SECTION 5.2 GENERAL PLAN MODIFICATIONS
ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SIX-LANE “PLUS” ALTERNATIVE

Page i, the ninth line under LAND USE ELEMENT is revised as shown:
Visual Quality and Seenie Scenic Values

Page 9, the last paragraph, first line is revised as follows:
During the mit-anreHate 1980s and 1990s, the County...

Page 12, the second and third paragraphs under WILDFIRE HAZARD are revised as
follows:

I ' ] , j1al. Ongoing
D_LEALG_DILQD_PfeVeﬁﬁGﬁ—plannlng will require Ihe_cgnlmu_ed cooperatlon and
coordination of County agencies, the fire protection districts, the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, the U.S. Forest Service, ant
the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, and local-- Fire Safe Councils witt-alsoptay
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Page 13, the fourth sentence of the first full paragraph is revised as follows:

Additionally, parts of the county ts are identified as habitat or potential habitat for a
number of special status animal species, including the California red-legged frog,
which inhabits riparian zones at lower...

Page 18, the header and paragraph under LAND USE MAP are revised as shown:
LAND USE MAP-DIAGRAM

The land uses shown on Figure LU-1, which is a reduced version of the official
Land Use Map Diagram on file at the El Dorado County Planning Department,
illustrate the land use designation for each parcel in the county. The map diagram
uses 13 base designations and three overlay designations to depict the types of
land uses that are allowed in the different geographic areas. The following text
descrlbes those geographlc areas and the land use designations. AIJ_LeI_QLenc_es_m

Page 20, the last two paragraphs are revised as shown:

Low-Density Residential (LDR): This designation allows residential dwellings (no
more than two dwellings per parcel), accessory structures, and small-scale
agricultural operations in a rural setting where infrastructure is generally limited.
Although intended for application in Rural Regions only, the LDR designation may
be applied in Community Regions and Rural Centers where LDR parcels are
surrounded by higher density/intensity land uses (i.e., MFR, HDR, MDR,
Commercial, Industrial, and Research and Development)._c_QnSsIenuMlh_Bochy
LU-1c.

Rural Lands (RL): This designation allows dispersed residential development in
areas of limited infrastructure and public services at a maximum of two residential
units per parcel. This designation is also applied to lands that are characterized by
steeper topography, high fire hazards, and limited or substandard access. Although
intended for application in Rural Regions only, the RL designation may be applied
in Community Regions and Rural Centers where RL parcels are surrounded by
higher density/intensity land uses (i.e., MFR, HDR, MDR, Commercial, Industrial,

and Research and Development), consistent with Policy LU-1c.

Page 21, the first full paragraph is revised as shown:

Natural Resource (NR): This designation allows natural resource management
activities, resource-based industries (e.g., agriculture, forestry, mineral extraction),
protection of important habitat (e.g., riparian corridors, expanses of native
vegetatlon) and_protection of river canyons Ee_d_etal_and_slate_omm.e_d_Lands

EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
January 2004 Section 5.2 Proposed General Plan Modifications

L‘) 2 2 Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative



maximum of two reS|dent|aI dwelllngs are aIIowed AIthough mtended for
application in Rural Regions only, the NR designation may be applied in
Community Regions and Rural Centers where NR parcels are surrounded by
higher density/intensity land uses (i.e., MFR, HDR, MDR, Commercial, Industrial,

and Research and Development), consistent with Policy LU-1c.

Page 22, Table LU-1 is revised as follows:

TABLE LU-1
Land Use Designation Standards
Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)2
Community Rural Rural

Designation Residential Density" Regions Centers | Regions
Residential Land Uses
Multifamily Residential (MFR) 5-24 DU’/ac 0.75 0.4 -
High-Density Residential (HDR) 1-5 DU/ac - - -
(I\'/\I/legiFl;)m—Density Residential 1 DU/ac B _ _
Low-Density Residential (LDR) 1 DU/5 acres - - -
Rural Lands (RL) 1 DU/10 acres - - -
Nonresidential Land Uses
Natural Resource (NR) - -

At or Below 2,500’ Elevation 1 DU/40 acres - - 0.05

Above 2,500’ Elevation 1 DU/160 acres - — 0.05
Commercial (C)

ﬁﬁgﬁfﬂmomm“”iw 0-15 DU/acre 1.0 0.5 0.3

Mixed Use in Rural Centers 0-8 DU/acre 1.0 0.5 0.3
Research and Development (RD) | — 0.3 - —
Industrial (1) - 1.0 0.5 -
Tourist Recreational (TR) Project Dependent 0.5 0.5 0.2
Open Space (OS) - - - 0.05
Public Facilities (PF) - 0.5 0.5 0.2
Other
Adopted Plan (AP)4 Varies - - -
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TABLE LU-1
Land Use Designation Standards

Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)’

Community Rural Rural
Designation Residential Density" Regions | Centers | Regions

Notes:

1Density is further constrained by the limitation that an existing parcel may only be subdivided into a
maximum of four parcels. Where no density is specified, residential development is not allowed.

*The gross floor area (total square foot area of each floor of all buildings on a parcel) permitted on a site
divided by the total net area of the site (total area of a parcel, less any road right-of-way), expressed in
decimals to one or two places Where no FAR is specmed nonre5|dent|al development is not
aIIowed A

°DuU = Dwelling Units
*Densities, parcel sizes, and FARs differ by adopted plan.

Densities may be higher or lower on a case-by-case basis to implement a transfer of development
rights program established pursuant to Policy LU-7f.

Page 24, Policy LU-1a is revised as follows:

The County shall direct niNew higher intensity lands uses to Community Regions
and Rural Centers by allowing Multifamily Residential, High-Density Residential,

Medium-Density Residential, Commercial, and Research and Development land
uses designations shatt-be-directed-to-and-altewed only in Community Regions and
Rural Centers.

Page 25, the following new policies are added under Goal LU-2:
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Page 27, Policy LU-3n is revised as follows:

Policy LU-3n To promote land use compatibility, the County shall consider
schools, libraries, and other public facilities used regularly by local residents
appropriate on parcels having any land use designation except Natural Resource,
Industrial, Research and Development, and Open Space.

Page 28, Policy LU-4c is revised as follows:

Within Rural Regions, residential densities shall be constrained by surrounding
resource-based land use activities, wildfire hazards, topography, accessibility, and
natural resource conservation.

Page 32-33, Revise Policy LU-7f as follows:

Policy LU-7f The County shall consider methods to permit the transfer of
development potential (and thus associated density) from environmentally
constrained sites (e.g., lands supporting sensitive plant or wildlife species) to less
constrained sites (i.e.,, to Multifamily Residential, High-Density Residential,
Medium-Density Residential, Commercial, Research and Development, and
Industrial lands). Lands receiving the density transfer (receiver sites) must be
located in Community Regions. Lands granting development potential (donor
sites) must be in the Rural Regions and assigned the Low Density Residential,
Rural L ands, Natural Resource, or Open Space land use designation or have the
Ecological Preserve or Agricultural District overlay designation.

