MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
TO:

Board of Supervisors

DATE: July 26, 2021

FROM:

Steve Pedretti, Agency Director

BY:

Angel Green, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Third-Party Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Approval of the Rancho Del Oro
Estates Vesting Tentative Map Modification (PLN21-00058)
Addendum to Previously Certified Environmental Impact Report

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a third-party appeal filed by Amber Beckler;
2. Deny the third-party appeal filed by Amber Beckler;
3. Uphold the Planning Commission’s May 13, 2021 decision to adopt the Addendum to the previously
certified Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project pursuant to
California Environmental Quality Act; and,
4. Uphold the Planning Commission’s May 13, 2021 decision to approve the Rancho Del Oro Estates
Vesting Tentative Map Modification, subject to the conditions attached to the staff report.
APPEAL SUMMARY
An application was filed by Rob Parish, on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments. LLC, for a modification to the
89-lot Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map to allow for pad grading on 47 residential lots
concurrent with the subdivision improvements. A revised grading plan that allowed for contour grading on
the remaining 42 lots was previously approved by the Planning Commission in 2013. The Project’s conditions
of approval limit the grading on lots to that shown on the preliminary grading plan and any changes beyond
that are referred back to the Planning Commission for its consideration.
On May 13, 2021, the Planning Commission approved the subdivision map modification to allow for pad
grading on the 47 residential lots and found these changes to be in substantial conformance with the Vesting
Tentative Map approved in 2010. Although the original project approvals currently allow for individual grading
permits to be submitted for each of the 47 lots, the Planning Commission’s approval of the 2021 Tentative
Map Modification Preliminary Grading Plan would allow for the pad grading to be included on a revised set
of Improvement Plans and constructed concurrently with the subdivision improvements.
On May 20, 2021, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed Subdivision Map
Modification was filed by Amber Beckler. In summary, the issues raised in the appeal are centered around
impacts to oak woodlands and oak woodland mitigation requirements and are addressed later in this report
in the “Letter of Appeal” section.
BACKGROUND
In October 2010, the Placer County Board of Supervisors approved the Rancho Del Oro Estates project
(PSUB20070164). Rancho Del Oro Estates is an 89 lot, single-family residential subdivision on a 119acre site located on the north side of Olive Ranch Road, approximately 0.25 miles east of Cavitt-Stallman
Road in the Granite Bay area.
The approved entitlements included 1) a Rezone from RS-AG-B-100 PD 0.83 (Residential Single-Family,
combining Agricultural, combining minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet, combining Planned
Residential Development 0.83 units per acre) to RS-B-X-42,000 square feet DL 0.83 (Residential SingleFamily, combining minimum Building Site of 42,000 square feet, Density Limitation 0.83 units per acre),
2) a Vesting Tentative Map, and 3) a Variance to allow entry gates up to 8 feet tall, within the right-of1
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way of Road “B” and “D” (two roadways that intersect with Olive Ranch Road). The Board of Supervisors
also certified the Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse
#2008092101) and adopted a Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and approved
a Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

Figure 1: Approved Vesting Tentative Map (2010)
The project site comprises 119.4 acres of undeveloped land and is characterized by varying topography,
including rolling hills along the western, southern, and eastern edges and a relatively flat open grassland
area located in the central portion of the site. The topography of the site is moderately sloped, with
elevations ranging between 245 feet and 300 feet above mean sea level. Vegetation consists of a dense
growth of trees along the western, southern, and eastern edges of the property. The site is comprised of
mixed oak woodland and annual grassland, and contains wetland associated with riparian habitat. Annual
grassland is found mainly in the central portion of the site. The densest portion of oak woodland is found
in the eastern and southeastern portions of the site. Potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S. on-site
include: depressional seasonal wetland, depressional seasonal marsh, riparian wetland, riverine
perennial marsh, riverine seasonal wetland, ephemeral drainage, perennial drainage, and a pond.
The approved project includes 89 single-family residential lots ranging in size from 42,000 to 53,567
square feet (average lot size of 43,350 square feet). There are eight open space lots totaling 19.31 acres
and one common area lot totaling 22,142 square feet. The open space lots are for the purpose of
preserving and protecting natural resources on-site (i.e., Miner’s Ravine corridor, wetlands, oak
woodlands, wildlife habitat, etc.) and to provide for on-site storm water detention. The common area lot
(Lot G) will contain a sewer lift station.
The frontage along Olive Ranch Road will include a 50-foot-wide landscaped area (Open Space Lots A,
B, and C), meandering sidewalk, open-iron fence along open space areas, and a solid wall along
residential property lines. All open space/common lot areas will be owned and maintained by a
Homeowner’s Association. Access to the project site will be provided by two gated entrances located off
Olive Ranch Road. On-site subdivision roads will be private and constructed 24-feet in paved width plus
two-foot shoulders on both sides per the County standard Plate R-3, Rural Minor Residential. No parking
will be allowed along internal roadways. Olive Ranch Road is to be widened to County standards,
including curb, gutter, and a sidewalk.

