forest Service and is expected to remain virtually free of 
urban development or other human-made barriers to wildlife movement.  This will allow 
ample opportunities for migratory deer to move between critical winter and summer 
habitat.  A small portion of critical winter habitat is within areas designated for medium 
intensity (10-40 acre minimum) and high intensity (5-10 acre minimum) land uses.  The 
ability to further increase minimum lot sizes in those areas is significantly limited by 
existing parcelization.  Most of the small area of critical winter habitat that is not within a 
Natural Resources or Open Space designation contains existing parcels of 10 acres or 
less.   In these areas, proposed mitigation such as the –IBC overlay and the INRMP will 
allow for development restrictions (such as fencing limits) that are more specifically 
targeted at protecting migration corridors than a blanket parcel size requirement.  
Accordingly, the Board declines to adopt this measure for the reasons it was rejected in the 
EIR.  
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As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts on special-status species at 2025 and at 
buildout.  This is because all alternatives propose some level of development that would 
impede movement by terrestrial wildlife.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced 
to the extent that the alternative contemplates compact development that preserves 
connectivity between large areas of natural habitat.  The alternatives would lessen this 
impact in the same manner as described in the finding for Impact 5.12-2. However, as set 
forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This 
impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.12-4: Removal, Degradation, and Fragmentation of Sensitive Habitats  
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.12-4(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d), 5.12-1(e), and 5.12-3(b) 
 
5.12-4(b): Implement Multiple Policies to Reduce Impacts on Sensitive Habitats 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.3.3.1:  For projects that would result in the discharge of material to or that may affect the 
function and value of river, stream, lake, or pond, or wetland features, the application shall include a delineation of all 
such features.  For wetlands, the delineation shall be conducted using the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual. 
 
Delete Policy 7.3.3.2. 

 
New Policy 7.3.3.3:  The County shall develop a database of important surface water features, including lake, river, 
stream, pond, and wetland resources. 
 
New Policy 7.3.3.4:  The Zoning Ordinance shall be amended to provide buffers and special setbacks for the 
protection of riparian areas and wetlands. The County shall encourage the incorporation of protected areas into 
conservation easements or natural resource protection areas. 
 
Exceptions to riparian and wetland buffer and setback requirements shall be provided to permit necessary road and 
bridge repair and construction, trail construction, and other recreational access structures such as docks and piers, or 
where such buffers deny reasonable use of the property, but only when appropriate mitigation measures and Best 
Management Practices are incorporated into the project. Exceptions shall also be provided for horticultural and 
grazing activities on agriculturally zoned lands that utilize “best management practices” (BMPs) as recommended by 
the County Agricultural Commission and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Until standards for buffers and special setbacks are established in the Zoning Ordinance, the County shall apply a 
minimum setback of 100 feet from all perennial streams, rivers, lakes, and 50 feet from intermittent streams and 
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wetlands. These interim standards may be modified in a particular instance if more detailed information relating to 
slope, soil stability, vegetation, habitat, or other site- or project-specific conditions supplied as part of the review for a 
specific project demonstrates that a different setback is necessary or would be sufficient to protect the particular 
riparian area at issue.  
 
For projects where the County allows an exception to wetland and riparian buffers, development in or immediately 
adjacent to such features shall be planned so that impacts on the resources are minimized.  If avoidance and 
minimization are not feasible, the County shall make findings, based on documentation provided by the project 
proponent, that avoidance and minimization are infeasible. 
 
New Policy 7.3.3.5:  Rivers, streams, lakes and ponds, and wetlands shall be integrated into new development in 
such a way that they enhance the aesthetic and natural character of the site while disturbance to the resource is 
avoided or minimized and fragmentation is limited. 
 