Page 35, the following bullet is added to Measure LU-A:

Page 36, the table under Measure LU-E is revised as follows:

Responsibility: Planning Department aneg-FRPA

Time Frame: Begin working with TRPA immediately upon adoption of the General
Plan. Identification of additional affordable housing opportunities will
be ongoing. Adoption of Community Plan within five years of General
Plan adoption. Modification of the County Zoning Ordinance within
one year of General Plan adoption.
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Page 37, Measure LU-H is revised as follows:

MEASURFE | U-H
Review and identify needed revisions to the County of ElI Dorado Design and

Improvements Standards Manual, including but not limited to the following:

[Policies LU-3d, LU-3e, LU-3f, LU-3g, LU-4c, LU-6h, and LU-73a]

Page 38, the following New Implementation Measure is added to the Land Use Element:

Page 45, the first sentence under Aviation Systems is revised as follows:

There are four general aviation airports within the county. The Placerville Airport
and the Georgetown Airport are both owned and operated by El Dorado County.

Cameron Airpark Airport is aprivatety-owned and operated by the Cameron Park

Airport District, a special district faeitity, and the Lake Tahoe Airport is owned and
operated by the City of South Lake Tahoe.

Page 50, the first sentence of the second bullet is revised is revised as follows:

...this program was originally adopted in $988-1984.
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Page 54, Goal TC-1 is revised as follows:

To plan for and provide a unified, coordinated, and cost-efficient countywide road
and highway system that ensures the safe, orderly, and efficient movement of

people, emergency equipment, and goods.
Page 50, Goal TC-2 is revised as follows:

To promote a safe and efficient transit system that provides an alternative

transportation service to all residents including senior citizens, youths, the
disabled and those without access to automobiles ane that also helps to

reduce congestion and improve the environment anra—provides—viable
nonattomotive-means-of transportation:

Page 60, Goal TC-3 is revised as follows:
To reduce travel demand on the county’s road system and maximize the operating
efficiency of transportation facilities, to—reduce thereby reducing the quantity of
motor vehicle emissions and redtee the amount of traveldemand investment
required in new or expanded facilities.

Page 62, Policy TC-3a is revised as follows:

Policy TC-3a: The County shall support all standards and regulations adopted by
the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District governing transportation

control measures and applicable state and federal standards.

Page 71, the first line of the title is revised as shown:
REVISED DRAFT

Page 75, the following text is added after the Public Participation section:

CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN
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Pages 84, the first paragraph under Seniors is revised as shown:

According to Census 2000 (2002c), the unincorporated portion of the county’s
population of persons 65 and older increased from 11,762 to 15,749 (33.9 percent)
from 1990 to 2000. On a state level, the over 65 population increased 14.9 percent

in the same ten- -year period. lD_ELD_QLa.d.O_C_OLLDI)L._a_[aLg.e_Dumb_QI’_Qf_S_QDLQ[

J.,J.BBJ_&DLQI’_LQDIE_Lh_QUS_e_hd.dS_LD_ZQ_OQ_ Addltlonally, 7.3 percent of the total
households in ElI Dorado County are made up of seniors who live alone (U.S.

Census Bureau 2002c).

Page 85, the second paragraph under Farmworkers is revised as follows:

Although the enumeration profiles study indicates that the population of seasonal
farmworkers is relatively small, there is still a demand for farmworker housing in the
county. The 2001 Annual Crop Report shows the biggest agricultural industries as
timber ($23,692,400) and fruit and nut crops ($11,636,700). Fruit and nut
production requires some farmworker labor. The County has limited channels to
address the need for farmworker housing. These include Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) and Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funding
and HCD grants (e.g., Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program). Other
organizations with local representation, such as the Rural Community Assistance
Corporation, also offer farmworker assistance. [End paragraph here]
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hQUSng.EIEBdS.tQLt&LMALQﬂS&LSJD_ELD_QLadQ_QOLmI)L_lD_addEm Eﬁeﬁs efforts to

provide affordable housing generally and rental housing specifically will help

address the housing needs of this group (see also Measure HO-S).

Page 87, the Homeless heading is revised as shown:

Homeless and Other Groups in Need of Temporary and Transitional
Affordable Housing

Page 88, the following text is inserted after the first (partial) sentence and the Large
Families and Households section:
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TABLE HO-9
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Page 88, the first paragraph under Large Families and Households is revised as
follows:

The State Department of Housing and Community Development defines large
families and households as those having five or more members (2002c). The 1990
Census data indicate that the distribution of family size in El Dorado County did not
change significantly between 1990 and 2000. According to the 2000 Census, 310
percent of family households in unincorporated El Dorado County were comprised
of five or more persons. Fhis-hashotchanged-sighificanttysinee—1996. Of the
large family households, 3,839 were owners and 765 were renters. When

nonfamily households (single individuals or unrelated individuals living together)
are added into the analysis, the percentage of large households in unincorporated

areas drops-to remains at about 10 percent. tessthan-onepercentof-alt-nonfamity
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hotseholds-have-five-or-more-individuals—Statewide the figures are much higher,
23 percent of family households (and 16 percent of all households) have five of

more members._In El Dorado County, less than one percent of all nonfamily
households have seven or more individuals. Figure HO-8 summarizes 2000 family
size in unincorporated El Dorado County.

Page 89, the last sentence in the first paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-9 10 summarizes housing unit occupancy.
Page 89, Table HO-9 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-910
Page 89, the first sentence under Housing Type is revised as shown:
As shown in Table HO-36 11, in 1990....
Page 90, Table HO-10 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-16-11
Page 91, the first sentence under Physical Housing Conditions is revised as follows:
Table HO-1% 12 shows the results of a survey on housing conditions....
Page 93, Table HO-11 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1112
Page 94, the second paragraph under Crowding is revised as follows:
The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that, in 2000, 2.9 percent of countywide
occupied housing units were overcrowded and 2.3 percent were severely
overcrowded, resulting in a total overcrowding rate of 5.2 percent (U.S. Census

Bureau 2001b). This is considerably less than the 2000 statewide estimates of 6.1
percent overcrowded and 9.1 percent severely overcrowded (total of 15.2 percent

I|V|ng in overcrowded un|ts) B;Ltenute._th.e_Qensus_shQMLed_thaLZ.ﬁ_p_eLCﬂnLoi

and 2.6 percent were severely overcrowded. A comparison with the countywide

1990 Census estimates indicates that the percentages of overcrowded occupied
units did not increase over the ten-year period (U.S. Census Bureau 1991); this is
consistent with the California Research Bureau’s findings that the 2000 statewide
crowding rate is not significantly different from the 1990 rate (Moller et al. 2002).
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Page 94, the second sentence under Income Limits is revised as shown:
Table HO-3213 shows the 2002 County income limits....
Page 95, Table HO-12 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1213
Page 95, the first sentence in the last paragraph is revised as shown:
According to SACOG, there were 30,132 jobs available on the West Slope for
individuals living in 51,685 housing units in 1999 (Table HO-1314)(SACOG 2002a
and 2002b).
Page 96, Table HO-13 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1314
Page 96, the first sentence of the first paragraph is revised as shown:
What the enumerated jobs-to-housing ratios shown in Table HO-13 14 do not...
Page 97, the second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-34-15 shows the FMRs for El Dorado County based on the number...
Page 97, Table HO-14 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-14-15
Page 97, the third sentence of the last paragraph is revised as shown:
According to SACOG, however, the average market rents for one-, two-and three-
bedroom units (including houses as well as apartments) are substantially higher
than HUD’s FMR determination (Table HO-1516) (SACOG 2002c).
Page 98, Table HO-1516 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1516

Page 98, the second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-1617 gives examples of affordable rents.....
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Page 98, Table HO-16 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1617

Page 98, the last paragraph is revised as shown:

combined with the fact that an individual must work 87 hours/week at minimum
wage to afford FMR for a two-bedroom unit, it becomes apparent that overpayment
is a serious concern for many residents. These high percentages of households
overpaying for housing are not unique to El Dorado County; statewide estimates
for rental overpayment range from 29 percent (HCD estimate) to 47 percent
(National Low Income Housing Coalition estimate).