2

2

Approximately 40,000 cubic yards of dirt cut for road, utility trench, and building pad formation and
approximately 51,500 cubic yards of fill with a total site disturbance area of 29.3 acres was anticipated.
The preliminary grading areas, as shown on the 2010 Vesting Tentative Map anticipated fill within specific
lots in natural swale areas in order to make the resulting lots more suitable for future home construction.
July 25, 2013 Subdivision Map Modification
On July 25, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a modification to the Vesting Tentative Map (PSM
20130186) that 1) reduced the on-site private road easement width from 40 feet to 28 feet, and 2) allowed
for additional lot grading beyond what was originally approved in order to improve individual lot drainage
and provide for positive drainage away from the future structures and towards the roadways. In addition,
overland release paths and ditches were eliminated from the rear lot lines of numerous lots where
possible.

Figure 2: Approved Subdivision Map Modification (2013)
The approved “Revised Tentative Map Grading” plan includes areas of contour grading for 42 lots,
roadways, and backbone infrastructure (light blue areas in Figure 3). The remainder of the lots (47 lots)
that were not approved for contour grading would require submittal of individual grading plans as the lots
were sold and developed. Under this scenario, nearly all the areas in red in Figure 3 could be subject to
grading by individual property owners or builders.
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Figure 3: 2013 Revised Tentative Map Grading Plan (Contour grading area in blue,
potential graded area through individual building/grading plans in red.)
Under the “Revised Tentative Map Grading” plan, backbone infrastructure improvements and additional
contour grading for roughly 42 lots would result in the movement of 102,364 cubic yards of cut and
101,716 cubic yards of fill, with a disturbed area of 41 acres. The details relating to the building sites for
the other 47 lots (i.e., such as size and location) were not known at the time and were to be determined
at grading and building permit submittal as each lot develops.
The Planning Commission found the 2013 “Revised Tentative Map Grading” plan to be in substantial
conformance with the 2010 project approvals and that mitigation measures in the previously certified
Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR would reduce any potential grading impacts to less than significant levels.
Other Project Changes
On June 26, 2013, a “substantial conformance” finding was made in response to the applicants request
to relocate an internal road intersection and make some lot line adjustments. Specifically, the Road “C”
to Road “B” intersection was relocated approximately 400 feet to the east, and lot lines were adjusted on
lots 42, 43, 55, and 56 for the purpose of improving drainage on-site. These changes allowed for positive
drainage overland through streets rather than the need for rear and side yard ditches on individual lots.
There was no change to the number of lots or minimum lot sizes.
On July 8, 2015, a “substantial conformance” finding was made in response to the applicant’s submittal
of a Substantial Conformance Exhibit that represented proposed lot layout changes to the approved
Vesting Tentative Map to facilitate avoidance of cultural resources. The number and size of the proposed
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lots did not change. The lot layout changes approved through the Substantial Conformance did not result
in any change to the anticipated impacts to oak woodlands or the amount of grading to be done on the
site.
Approved Improvement Plans
On June 15, 2021, the County approved the Rancho Del Oro Estates Improvement Plans which were
prepared consistent with the 2010 and 2013 project approvals. Construction recently commenced on
site shortly after the approval of improvement plans. Shall the Board of Supervisors take action to uphold
the Planning Commission’s approval of the modification, the applicant will be required to revise the
Improvement Plans and obtain approval prior to construction of the pad foundations for the 47 lots. If the
Board takes action to deny the modification to the Vesting Tentative Map, the applicant will be required
to submit individual grading permits for the 47 lots for County review and approval.
VESTING TENTATIVE MAP MODIFICATION
On February 16, 2021, an application was filed by Rob Parish, on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments.
LLC, to modify the Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map to allow for pad grading on 47
residential lots concurrent with the subdivision improvements.
The Project’s conditions of approval limits the grading on lots to that shown on the preliminary grading plan
(October 2010). Condition 13 states:
”Any proposed subdivision grading beyond that necessary for construction of streets, utilities, and
drainage improvements (i.e., mass grading, residential pad grading) must be approved by DRC prior
to approval of project Improvement Plans. The intent of this condition is to allow detailed DRC review