New Implementation Measure AF-K:  General Plan policies 7.1.2.1, 7.1.2.7, 7.3.3.4, and 7.4.2.2 provide that their 
requirements do not apply to agricultural operations if those operations are conducted in accordance with Best 
Management Practices adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  Accordingly, in consultation with the Agricultural 
Commission and the University of California Cooperative Extension, the County shall develop Agricultural Best 
Management Practices for adoption by the Board of Supervisors and use by agricultural operations in complying with 
General Plan policies 7.1.2.1, 7.1.2.7, 7.3.3.4, and 7.4.2.2.  The Best Management Practices shall provide a level of 
resource protection comparable to that of the referenced policies. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identified the removal, fragmentation and degradation of sensitive habitats from 
new development as a significant impact (Impact 5.12-4) and proposed two mitigation 
measures to reduce the severity of the impact.  The Board of Supervisors has incorporated 
these mitigation measures, with the modifications shown above and those described 
previously in the finding for Impacts 5.12-1 and 5.12-3, into the adopted General Plan.  The 
EIR proposes no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  As 
explained in the EIR, with implementation of these mitigation measures, this impact would 
be reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-4(a) proposed adoption of Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d) 
(INRMP), 5.12-1(e) (no net loss policy), and 5.12-3(b) (-IBC overlay).  As discussed above 
in the findings for Impacts 5.12-1 and 5.12-3, these measures have been adopted with 
modifications to allow certain exceptions for agricultural and fire safe activities, and the 
effectiveness of the measures will be reduced by the modifications.  For the reasons set 
forth in those findings, the Board finds that the modifications are necessary for the 
feasibility of the measures.  
 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-4(b) proposes new policies that would require the County to 
develop a database of important surface water features and adopt new buffer and setback 
standards for the protection of riparian areas, and would require new development to 
integrate surface water features into new development in such a way to enhance the 
natural character of the site and avoid or minimize disturbance and fragmentation of the 
resource.  This measure has been adopted with modifications that would exempt 
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horticultural and grazing activities on agriculturally zoned lands that utilize best 
management practices (“BMPs”) as recommended by the County Agricultural Commission 
and adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  A new implementation measure has also been 
added that would require the County to consult with the University of California 
Cooperative Extension and the Agricultural Commission to develop Agricultural Best 
Management Practices for adoption by the Board, and that such BMPs provide a level 
of resource protection comparable to those of the applicable General Plan policies.   
 
The adopted modification is not expected to substantially decrease the efficacy of the 
measures proposed in the EIR because the adopted exemption for agricultural activities 
applies only if the activity incorporates BMPs adopted by the Board, and because those 
BMPs are required to provide a comparable level of resource protection.  The USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service and the University of California Cooperative 
Extension have developed BMPs that include measures to protect riparian habitats by, 
for example, controlling the rate and quantity of runoff, controlling the use of pesticides, 
surveying for and avoiding sensitive biological resources, and protection of stream 
channels.  
 
The Board finds that the adopted modifications to Mitigation Measure 5.12-4(b) are 
required for the measure to be feasible.  Given the high costs of acquiring agricultural land, 
and the fact that often only limited portions of such land are suitable for actual production, 
the ability of agricultural operators in the County to successfully utilize their land for 
agricultural production will in many cases require flexibility that could be restricted by fixed 
buffer and setback standards.  Proper application of agricultural BMPs can allow for 
divergence from buffer or setback standards where available alternative measures would 
be equally effective in protecting the resource.  As discussed in the finding for Impact 5.12-
1, the imposition of regulatory restrictions that make agricultural production more difficult 
and costly will discourage agriculture in the County and threaten its economic viability.  The 
Board finds that, in light of County objectives to promote agriculture and the County’s rural 
heritage, adoption of Mitigation Measure 5.12-4(b) without the adopted modifications is not 
justified by the incremental benefits in environmental protection and is not feasible. 
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.12-4 to a less than 
significant level.   The EIR considered but rejected a measure that would have further 
reduced the impacts to riparian areas by adopting a complete prohibition on the culverting, 
lining or piping of streams.  The Board finds that such measure is infeasible.  There may be 
instances where some culverting, lining or piping of streams cannot be feasibly avoided 
due to issues of health and safety, accessibility, erosion protection, preexisting land use 
and drainage patterns, or water quality protection.  For example, there may be a 
circumstance where the amount or velocity of flow, and the size of the channel make it 
hazardous to retain in an open channel, and it becomes necessary to place the 
drainage in a storm drain pipe.  This circumstance often occurs with the development of 
schools. Open drainages can create an unacceptable hazard to the students, and 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 134 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

restriction to the use of the school site, so typically drainages are piped through schools. 
Provision of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility in a commercial project 
may also require enclosing a natural drainage channel into a storm drain system.  There 
are instances where a natural drainage is carving into a steep bank, and causing 
excessive bank sloughing and erosion, and the solution may be to line that portion of 
the channel, or enclose a section of the channel in a pipe. There may also be an 
instance where a liquid pollutant has contaminated the ground adjacent to a stream 
channel, and the solution is to pipe the channel to protect wildlife and water quality while 
the contamination is being cleaned up. 
 