Page 99, the second sentence in the first paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-1#18 contains examples of rent affordability....
Page 99, Table HO-17 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-17#18
Page 99, the first sentence of the second to last paragraph is revised as shown:

Based on HCD’s income limits, a two-person moderate income household earns
between $36,650 and $55,000 annually (see Table HO-1213), which equates....

Page 99, the first sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows:

Table HO-1819 summarizes housing affordability for one- and two-person....
Page 100, Table HO-18 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-1819
Page 100, the second assumption is revised as shown:

Affordable housing cost is 30 percent of monthly income and that an average rent
for a two-bedroom unit is $990 (see Table HO-1516)
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Page 100, the last sentence is revised to read:
Figure HO-11 summarizes the median home price by postal ZIP code, and Table
HO-1920 shows examples of home ownership...

Page 101, Table HO-19 is revised as shown:
Table HO-1920

Page 102, the second to last paragraph is deleted as follows:

Page 102, the last paragraph is revised as shown:

In April 2001, the California Housing Partnership Corporation reported that El
Dorado County has 745 federally assisted units (Table HO-26 -21) countywide.

Page 103, Table HO-20 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2621

Page 103, insert the following paragraph immediately after Table HO-21 (which was Table
HO-20):
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Table HO-22 identifies the level of conversion risk for assisted units. “Units at
Risk” identified-asbeing—atrisk—in—TFable HO-2% are, for the most part, units with
contracts that will expire between 2001 and 2005. The risk assessment does not
measure the likelihood that a property owner will renew a contract; it cannot be
assumed that those units identified as “at risk” will actually be lost. In El Dorado
County, Section 8 contracts first began expiring in 1999. Between 1999 and April
2001, all of the expiring Section 8 contracts were renewed (i.e., none of the owners
chose to opt out). Assuming this trend continues, a substantial loss of affordable
housing due to conversion to market rate is not expected. Regardless, this Housing
Element contains a number of policies that address conversion and conservation of
affordable units.

Page 103, Table HO-21 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-2122

Page 103, the following paragraph is inserted immediately after Table HO-22 (which was
Table HO-21):
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Page 104, Table HO-22 is revised as shown:

TABLE HO-22 23

Assisted Housing Developments in El Dorado County At Risk

Development and Monthly
Rate’

# of
Assisted
Units

Type of
Assistance
Received

Handicapped Senior
Accessible

Complex

Cameron Park

Green Valley Apartments
1 Bedroom: $386 and up
2 Bedroom: $448 and up
3 Bedroom: $517 and up

40

Section 515

Diamond Springs

Diamond Springs Apartments
1 Bedroom: $393

2 Bedroom: $458 and up

3 Bedroom: $503 and up

23

Section 515

Diamond Springs Senior
Apartments
1 Bedroom: 30% of Income

24

Section 515

biamont-Terrace-Apartments
2-Bedroom—$416
3-Bedroom—$486
4-Bedroom—$533

Shingle Springs

Barnett-Vittage-Apartments
2-Bedroom—$825-antup
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TABLE HO-22 -23
Assisted Housing Developments in El Dorado County At Risk

# of Type of
Development and Monthly Assisted Assistance | Handicapped Senior
Rate Units Received Accessible Complex
Shingle Terrace Apartments
2 Bedroom: $417 .
v
3 Bedroom: $485 12 Section 515
4 Bedroom: $535

Notes:
'Rental rates from November 2001.

Source: El Dorado County Department of Community Services:—ApartmentsforRent{November
2601)

Page 104, the first sentence on the page is revised as follows:
Table HO-2324 shows future housing needs in the unincorporated areas....
Page 105, Table HO-23 is revised as shown:

Table HO-2324

Page 107, the first sentence of the third paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-2425 shows the land use designations outlined in the Land Use Element.
Page 108, Table HO-24 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-2425
Pagel09, the last sentence is revised as follows:

Table HO-2526 shows the maximum residential density permitted in each existing
zoning district.

Page 110, Table HO-25 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2526

Page 110, the following text and tables are inserted after Table HO-26 (which was Table
HO-25):
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Page 110, the first sentence of the paragraph under Table HO-26 (previously Table HO-
25) is revised as shown:

Table HO-2629 outlines the extent of permitted housing types by zoning district.

Page 111, the first paragraph is revised as follows:

As shown on Table HO-26 -29, some housing types require issuance of permits or
other discretionary approval for development under the current Zoning Ordinance.
While most housing types are allowed by right in most residential zone districts,
others may be subject to site plan review, issuance of a special use permit, or

approval of a planned development MuLtliamu;LhQu&ng_Ls_pﬂmmed_b;Lnghun_the

Page 112, Table HO-26 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2629

Page 111, the following text is inserted between the Special Use Permit paragraph and
the Planned Development paragraph:
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Page 112, Table HO-26 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-2629

Page 114, the last sentence in the last paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-273Q lists impact and related development fees...

Page 114, the following text is inserted after the second paragraph under Impact Fees

discussion:

Pagel15, Table HO-27 is revised as shown:

TABLE HO-27 -30
Single-Family Dwelling Impact and Other Fees'
Type of Fee Amount of Fee Agency Collecting Fee | Time of Assessment

Building Permit $0.83-87/sq. ft.? El Dorado County Building Permit

Road, County & 1’332—8,5 15/d.u. El Dorado County Building Permit

Road, State EI’EZE—Z 908/d.u.* El Dorado County Building Permit
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TABLE HO-27 =30

Single-Family Dwelling Impact and Other Fees'

Type of Fee Amount of Fee Agency Collecting Fee | Time of Assessment
Road, Special District $97-6.791/d 1. ° El Dorado County Building Permit
Fire $281-1,915/d.u. Fire District Building Permit
School $2.14-3.07/sq. ft. School Districts Building Permit
Park Dedication In-Lieu .6 Final Subdivision or

Varies Park Agency
Fee Parcel Map
Recreation $2,331-2,747/d.u.” COmm“U"Y Services Building Permit
Districts
Rare Plant, County $0-885/d.u.® El Dorado County Building Permit
Rare Plant, EID’ $345 EID Building Permit
Water, EID $5,210/d.u.”® EID Building Permit or Final
Map
Water, GDPUD"™ $100-5,000/d.u. GDPUD Building Eﬂ‘ggi‘ét or Final
Water, Grizzly Flats CSD | $3,650/d.u. GFCSD Building Permit
$245 El Dorado County Building Permit
Well
Sewer $7.467-8,902/d.u.% EID Building Permit or Final
Map
Septic System El Dorado County Building Permit
$490
Notes:

'Based-on-Jantiary-1,2003fee-schedute: Eees in effect as of October 19, 2003.
®Varies based on construction type.