of lot or contour grading impacts, and to ensure that grading activities do not exceed those indicated
on the preliminary grading plan for this project. Grading plans, of a suitable scale and providing
specific engineering detail, including limits of grading, identification of trees, existing and proposed
contours, drainage patterns, etc., shall be prepared and submitted for DRC review. If grading, beyond
that indicated on the preliminary grading plan, and/or environmental documents is proposed with
subdivision construction, the matter shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for
consideration.”
The Rancho Del Oro Estates project is currently under contract by a homebuilder planning semi-custom
homes and subdivision improvements and lot preparation are now intended to be built out in a single
phase. The proposed changes to the 2013 “Revised Tentative Map Grading” plan would add ±100 feet
by 140 feet building pads on each of the 47 lots outside of the area previously approved for contour
grading (Figure 4). Lot preparation would be completed concurrent with the subdivision improvements,
as opposed to the time the 47 individual grading plans are reviewed and approved during the building
permit review process.
Figure 4 below shows the areas approved for contour grading (blue) and the proposed pad areas on the
47 lots (red). The proposed change substantially reduces the amount of grading anticipated on the
project site.
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Figure 4: Revised Preliminary Grading Plan. Proposed Pad Grading Areas Shown in Red.
The ±100 feet by ±140 feet pads represent approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot
and these building pads would be located well within the required setbacks as shown on the Vesting
Tentative Map (2010). Site disturbance on each lot will primarily be contained within the pad areas,
allowing for preservation of large areas of natural topography, trees, and vegetation. As previously stated,
the proposed pad areas were already anticipated for grading activities associated with construction of
homes on each of the applicable lots.
Under the proposed modification, lot pad grading by the site contractor would occur in one phase when
infrastructure improvements are constructed, reducing the need for multiple grading permit applications,
reducing the period of construction activities on-site, and reducing the number of construction-related
vehicle trips along Olive Ranch Road. Additionally, there would be a more efficient use of construction
equipment and a shorter duration of construction noise impacts.
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
An EIR was prepared for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project (SCH# 2008092101) and certified by the
Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2010. Consistent with the requirements of California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162, the County must determine whether the proposed project
changes to the EIR trigger the need for a modified EIR. Under CEQA Section 15162, when an EIR has
been certified for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for the project unless the lead agency
determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the
following:
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1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects;
2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or
3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete,
shows any of the following:
a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.
If any of the triggers set forth above occurs, the County would be required to prepare a subsequent EIR
unless “only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previously EIR adequately
apply to the project in the changed situation,” in which case a supplement to an EIR would suffice. If there
are no grounds for a supplement to an EIR, then the County would be required to prepare only an
addendum pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, explaining why “some changes or additions” to
the adopted EIR “are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for
preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred.”
Addendum to the Previously Certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report
As the lead agency under CEQA, Placer County determined that the proposed modifications to the
approved Rancho Del Oro Estates project required preparation of an Addendum to the previously certified
EIR in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Addendum has been prepared
to evaluate the environmental impacts that may result from the modified Rancho Del Oro Estates project
submitted by the project applicant and confirm whether any new significant impacts or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified impacts would result from the project as proposed. The
Addendum includes the following:
1. Adds discussions regarding the Placer County Conservation Plan, Energy and Wildfire risk.
2. A discussion on the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric in the transportation impacts