In addition, the mitigation measures incorporated into the adopted General Plan would 
provide a comparable level of protection as a complete prohibition on piping, lining and 
culverting without implicating the safety and other concerns described above.  Mitigation 
Measures 5.12-1(d) and (e) require that disturbance or fragmentation of important 
habitat—which includes aquatic environments such as streams, rivers and lakes, and 
wetland and riparian habitat—be avoided except where avoidance is not possible.  
Where avoidance is not possible, mitigation would be required at a level sufficient to 
fund preservation and/or restoration at a 2:1 ratio, with additional onsite mitigation at a 
1:1 ratio required for larger projects.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-4(b) above would require 
buffers and special setbacks for the protection of riparian areas, with exceptions allowed 
only where necessary for the repair or construction of bridges, roads and recreational 
structures, to avoid a regulatory taking problem, or for agricultural activities, and then 
only where mitigation and BMPs are incorporated into the project.  The measure would 
also require integration of rivers, streams, lakes, ponds and wetlands into new 
development in such a way that disturbance is avoided or minimized.  The Board finds 
any incremental environmental benefits that could be achieved from adoption of a 
complete prohibition on lining, culverting, or piping are not justified that in light of the 
safety and other considerations described above, and that therefore such measure is 
infeasible. 
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts to sensitive habitats at 2025 and at buildout.  
However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the extent that the alternative would 
result in less development in areas containing sensitive habitats.  The alternatives would 
lessen this impact in the same manner as described in the finding for Impact 5.12-2.  
However, as set forth in Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is 
feasible.  This impact, therefore, remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
█ Impact 
5.13-1: Destruction or Alteration of Known and Unknown Prehistoric and Historic Sites, 
Features, Artifacts, and Human Remains 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.13-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) 
 
5.13-1(b): Treat Significant Resources in Ministerial Development in Accordance with CEQA Standards 
 
New Policy 7.5.1.6:  The County shall treat any significant cultural resources (i.e., those determined CRHR/NRHP 
eligible and unique paleontological resources), documented as a result of a conformity review for ministerial 
development, in accordance with CEQA standards.   
 
5.13-1(c): Adopt Cultural Resources Ordinance 
 
New (Replacement)  Policy 7.5.1.1:  The County shall establish a Cultural Resources Ordinance.  This ordinance 
shall provide a broad regulatory framework for the mitigation of impacts on cultural resources (including historic, 
prehistoric and paleontological resources) by discretionary projects.  This Ordinance should include (but not be limited 
to) and provide for the following: 
 
• Appropriate (as per guidance from the Native American Heritage Commission) Native American monitors to be 

notified regarding projects involving significant ground-disturbing activities that could affect significant resources. 

• A 100-foot development setback in sensitive areas as a study threshold when deemed appropriate. 

• Identification of appropriate buffers, given the nature of the resources within which ground-disturbing activities 
should be limited. 

• A definition of cultural resources that are significant to the County.  This definition shall conform to (but not 
necessarily be limited to) the significance criteria used for the NRHP and the CRHR. 

• Formulation of project review guidelines for all development projects.  

Development of a cultural resources sensitivity map of the County. 
 
5.13-1(d): Define Historic Design Control Districts 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.5.2.2:  The County shall define Historic Design Control Districts (HDCDs).   HDCD 
inclusions and boundaries shall be determined in a manner consistent with NHPA Historic District standards.   
 
A.  The County shall develop design guidelines for each HDCD.  These guidelines shall be compatible with NHPA 

standards. 
 
B.   New buildings and structures and reconstruction/restoration of historic (historic as per NRHP and CRHR criteria) 

buildings and structures shall generally conform to styles of architecture prevalent during the latter half of the 19th 
century into the first decade of the 20th century. 

 
C.   Any historic building or structure located within a designated HDCD, or any building or structure located 

elsewhere in the county that is listed on the NRHP or CRHR, is designated a California Building of Historic 
Interest, or a California State Historic Landmark, or is designated as significant as per NRHP/CRHR criteria, shall 



 EXHIBIT B – CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 

El Dorado County  GENERAL PLAN 
July 19, 2004 136 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

not be destroyed, significantly altered, removed, or otherwise changed in exterior appearance without a design 
review. 

 
D.  In cases where the County permits the significant alteration of a historic building or structure exterior, such 

alteration shall be required to maintain the historic integrity and appearance of the building or structure and shall 
be subject to a design review. 

 
E.  In cases where new building construction is placed next to a historic building or structure in a designated HDCD or 

listed on the CRHR/NRHP, the architectural design of the new construction shall generally conform to the historic 
period of significance of the HDCD or listed property. 

 
F.   In cases where the County permits the destruction of a historic building or tearing down structure, the building or 

structure shall first be recorded in a manner consistent with the standards of the NHPA Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) by a qualified professional architectural historian. 

 
G.  The County shall mandate building and structure design controls within the viewshed of the Marshall Gold 

Discovery State Historic Park.  These design controls shall be consistent with those mandated for designated 
Historic Design Control Districts.   

 
5.13-1(e): Prohibit Significant Alteration or Destruction of NRHP/CRHR-Listed Properties 
 
New (Replacement) Policy 7.5.2.4:  The County shall prohibit the modification of all NRHP/CRHR listed properties 
that would alter their integrity, historic setting, and appearance to a degree that would preclude their continued listing 
on these registers.  If avoidance of such modifications on privately owned listed properties is deemed infeasible, 
mitigation measures commensurate with NRHP/CRHR standards shall be formulated in cooperation with the property 
owner. 
 