*Road Impact Fee (RIF) for EI Dorado Hills Area; Traffic Impact Mitigation fee (TIM) for remainder of
West Slope.

*Varies based on location by Regional Analysis Zone (RAZ).
®Varies based on location and size of structure.
®park fees based on the value of the land and the amount of land required for dedication.

"Recreation fees are only collected in the El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park Community Services
Districts boundaries.

®plant fee varies based on location.
°El Dorado Irrigation District.
%8ased on a %" meter.

“Fee is collected at recording of a subdivision final or parcel map, unless the lot is pre-existing and
does not already have an EDU allocated to it.

12Georgetown Divide Public Utility District.

3$100 is basic service fee for previously assessed parcels: $5.000 or more is due at time of recording
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TABLE HO-27 -30
Single-Family Dwelling Impact and Other Fees'

Type of Fee Amount of Fee Agency Collecting Fee | Time of Assessment
a map creating new parcels.

1 . .
“Varies based on location.

Source: El Dorado County Building Department, Planning Department, El Dorado Irrigation District,
and Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (2003).

Page 115, the following text is inserted immediately after Table HO-30 (which was Table
HO-27):
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Page 116, the first paragraph under “Building Codes and Enforcement” is revised as
follows:

Uniform codes regulate new construction and rehabilitation of dwellings. These
codes include building, plumbing, electrical, mechanical, and fire codes. The
codes establish minimum standards and specifications for structural soundness,
safety, and occupancy. At the time of publishing this plan, El Dorado County
enforcesd the 1998 editions of the California Building, Plumbing, Mechanical, and
Fire Codes and the 1997 National Electrical Code. The County last updated Title
15, the Building Ordinance, in November of 2002, adopting by reference the above
codes and defining the County’s administrative processes and specific County
provisions for construction. Mare recent updates may subsequently be adopted.
The building codes enforced by El Dorado County are typical of those enforced
throughout the state. [265-19]

Page 117, the fourth sentence of the paragraph under Writ of Mandate is revised as
follows:

Adoption of a new General Plan is expected to occur by Becember2663 June
2004.

Page 117, the following sentence is inserted at the end of the first paragraph under

Page 121, the following text is inserted after the last sentence under the Building Code
Constraints heading:
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Figure HO-12, following page 126, is revised. Please see Appendix D of this document.
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Page 126, the first paragraph under Survey Summary is revised as follows:

The survey results show that EI Dorado County has enough land appropriately
zoned to meet its total 2001-2008 allocation of 9,994 units. As shown on Table
HO-28 -31, there is capacity to accommodate 12,688 12,059 DUs outside of the
Development Agreement areas.

Page 126, the following text is inserted after first paragraph under Survey Summary:

Page 126, the third sentence of the second paragraph under Survey Summary is revised
as follows:

The inventory and Table HO-28 -31 indicate that there is capacity to supply a total
of 8;324 8,060 higher density units having public water and sewer (this does not
include the Development Agreement areas).
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Page 127, Table HO-28 is revised as follows:

TABLE HO-28 -31
Vacant Land Survey Summary

Adjusted Maximum

Acres Parcels Capacity (DUs)
All Lands in Communities Except Lands in Development Agreements’
Total of Vacant Lands 11,985.1 1,575 12,059
Higher Density Lands (4+ DUs/acre) 1701.9 278 9680
Higher Density Lands H Public S I,5Hl ‘
igher Density Lands Having Public Services 120 8.060

2001-2008 Allocations: Very Low = 2,829 units; Lower = 1,890 units; Moderate = 2,100 units;
Above Moderate = 3,175 units; Total = 9,994 units.
Notes:

'Considers land vacant as of August 2002 (information from the El Dorado County Assessor's Office
database). See text and Attachment A for further information.

Page 127, the third sentence on the last paragraph is revised as follows:
(See Table HO-1516 for an example of this)
Page 144, Measure HO-E is revised as follows:

Partner with existing nonprofit and for-profit corporations that are interested and
able to construct and manage housing affordable to very low and lower income
families in order to expand their ability to serve the county. Partnerships
Assistanree—may focus on inetude—site identification, site acquisition, design
standards, and identification of subsidy sources like Home Investment Partnership
Program (HOME) funds, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) monies,
fee waivers, and expedited permit processing. [Policy HO-1r]

Page 145, Measure HO-G is revised as follows:

Amend the Zoning Ordinance and Design and Improvement Standards Manual to
eonsider provide more flexibility and-retaxation-of-certairt in development standards
as incentives for affordable housing developments. Any amendments to
development standards should consider site ant—potential—occupaney
characteristics. The specific standards that may be evaluated include, but are not
limited to, the following...

Responsibility: Planning Department

Time Frame: Within one year of General Plan adoption.

Funding: General Fund
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Expected Outcome: Adoption of Density Bonus Ordinance.
Objective: 166 150 units

Page 147, the table under Measure HO-J is revised as follows:

Responsibility: Planning Department; and Department of Community Services;ante-FRPA
Time Frame: Ongoing

Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: | Adopted changes in the TRPA code to allow more affordable housing.

Page 149, Measure HO-O is revised as follows:

Evatuate-the-feasibility-of Adopting an infill incentive ordinance to assist developers
in addressing barriers to infill development. Incentives could include, but are not

limited to, modifications of development standards, such as reduced parking and
setback requirements, to accommodate smaller or odd-shaped parcels, and
waivers or deferrals of certain development fees, helping to decrease or defer the
costs of development. [Policy HO-1e]

Responsibility: Planning Department

Time Frame: Within two years of General Plan adoption.
Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: 366 200 units

Page 151, Measure HO-U is revised as follows:

Work with non-profit and for profit developers to adopt development and design

standards that would make affordable multifamily housing ministerial, requiring
such housing to blend in with the surrounding area. [Policy HO-1p]

Responsibility: Planning Department
Time Frame: Within three two years of General Plan adoption.
Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: | Quicker turnaround of multifamily development applications;
reduced cost for multifamily development; and minimization of
constraints to new multifamily development.

Page 152, Measure HO-X is revised as follows:
Apply for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) rehabilitation funds
annually to provide housing rehabilitation services and continue to provide
weatherization services to very low and lower income households. [Policy HO-23a]

Page 153, the table under Measure HO-Z is revised as follows:
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Responsibility: Planning Department and Department of Community Services

Time Frame: Within two years of General Plan adoption.

Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: | Mobile home park conversion ordinance.
biective: bil

Page 155, Measure HO-FF is revised as follows:

Work with community and local organizations in providing community education on
homelessness, gaining better understanding of the unmet need, and developing
and maintaining emergency shelter programs, including eensideration—of funding
for programs developed through |nterjur|sd|ct|onal cooperatlon aMkmth

[Pollcy HO -4d]

Page 155, Measure HO-GG is revised as follows:

sites for use—as establishment of emergency shelters and transitional and
permanent supportive housing, with characteristics appropriate for such use,
including but not limited to proximity to public services and facilities: and
acceSS|b|I|ty to and from areas where homeless persons congregate.,—aﬁd—havmg

eemmfsreﬁ—ef—aﬁ—eﬁs—fmg—strueture—fo%sueh—use [Pollcy HO-4d]

Responsibility: Planning Department and Department of Community Services
Time Frame: Zoning Ordinance to be updated within one year of General Plan adoption.
lentificati i begin | . I :
Funding: General Fund and other
Expected Outcome: | Identification of suitable sites for emergency shelters_and transitional
housing.

Page 157, Measure HO-LL is revised as follows:

Develop—a—proecedure—to Continue to refer people who suspect discrimination in

housing to the appropriate agency or organization for help. This is ongoing effort
by the County. [Policies HO-6b and HO-6c¢]
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Page 157, the following text is added after MEASURE HO-MM:

Table HO-32 is shown on the following page.

Page 170, Table A-3 is revised as shown, beginning on page 5.2-35.
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Measur Above
e Lower Moderate Moderate Very Low Verylow | Lower | Moderate
HO-E 200 100
HO-F | 200 second units, 300 mobile 250 50
homes
HO-H 20 20 20
HO-1 150
HO-L 20
HO-O 5 25 25
HO-X
HO-Z 200 mobile homes 80 10 20
HO-AA 175 100 25
Total 115 225 15 205 170 15
Additional Market Rate Units 80 3.200
115 305 3275 205 170 15
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacity Expected
Zoning Acres | Parcels | Parcels (Acres) | Services® | DU/Acre | (Units)® (Units)”

Cameron Park
CommerciaHC) 129 2 65 42-8F A 10 129 13
Commercial-Besign-ControH{E-BE) 2% 1 2% = A 10 2% 2
Planned-CommercialHEP) 191 3 64 3187 A 10 191 19
Planned-Commercial-Besign-Control{EP-BDE) 543 5 169 21337 A 10 543 54
Planned-Commercial-Planned-Development&
Besign-Controt 18t 2 91 51136 A 10 181 18
{€eP-PB-bE)

262 3 6+ 42-11+% A 10 202 26
{erPe-bcy
Multifamily Residential-Design Control (RM-DC) 25 1 25 - A 24 60 48
One-family Residential (R1) 1355 19 7.1 2.2-31.2 A 7.3 989 791
(F?B;e-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 274 5 13.7 29245 A 73 200 160
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 3.2 2 1.6 1.6-1.6 A 21.8 70 56
Ilslglted Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 173 3 58 3.3-10.7 A 218 377 302
Limited Multifamily Residential-Planned
Development (R2-PD) 16.4 4 4.1 2.8-6.5 A 21.8 358 286
Tourist Residential (RT) 4.7 1 4.7 — A 21.8 102 82

333+

acres

207.0
Cameron Park Total acres
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
_ # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcit%/ Expe_cteAd
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services” | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
Camino/Pollock Pines
€ommerciat-Design-ControHE-BE) 61 2 31 2140 B 4 24 2
One-family Residential (R1) 375 12 3.1 2.0-5.7 B 7.3 274 219
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 16.7 3 5.6 2.1-12.5 B 21.8 364 291
Tourist Residential (RT) 2.2 1 2.2 - B 21.8 48 38
oz s T = |
Camino/Pollock Pines Total 56.4 acres | 16 parcels 686 units 548 units
ChromeRidge
Planned-Commercial-(CP) 35 2 18 1+5-2.0 B 4 14 s
Cotoma
commercia{C) 23 - 23 = BE€ 4 9 k-
Cool
CommerciaH{€-DE) 105 1 105 = B 4 42 4
Planned-Commereial-Besign-ControH{EP-BE) 196 196 = B 4 78 8
One-family Residential (R1) 3.1 2 1.6 1.0-2.1 B 7.3 23 18
I[_)igited Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 401 4 10.0 71-18.2 B 218 874 699
e I == | ==
Cool Total 432 acres | 6 parcels 897 units 717 units
Diamond Springs/El Dorado
commercia{C) 61 3 ‘ 20 ‘ 6:9-29 | A | 10 ‘ 6% 6
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacit%/ Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4

Commercial-Design-ControH{E-BE) 423 7 66 21163 A 10 423 42
Commercial-Planned-Bevelopment{C-PB) 47 2 24 2324 A 10 47 5
Planned-CommercialHEP) 29 1 29 = A 10 29 3
Professional-Office-Commerecia{EPO) 2 1 2 = A 10 72 7
Devel (CPO-PD 22 E 22 = A 10 22 2
Mobile Home Park (MP) 51.1 3 17.0 17.4-27.3 A 7 358 286
One-family Residential (R1) 120.5 12 10.0 3.5-41.8 A 7.3 880 704
One-family Residential-Design Control (R1-DC) 12.0 2 6.0 5.0-7.0 A 7.3 88 70
S[n)()a-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 35.3 5 71 37-11.6 A 73 258 206
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 17.5 4 4.4 2.2-10.0 A 21.8 382 305
I|5l(r:n)lted Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 115 8 59 01-16.8 A 218 905 724
Limited Multifamily Residential-Planned
Development (R2-PD) 9.2 2 4.6 2.1-7.0 A 21.8 201 160

3525

acres

287.1
Diamond Springs/El Dorado Total acres
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacit%/ Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4

El Dorado Hills
Commercial-Besign-ControH{E-BE) 287 4 2 2:0-187 A 10 287 29
Planned-Commercial-Besign-ControH{EP-DE) 76 1 = A 70 7
One-family Residential (R1) 228.5 20 11.4 0.1-49.8 A 7.3 1668 1,334
(F?B;a-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 107 3 36 0.2-6.6 A 73 78 62
IS(T)Ited Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 575 4 14.4 6.3-22.6 A 218 1254 1,003
Multifamily Residential-Design Control (RM-DC) 225 2 11.3 0.7-21.8 A 24 540 432