section.
3. Modifications to Impacts to Oak Woodland Communities and Significant Trees and corresponding
Mitigation Measures resulting from the increased pad grading proposed.
Based on the modified Rancho Del Oro Estates project description and revised Tentative Map
Modification Preliminary Grading Plan, the previously certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), and a supplemental analysis contained in the Addendum, the
Environmental Review Committee has concluded the proposed project would not result in any new
significant impacts not previously disclosed in the EIR nor would it result in a substantial increase in the
magnitude of any significant environmental impact previously identified in the EIR. For these reasons, an
Addendum to the previously certified EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project has been prepared (per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a)) and a subsequent EIR is not required for the proposed project. The
Addendum to the 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates FEIR must be found adequate by the Board of
Supervisors to satisfy the requirements of CEQA.
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MAY 13, 2021 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
The Planning Commission considered the Rancho Del Oro Estates Subdivision Map Modification at its
May 13, 2021 meeting. Per Condition of Approval 13 (MM11(e)), any grading beyond that indicated on
the preliminary grading plan, and/or environmental documents, requires the matter to be referred back to
the Planning Commission for consideration. The Planning Commission received a presentation from
County staff and the applicant. Comments were received from seven members of the public. Issues
raised included: required frontage improvements including the location and height of walls, proposed
edge conditions, oak tree impacts, and oak tree mitigation fee rates.
Amber Beckler, the appellant, sent in an email dated May 12, 2021 (Attachment I). The issues raised in the
email included the methodology behind measuring tree impacts and tree mitigation fee rates and totals. The
appellant also raised the same issues during public comment at the hearing.
After the public comment period was closed, the Planning Commission considered the public testimony and
associated documentation it received and took action to unanimously approve the Vesting Tentative Map
Modification and adopted the Addendum to the previously certified EIR (7:0:0:0) for the project.
LETTER OF APPEAL
On May 20, 2021, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of the project was filed by Amber
Beckler. Additional documentation was provided by Ms. Beckler within the required 30-day window on
June 19, 2021 (Attachment J). The appellant put forth the following issues as the basis for the appeal:
1. Oak Woodland Impacts
a. Need clarity about the acreages of impacted oaks listed in the original EIR vs. the meeting
package.
b. The number of significant oak trees has increased as the tree survey was conducted over ten
years ago.
c. Project CC&Rs should limit future tree removal.
2. Project Tree Mitigation Requirements
a. Failure to evaluate current impact fees for significant tree and oak woodland impacts in line with
current known value of oak trees and in line with other current project costs.
b. Failure to address oak woodland mitigation fees previously identified in the EIR.
3. County Tree Mitigation Fee Rates
a. The need for a current impact fee assessment, payment, and the basis for the impact fees for
significant trees and oak woodland and where the fees will go.
b. A fair hearing related to the viability of the Placer County Tree Impact Fee Schedule published in
2007 that was used in the approved EIR and mitigation plan for significant tree impact should be
conducted.
c. Assessed impact fees should be allocated to local Granite Bay natural resource projects to most
appropriately mitigate for impact to the biological resources that will unduly be affected by the
grading and tree removal.
4. Grading Impacts
Failure to demonstrate with evidence versus unsubstantiated statements from the project
spokesperson that the project modification with pad grading would be less impactful than lot-by-lot
grading anticipated in the EIR.
5. Pre-Construction Surveys
Clarification needed in the timeline of the biological pre-construction survey schedule required ahead
of any ground disturbance. This is in reference to the revision of the grading activity to begin in late
May compared to what was originally communicated in September as quoted in the staff presentation.
This would put the grading activity during nesting season. The surveys are stipulated to be carried
out a set time ahead of any ground disturbance (e.g., within 30 days, no more than two weeks).
6. Wildlife Corridors
Impacts to wildlife corridors not addressed. Although open space along Miner's Ravine is preserved,
the most significant oak woodland impacts were on the west and east side of the project site.
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Each of the appellant’s assertions is addressed in detail below.
1.