Significance After Mitigation -- Less Than Significant 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Board of Supervisors has incorporated the above mitigation measures.  As explained 
in the EIR, these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to prehistoric and 
historic sites (Impact 5.13-1) to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the Board finds 
that such mitigation will lessen this potentially significant impact to a less than significant 
level. 
 
 
LAKE TAHOE BASIN 
 
█ Impact 
5.14-1: Impacts from New In-Basin Development 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.14-1: Cooperate with TRPA in the implementation of actions recommended in the Threshold Evaluation Report 
 
New Policy 2.10.1.4: The County shall cooperate with TRPA in the implementation of actions recommended in 
TRPA’s periodic threshold evaluation reports. 
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New Implementation Measure LU-O:  Coordinate the following actions with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) and other agencies having land use jurisdiction in the Tahoe Basin to create a comprehensive approach to 
land use regulation in the Tahoe Basin: 
 
• Preparation and adoption of a Community Plan for the Tahoma/Meeks Bay area; 
• Identification of additional affordable housing opportunities;  
• Modification of the County’s Zoning Ordinance to be consistent with, or adopt as County Code, the TRPA Code 

of Ordinances and Plan Area Statements; and 
• Implementation of actions recommended in TRPA’s periodic threshold evaluation reports. 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
 
Findings of Fact 
The EIR identifies the impacts to the Tahoe Basin environment from new development 
within the Basin as a significant impact (Impact 5.14-1).  The Board has incorporated 
Mitigation Measure 5.14-1 into the General Plan as proposed in the EIR.  The EIR 
identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  As 
explained in the EIR, with implementation of this mitigation measure, this impact would be 
reduced, but not to a less than significant level.   
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.14-1 to a less than 
significant level.  This is due to the fact that further development of the Basin would occur 
under all of the alternatives, and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (“TRPA”) has 
determined that such development will cause a continued decline of certain environmental 
parameters without further regulatory action by TRPA.  None of the alternatives would offer 
any advantages with respect to this impact over the adopted project, because new 
subdivisions in the Basin are already prohibited by TRPA, and development is strictly 
regulated.   Accordingly, the impact is significant and unavoidable.  To the extent that this 
adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less than significant) 
level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support 
approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual impacts. 
 
 
█ Impact 
5.14-2: Traffic and Air Quality Impacts from New Out-of-Basin Development 
 
Significance Before Mitigation – Significant 
 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 
5.14-2: Adopt Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a), 5.4-1(b), 5.4-1(c) or 5.4-1(d) (traffic), and 5.11-2 (air quality - long-term 
regional emissions) 
 
Significance After Mitigation – Significant and Unavoidable 
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Findings of Fact 
The EIR identifies traffic and air quality impacts in the Tahoe Basin arising from new out-of-
Basin development (Impact 5.14-2) as a significant impact, and proposes adoption of 
Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a), (b), (c), or (d) (traffic) and 5.11-2 (air quality) to lessen the 
severity of the impact.  As discussed in the findings for Impact 5.4-1 and 5.11-2, the Board 
has incorporated Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) and modified versions of Measures 5.4-1(b), 
5.4-1(d) and 5.11-2.  For the reasons set forth in those findings, the Board finds that 
adoption of the measures without the adopted modifications is infeasible. 
 
The EIR identifies no additional measures that would avoid or further reduce this impact.  
As explained in the EIR, with implementation of these measures, this impact would be 
reduced, but not to a less than significant level.  
 
The County further finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the Board could adopt which would reduce Impact 5.14-2 to a less than 
significant level.    
 
As discussed in the EIR, all of the project alternatives, after mitigation, would also result in 
significant and unavoidable residual impacts at 2025 and at buildout. This is because out-
of-basin development under all alternatives would contribute additional traffic, related air 
pollution, and wood smoke to the Basin, further exacerbating nonattainment with TRPA’s 
VMT and visibility thresholds.  However, the residual impact is generally reduced to the 
extent the alternative contemplates less overall west slope development.  Accordingly, this 
impact would be lessened by the alternatives in the manner described at the beginning of 
Section O for impacts arising from overall levels of development, except that the difference 
in west slope development levels for the No Project and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” alternatives at 2025 is not substantial enough to result in a noticeable difference in 
the severity of the alternatives’ impact on the Tahoe Basin.  However, as set forth in 
Section K above, the Board finds that none of the alternatives is feasible.  This impact, 
therefore, remains significant and unavoidable.  
 
To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable 
(less than significant) level, the Board of Supervisors finds that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, and other considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations support approval of the Project as modified, despite unavoidable residual 
impacts. 
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