3549

acres | 34parcels

319.2 |29 parcels
El Dorado Hills Total acres
GardenVahey
Commercial-Planned Development{C-PD) 70 1 3
Garden-Valtey Totat 70-acres | ipareet 3-units
Georgetown
Planned-CommerciaHEP) 25 1 25 = B 4 10 s
Greenwood
CommereciaH{€) 2.0 1 2.0 = B 4 8 Ex
Kyburz
commercia{C) 69 ‘ 2 ‘ o4 ‘ 6:2-6-+# | € | 4 ‘ 4 0
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
_ # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcitsy Expe_ct<34d
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services” | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
One-family Residential (R1) 16.9 41 0.4 0.14-1.9 C 7.3 123 99
T7-8acres| 43 parceis 1—2—7—trnﬁs 99 units
Kyburz Total 16.9 acres | 41 parcels 123 units
Little Norway
CommerciaH{€) 23 1 = € 4 9 Ex
One-family Residential (R1) 87
88-tnits
Little Norway Total 87 units
Mosegtito
Planned-CommercialHEP) 15 1 15 = € 4 6 s
Mt—Aukum
CommereiaH{E) 9
Mt—Aukum-Totat 9-units
Mt. Ralston
CommereciaHC) 62 1 62 = € 4 1 0
One-family Residential (R1) 11.9 34 0.4 0.2-2.1 c 7.3 87 69
Mt. Ralston Total 69 units
Phillips
Commercial-Planned-Bevelopment{C-PbB) 218 218 = € 4 87 9
One-family Residential (R1) 3.2 9 0.4 0.14-0.73 C 7.3 23 19
2 i I = | i
Phillips Total 3.2 acres | 9 parcels 23 units 19 units
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
_ # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcit%/ Expe_cteAd
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services” | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
Pilot Hill
One-family Residential (R1) 0.2 1 0.2 — c 7.3 1 1
Pilot Hill Total 0.2 acres | 1 parcel 1 unit 1 unit
Placerville®
Mobile Home Park (MP) 4.2 2 2.1 2.0-2.2 A 7 29 24
One-family Residential (R1) 34 1 34 — A 7.3 25 20
Placerville Total 7.6 acres | 3 parcels _ 54 units 44 units
Pleasant-Valtey
Planned-CommercialHEP) 26 1 26 = B 4 8 s
Shingle Springs
€ommereiaHE) 8:0 2 4.0 2:.9-5:% A 10 80 8
€ommercial-Design-ControHE-DE) 22 1 22 = A 16 22 2
Planned-CommercialH(EP) 27 1 27 = A 10 27 3
M%ﬁ%‘fﬁe&@eﬁ‘rﬁﬁﬁeﬁl—Bﬁﬁgﬁ-@eﬂ&e{ 23 3 24 2498 A 10 23 2
€ommerecia-Planned-Development(€-PD) 169 4 42 2:2-9:8 A 106 169 17
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 55 1 5.5 - A 21.8 120 96
gg}ggpﬂ‘gﬂﬁgg{;ﬁsme"tia"P'a””ed 26.1 2 131 2.1-24.0 A 218 569 455
s I == |
Shingle Springs Total 31.6 acres | 3 parcels 689 units 551 units
Somerset
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
_ # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcitsy Expe_ct<34d
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services” | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
€ommerciaHE) 7 2 39 2750 € 4 31 3
One-family Residential (R1) 4.0 1 4.0 — C 7.3 29 23
oz I == | i
Somerset Total 4.0 acres | 1 parcel 29 units 23 units
Strawberry
One-family Residential (R1) 9.8 25 0.4 0.2-0.7 B 7.3 71 57
Strawberry Total 9.8 acres |25 parcels 71 units 57 units
Tahoe Basin®
One-Family Residential (R1) 659.5 14 47.1 4.7-189.9 A 7.3 4,814 404
Tourist Residential (RT) 29.4 3 9.8 5.0-16.2 A 21.8 641 50
Tahoe Basin Total Zg?eg 17 parcels _ 5,455 units 454 units
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacngy Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4
26797 349
TOTAL HIGHER DENSITY . .
1.701.9 218 16,996 units | 9,680 units
acres parcels
16863 167
Total With Both Water And Sewer Service ' . ’
15414 120 14,966 units | 8,060 units
acres parcels

Notes:

'Higher density development is -4-_7 or more dwelling units (DUs) per acre. Survey focuses on established communities in the unincorporated areas of El
Dorado County. See Figure HO-12 for locations of communities.

’A = public water and sewer service available
B = public water and septic
C = private water and septic
MaX|mum densny from Zonlng Ordlnance

Adjusted maximum capacny is 80% of maX|mum capaC|ty for reS|dent|aI development in all areas of the county except the Tahoe Basin.—Adjtstet-meaximurm
i eity: See the text for more information.

°Refers to land on the periphery of the Placerville city limits. Does not include parcels in the City of Placerville.

®Development in the Tahoe Basin is subject to the regulations of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). On average, the County issues 92 building
permits per year under TRPA's allocation system. The adjusted maximum capacity units shown are based on the proportion of R1 and TR lands as
compared to all vacant residential lands. According to Table A-1, R1 units account for 88% and TR units account for 11% of the vacant lands in the Tahoe
Basin. The adjusted maximum capacity for R1 and TR units, then, is 88% and 11% of the 460 unit five-year allocation. The remaining housing types
combined represent approximately 1% of the five-year allocation.

Source: El Dorado County Assessor’s Records (2002).
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Page 205, the first paragraph is revised as follows:

Existing and future development in El Dorado County is dependent on a complex
arrangement and association of public services and utilities (e.g., multiple school,
water, and fire dIStI’IC'[S private ut|I|ty companles and mdependent special

bﬂunda.ﬂes_The General Plan sets out goals polrcres and |mplementat|on
measures to respond to a number of public service needs and constraints. The
purpose of the Public Services and Ultilities Element is to promote a pattern of
development that maximizes the use of existing services while minimizing the
costs and environmental effects of providing new facilities and services.

Page 207, the fourth paragraph is revised as follows:

On the West Slope, EID is the largest water provider in terms of area served,
followed by GDPUD and GFCSD. In the Tahoe Basin, STPUD serves the vicinity
of South Lake Tahoe, and TCPUD serves a portion of the county north and west
of Emerald Bay. Flgure PS-1 shows the service areas for the f|ve public water

Page 208, the last paragraph is revised as follows:

The El Dorado County Water Agency and purveyors are pursuing several projects

|n order to increase that supply ;édfheugh—ﬁeﬁe—eﬁhese—ha\fe—beeﬁ—apﬁre\fed—aﬁd

wetr+d—supp+erﬁeﬁt—the—eetrﬁtyssupp+y—are Ithe purchase of Central VaIIey Prolect
water from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, prOV|d|ng 7 500 AFY each to EID and

consumptive purposes from Project 184, although certain conditions must be met
which may reduce the total amount of water expected.

Page 208, Figure PS-1, following page 208 is revised as shown in Appendix D of this
Response to Comments document.
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Page 209, the last sentence of the first paragraph under “Groundwater Resources” is
revised as follows:

Consequently, specific conclusions about groundwater availability on a county-wide
scale are not possible because the rock fractures are not always continuous,
become smaller W|th depth and water does not move rapldly from one area to
another.

eﬂeeﬁhaﬁ—m the EI Dorado H|Ils area—Hae—use«al—reelanﬁed—wafer—ha&had—mmﬁal

. Hewever—lt is recognized that using reclaimed
water for uses such as Iandscaplng irrigation may alleviate some of the demand on
potable sources more suitably applied to uses needing treated water.

Page 210, the second paragraph is revised as follows:
Another way existing water supplies can be utilized more resourcefully is through

application of water use efficiency practices. Such practices include low flow toilets
and showerheads drip system |rr|gat|on and xerlscaplng,_su.ch_a.s_th.Qs&

EfflClency practices can be employed by reS|dent|al commermal/mdustnal and
agricultural water users.