Oak Woodland Impacts
a. Need clarity about the acreages of impacted oaks listed in the original EIR vs. the meeting
package.
Staff Response
The following detail is provided to bring clarity on mitigation requirements for canopy and
significant trees as specified in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Mitigation Measure
5-9 (a) and (b), contained in the conditions of approval at number 59, is as follows:
5-9(a) To mitigate oak woodland losses within the development footprint and to account for
habitat fragmentation, the project applicant shall make an in-lieu payment to the County
consisting of two separate components, one for the higher value blue oak woodland (37.34
acres), and one lower per acre payment for the poor quality live oak woodland (40.24 acres)
on the project site, along with the very small amounts of valley oak woodland (0.06 acres)
and mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres). The payment shall be equivalent to the fair market
value of a conservation easement on oak woodland property in Placer County, with such fair
market value established at the time of approval of the tentative subdivision map for the
project. The in-lieu payment shall be paid at the time set forth below. The funds will include
both a conservation component and an in-perpetuity management component. These funds
will be used by the County to purchase conservation easements to other in-kind oak
woodlands in the County.
5-9(b) Each “significant” oak tree (24 inches diameter breast height (dbh) or greater) identified
for removal shall be replaced in the following manner:
1) Subdivision Improvements. For the 69 significant oak trees to be removed because of
subdivision improvements, the project shall include planting of on-site 24-inch boxes and 15gallon trees (cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gallon trees (25 percent), and D-pots (50 percent) at
the ratios outlined in Table 5-2 (See Chapter 5, Biological Resources, of this EIR). Mitigation
tree planting shall occur in two open space areas specified on the project site. These planting
areas on-site, once planted with replacement oak trees, will also serve as replacement habitat
for oak woodland values lost on the project site. Mitigation tree planting shall be installed by
the applicant and inspected and approved by the DRC prior to acceptance of improvements
by the Engineering and Surveying Department. At its discretion, the DRC may establish an
alternate deadline for installation of mitigation replacement trees if weather or other
circumstances prevent the completion of this requirement.
2) Lot Development. A total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees could be potentially
impacted by lot development in the project within building lot setbacks on individual lots.
Although the actual inches of oak tree impact from lot development may be substantially less
than this total of impacted inches, all 2,131 inches of significant oak trees will be assumed
removed for mitigation purposes, at $100.00 per inch at dbh, for a total mitigation of $213,100
for impacts to significant oak trees in individual lots. Total in-lieu payments (less the amount
set forth below) for oak tree mitigation, for both oak woodland impacts and impacts to
significant oak trees not mitigated on-site (i.e., for subdivision improvement impacts) shall be
totaled and divided by the number of total residential lots in the project and paid on a per lot
basis at building permit issuance for each lot. Each lot will thus pay a fair share of costs of
oak tree and oak woodland mitigation costs distributed over the entire project site, except for
the in-lieu payment for direct impacts to oak woodland acreage affected by subdivision
improvements, or 5.27 acres, which will be paid in lump sum at the time of approval of
improvement plans for the project.
The EIR analyzed the development of the proposed project and impacts to existing on-site oak
trees through residential lot grading and home construction (Figure 5 below). In the analysis,
mitigation proposed by the project for significant oak tree impacts from lot development was
overestimated (and, therefore, over-mitigated), because while 100 percent of significant oak trees
within building setbacks were assumed removed for mitigation purposes, many trees may be
retained by individual homeowners (DEIR, page 5-41).
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According to the Oak Woodland Analysis prepared for the original project, a total of 81.14 acres
of oak woodland were mapped on the ±121-acre site. Construction of street improvements or
water quality system improvements (direct impacts) would directly impact a total of 17.55 acres
of oak woodland. In addition to direct impacts, development of the Approved Project would result
in indirect impacts to existing on-site oak trees through residential lot grading and home
construction. The DEIR notes that while 100 percent of significant oak trees within building
setbacks are assumed removed for mitigation purposes, many trees may be retained by individual
homeowners. The mitigation proposed for significant oak tree impacts from lot development is
therefore conservatively overestimated (and, therefore, over-mitigated).