Page 210, Goal PS-2 is revised as follows:

GOAL PS-2: To ensure that the County has adequate water for existing and
proposed residential, commercial/industrial, emergency, and
agricultural uses.

Page 210, Policy PS-2a is revised as follows:

The County shall actively-engage-in,and support; the efforts of the County Water
Agency and public water providers to retain existing and acquire new surface
water supplies...
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Page 211, the following policies are added under Goal PS-2:

nall ol | mal Jable Do :

i | hall . I
dependent upon groundwater.

Page 211, Policy PS-3c is revised as follows:

The County shall userequire water-conserving landscaping for all new capital

improvement projects and commercial, industrial, and multi-family development
projects that require landscaping.

Page 212, revise first paragraph as shown:

factors. In maﬁy—eases some areas, connectlon to an eX|st|ng wastewater
management system (i.e., EID’s system) is the only way a parcel on the lower
West Slope can develop. Connecting to EID’s system may not always be
financially practicable and could ultimately result in the extension of service to rural
areas that the County has not identified for future growth on the General Plan Land
Use Map.

Page 213, add following to 2" paragraph, after last sentence:
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Page 215, Policy PS-7a is revised as follows:

Policy PS-7a The County shall work with fire, emergency medical, and law
enforcement providers to develop standards for emergency response times for

unlncorporated areas of the county. Qpleum_tLLe_and_emﬂganQLmedmaLsaumas

Page 217, revise last sentence of first paragraph under “Public Schools: Kindergarten
Through High School”, and add additional sentences, as follows:

The county’s public school districts ane-schoots are shown on Figure PS-4.

None of the school districis have igentified surplus-school faciities. Most are El I ;

Page 221, the following is inserted after the last bullet of MEASURE PS-C:

Page 223, MEASURE PS-K is revised as follows:

Establish a working group to develop and oversee implementation of minimum
countywide standards for emergency response times, emergency access,
emergency water supply and conveyance, and staffing ratios. Development of the
minimum standards will not preclude emergency service providers from developing
and |mplement|ng strlcter standards for individual service areas. S_tandar_ds

meLanemanLSIandaLds_ManuaLmusLbe_cgnsan [PO|ICIeS PS 7a and PS7b]

Responsibility: Fire Protection Districts, Emergency Medical Services Agency, and Sheriff's
Department, and Department of Transportation

Time Frame: Develop and begin implementing standards within three years of General Plan
adoption. Meet standard requirements within seven years of General Plan
adoption.
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Page 224, the following Implementation Measure is added to the Public Services and
Utilities element:

Page 225, add references section, as follows:

Page 228, the first heading is revised as follows:

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND PLANNING POLICIES

Page 228, add to end of Policy HS-1a:

Page 229, the six paragraphs under FIRE SAFETY are revised as follows:

FIRE SAFETY

Fire safety for residents of El Dorado County has become a critical concern,

parttcularly in the Rural Reglons Mammgmes_hale_been_andamu_be_cgnstmﬂed

Recent W|Idland flres in the County have caused major resource damage major
infrastructure damage, and required large investments to restore resources and
infrastructure i-restoration.
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While non-wildland fires (structural and vehicle fires) pose a threat to human life
and property, these fires occur predominantly in urban and suburban areas. Since
structural firefighting is similar throughout the state with regard to construction
requirements, response time, initial attack, and suppression techniques, this
section will focus on wildland fire issues.

Related poIrcres are contalned in the Land Use, Public Services and Utilities, and
Conservation and Open Space Elements.

EIRE PROTECTION AND EDUCATION

As noted in the Public Services and Utilities Element, fourteen fire districts, the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) provide wildland fire protection
services in El Dorado County. The agencies have mutual aid agreements and
share the responsibilities of fire suppression where jurisdictions abut or in cases of
catastrophic fire.

In 1993, California established a statewide Fire Safe Council to address fire
prevention education and landowner assistance. The state Council and a number
of local Councils utilize the expertise, resources, and distribution channels of its
members to preserve California’s natural and manmade resources by mobilizing all
Californians to make their homes, neighborhoods, and communities fire safe. Fire
Safe Councils play a vital role in implementing both the California Fire Plan as well
as the National Fire Plan, which is a cooperative, long-term effort of the USFS,
U.S. Department of the Interior, and the National Association of State Foresters.

Currently, El Dorado County has two enre-local Fire Safe Councils:_one on the west
slope and one in the Tahoe Basin;-which-was-establishecHn—2062. There are also
several local community-based groups. Representatives from CDF, the local fire
protection districts, the California Highway Patrol, the Sheriff's Office, U.S. Forest
Service, homeowner assocratrons and the msurance mdustry aﬁd—the—ptrbhe sit on

cm.m.clls Beﬂa—eeuneﬂs WIH seek grant money to promote flre safe educatlon and
provide landowner assistance. The west slope existitg—Council has offered to
assist the County in developing a Fire Safe Plan; this element seetion includes an

implementation measure petiey addressing development of such a plan.
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WIIL DI AND FIRE HAZARD CI ASSIFICATION
The CDF has developed a ﬁLe_hazaLdJmLeﬂMLassmalm_s;ﬁIquuthh

meﬂ%edelﬁgy—fheﬁ—asagﬁs—eﬁe—of—three classmcatlons for flre hazard moderate
high, and very high.{Califernia—Department-of Forestry—andFireProtection—{no
tatel)

Page 230, Goal HS-2 is revised as follows:

To identify fire hazards and risks and plan for...
Page 230, Policy HS-2b is revised as follows:

Policy HS-2b Fire Hazard Rating FuetRank Maps produced by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection shall be consulted in the
review of all projects so that standards and mitigation measures
appropriate to each hazard classification can be applied. Land use
densities and intensities and development patterns shall be modified
reduced as necessary to mitigate the impacts associated with the
presence of high or very high wildland fire hazard areas.

Page 231, Policy HS-2c is revised as follows:

Policy HS-2¢ The County shall discourage development in areas of high and very
high wildland fire hazard_or in areas identified as “urban wildland

interface communities within the vicinity of Federal lands that are a
hiaf risk © idfire” listed in 1 eral - [

2001, unless such development can be adequately protected from
WMMMWM—MM : / lforn : i on.

Page 231, the following policies are added under Goal HS-2:
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Page 232, the first paragraph under GEQIL OGICAI HAZARDS is revised as follows:

Steep slopes and the dominant soil types in parts of the county present potential
geological hazards to development eeuntywitde in the form of erosion and
landslides. These condltlons that typlcally requwe addltlonal englneenng or
avoidance to prote AMa )

steep slopes is avalanche hazards

Page 233, Policy HS-4a is revised as follows:

The County shall maintain upeated an_inventory of geological, seismic, and

avalanche hazard maps...
Page 233, Policy HS-4b is revised as follows:

Applications for development shall be reviewed for potential hazards associated
with steep or unstable slopes, areas susceptible to high erosion, are—avalanche
risk,_and other geological hazards. 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.
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Page 233, the third sentence of the second paragraph under FLOOD HAZARDS is
revised as follows:

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has identified the 100-year
floodplain in portions of the county through its Flood Insurance Study and

accompanylng Flood Insurance Rate Maps ]]J.e_QQuDI;LIS_CuLLenII;LQD_a_IJSI_OI

A dam failure can occur as a result of an earthquake structural mstablllty, or
durlng heavy runoff that exceeds splllway deS|gn capaCIty ZI]le_S_ta.te_D_ep.aLtm_enI

« Echo Lake bam-(Pacifie-Gas&Electrie [PG&EJEL Darado lrrigation District)
* Union Valley Reservoir Bam-(Sacramento Municipal Utilities District [SMUD])

* Ice House Reservoir Bam-(SMUD)

* Chile Bar Reservoir (PG&E)

» Stumpy Meadows Reservoir Bam-(Georgetown Divide Public Utilities District)
» Weber Creek Bam (El Dorado Irrigation District [EID])

* Slab Creek Bam (SMUD)

* Loon Lake Auxitiary-Bam (SMUD)

* Blakeley Reservoir Bam-(EID)

» Cameron Park LakefttarrenHeofllister Bam (EID)

assgctateﬂmh_dam_tauute_m_ELD_QLado_QQunty_mLude_Caples Lake Bam
(PG&EEID)_and Silver Lake (EID).

Page 237, the following text is added to the Air Quality discussion:
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Page 238, Goal HS-9 is revised as follows:

Goal HS-9: To address air quality problems associated with project grading,
and agricultural and fuel reduction burning,.and home heating.

Page 238, Policy HS-8e is revised as follows:

Policy HS-8e The County shall support the establishment of ad¢itionat-etectric-new

vehicles eharging-stations throughout the county.

Page 239, the third sentence of the third paragraph under AIRPORT SAFETY is revised
as follows:

It is typically divided into the etear—=zonre runway protection zone,

approach/departure zone, and overflight zone.”
Page 247, Measure HS-B is revised as follows:

Work with the local Fire Safe Councils, fire protection districts, U.S. Forest Service,
and California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,_and the California
Highway Patrol to develop and implement a countywide Wildfire Safety Plan. The
Wildfire Safety Plan shall focus on, but not be limited to, the following:

o Public wildfire safety education_and disclosure requirements;
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e Basic fire protection standards for different areas of the county;

s Appropriate mitigation for development in areas having high and very high
fuel hazards; and

e Opportunities for fire fuel reduction;_and

[POI|C|es HS 2a, HS- 2d and
HS-3a]

Responsibility:

Sheriff's Department, Planning Department, Department of

Transportation, and Building Department

Time Frame:

Develop draft plan within three years of General Plan adoption.

Page 249, Measure HS-L is revised as follows:

Review the Zoning Ordinance and identify changes that would accomplish the following:

A. Include an airport combining zone district for each of the Safety Zones as
defined in the comprehensive land use plans for each of the County’s public
airports. The ordinance shall specify maximum density and minimum parcel

size; and

B. Develop and apply a combining zone district for areas within the 55 dB CNEL
of public airports to discourage the placement of incompatible uses within the

contour;_and

Page 255, Policy CO-1d is revised as follows:

To minimize the potential for erosion and sediment discharge, disturbance of
slopes 30 percent or greater shall be prohibited unless it is demonstrated by a
California-registered civil engineer or ar California-certified engineering geologist
that hazards to public safety can be reduced to acceptable levels.
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Page 255, the third paragraph under MINERAI RESOURCES is revised as follows:

As described in the Land Use Element, the Mineral Resource (-MR) overlay
designation is used to identify those areas that are designated as Mineral
Resource zone 2 by the State of California, consistent with the most recent Mineral

Classification report for the County.

Page 261, the following policy is added under Goal CO-6:

Page 262, Policy CO-8b is revised as follows:

Discretionary projects that result in ground disturbance shall be required to provide
on-site monitoring during construction for the presence of cultural resources by a

quallfled cultural resource specialist. If ground disturbance would occur in the

Page 262, Policy CO-8d is revised as follows:
Discretionary projects that may cause a substantial impact to a cultural resource
(including historic, prehistoric and paleontological resources) shall be required to
avoid or substantially reduce the adverse effect(s).

Page 263, Goal CO-10 is revised as follows:

To identify; preserve; and protect existing cemeteries.

Page 263, add following after last paragraph under “Open Space”:
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Page 265, Goal CO-12 and accompanying text is deleted as shown:

Page 265, the following item is added to MEASURE CQ-AC:

Update to the Grading Ordinance. [Policy CO-1d]

Page 268, Implementation Measure CO-J is revised as follows:

D. Replanting and replacement standards, including use of native species; and

Page 270, Measure CO-O is deleted as shown:

Page 279, Policy AF-1e is revised as follows:
Agricultural lands shall eentinte-te be protected...

Page 279, the following new policy is added under Goal AF-1.:
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Page 279, the following new policy is added under Goal AF-1:

Page 285, MEASURE AF-F is revised as follows:

...forestry lands. The procedure shall also include compatibility requirements for
{ land liforni o &

Page 290, the first bullet is revised as follows:

¢ United States Government—U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service and
U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management and Bureau of
Reclamation.

Page 290, the following sentence is added after the list of recreation providers:

Each of th
rivate en e

ese entities is briefly discussed below. In addition, there are several
itie ire [ ide pa ecreati 1

-’ 1 -’ A 1

Page 292, the third paragraph under General Services Department, Airports, Parks,
and Grounds Division is revised as follows:

In addition to the BikewayMasterPtan—and Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master
Plan, APGD is updating its Parks Master Plan. The revised plan will describe the

necessary land/population ratios, program requirements, desired facility quantities,
general facilities locations, and capital and maintenance costs for expansion of
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County parks and trail systems to meet the future needs of county residents. The
Parks Master Plan will be complementary to this General Plan but will not be
considered part of the Parks and Recreation Element.

Page 293, the first sentence under El Dorado Irrigation District is revised as follows:

The El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) operates and maintains the Sly Park
Recreation Area, located at Jenkinson Lake near Pollock Pines,_as well as

eveloped onal s iated with :

Page 293, the last sentence in the paragraph under TOURISM is revised as follows:

Many thousands of people also travel to destinations in the Apple Hill and Fairplay,

Pleasant Valley, Gold Hill, and other areas of the county to experience country life

during the height of the apple harvest season or to taste wine.
Page 302, the first paragraph is revised as follows:

Moving east, the agri )

wine industry and tQunsI actmty at Apple |:||||. Eaﬂhe[ easI, hlgh Slerra
communities maintain ties to resource-related industries, including resource
extraction and recreation. These communities are heavily influenced by
governmental policy as most of the surrounding lands are publicly owned and/or
publicly regulated.

Page 306, the table under MEASURE ED-FE is revised as shown:

Responsibility Office of Economic Development
and-Planning-bBepartment

Time Frame EComplete—methodology—within—five
years—of—General—Ptan—adoption:

Ongoing
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