Figure 5: 2010 Oak Woodland, Significant Trees, and Direct Impacts
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2010 On-Site Woodland, Direct Impact, and Total Woodland within
Development Footprint
Acreage within
On-Site
Direct
Development
Classification
Total
Impacts 1
Footprint
(mitigated)
Blue Oak Woodland
37.34
5.27
37.34
Interior Live Oak
40.24
10.94
40.24
Woodland
Mixed Oak
1.27
1.26
1.27
Woodland
Valley Oak
2.29
0.08
.06
Woodland
Total:
81.14
17.55
78.91
1
Notes: Construction of street improvements or water quality system
improvements
Total Direct Impact .......................................................................... 17.55 acres
Total Assumed Impact including Future Lot Grading ....................... 78.91 acres
Mitigation Acres .............................................................................. 78.91 acres
The applicant agreed to mitigate for potential impacts to all oak woodlands within the development
footprint, or 78.91 acres of oak woodland (out of 81.14 acres of woodland on-site), which is
comprised of blue oak woodland (37.34 acres), live oak woodland (40.24 acres), mixed oak
woodland (1.27 acres), and valley oak woodland (2.29 acres).
The proposed changes to the 2013 “Revised Tentative Map Grading” plan would add ±100 feet
by 140 feet building pads on each of the 47 lots outside of the area previously approved for
contour grading. The proposed change substantially reduces the amount of grading anticipated
on the project site and accordingly, will reduce tree impacts as shown in Figure 6 below.
2021 On-Site Woodland, Direct Impact, and Total Woodland within
Development Footprint
On-Site
Direct
Acreage Not
Classification
Total
Impacts 1
Impacted
Blue Oak Woodland
37.34
18.64
18.7
Interior Live Oak
40.24
34.69
5.55
Woodland
Mixed Oak
1.27
1.26
0.01
Woodland
Valley Oak
2.29
0.09
2.20
Woodland
Total:
81.14
54.68
26.46
1
Notes: Construction of street improvements, water quality system
improvements, and pad grading
Total Direct Impact ..................................................................... 54.68 acres
Mitigation Acres .......................................................................... 78.91 acres
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Figure 6: 2021 Oak Woodland, Significant Trees, and Direct Impacts
The proposed pad grading, construction of street improvements, water quality systems
improvements and lot preparation would result in 54.68 acres of woodland impacts. This is
anticipated to be less impact than if grading was done on a lot-by-lot basis. However, the
applicant is mitigating for all the woodland on site (78.91 acres).
b. The number of significant oak trees has increased as the tree survey was conducted over
ten years ago.
Staff Response
The appellant states that since the tree survey was done over ten years ago, there is likely to be
additional significant oak trees on the project site due to tree growth. Whether the project
commences soon after approval or, in this case, 11 years post-approval, the impact to trees and
requisite mitigation was determined in the EIR.
The proposed modification is within the scope of impacts addressed in the previously certified
DEIR. The DEIR at 5-41 noted that the mitigation proposed for the project “is over estimated (and
therefore, over-mitigated) … [because] 100 percent of significant oak trees within building
setbacks are assumed removed for mitigation purposes….” The ±100 feet by ±140 feet pad
represents approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot and is well within the
setback limits as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map (2010). The proposed modification is
expected to reduce impacts to oak woodlands and significant trees since the amount of significant
oak trees removed will be fewer. As seen in Figure 3, the entirety of the red area would be
potentially impacted by home construction and grading on 47 lots. Though the area of impact is
reduced, the EIR assumed, and the applicant is mitigating for, impacts to all woodlands within the
development footprint of the project.
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c. Project CC&Rs should limit future tree removal.
Staff Response
While the project applicant has mitigated for tree loss related to project improvements and
construction of homes and driveways on individual lots, Condition of Approval 132 requires
approval of a tree permit for any future removal of healthy trees that were not previously approved
for tree removal. Removal of these trees would require mitigation from future homeowners.
COA 132: Notification to future homeowners/builders that removal or disturbance of
native California trees 6” dbh or greater, if single trunk, or 10” aggregate for multiple
trunk, if located within any building setback areas, or areas outside of a recorded building
envelope, or other areas not previously approved for tree removal, requires a Tree
Permit. ADVISORY COMMENT: Lots approved with this subdivision are also subject to
the provisions of the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance. (PLN)
2. Project Tree Mitigation Requirements
a. Failure to evaluate current impact fees for significant tree and oak woodland impacts in
line with current known value of oak trees and in line with other current project costs.
Staff Response
The Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map was approved by the Board of Supervisors
on October 5, 2010. Pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act Section 66498.1 – 66498.9, when a
local agency approves or conditionally approves a vesting tentative map, that approval confers a
vested right to proceed with development in substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies,
and standards set forth in Section 66474.2. When a local agency approves a vesting tentative
map, the developer is entitled to proceed with the project under the local rules, regulations, and
ordinances in effect at the time of approval. Thus, obtaining a vesting tentative map allows a
developer to rely on regulations that existed during the planning stage when completing a
development project regardless of intervening changes in local regulation (Placer County Code
Section 16.24.080 Vesting rights).
The proposed project is consistent with Condition of Approval 59 and Mitigation Measure 5-9(a).
Condition of Approval 59 reads as follows [emphasis added]:
To mitigate oak woodland losses within the development footprint and to account for
habitat fragmentation, the project applicant shall make an in-lieu payment to the County
consisting of two separate components, one for the higher value blue oak woodland
(37.34 acres), and one lower per-acre payment for the poor quality live oak woodland
(40.24 acres) on the project site, along with the very small amounts of valley oak
woodland (0.06 acres) and mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres). The payment shall be
equivalent to the fair market value of a conservation easement on oak woodland
property in Placer County, with such fair market value established at the time of
approval of the tentative subdivision map for the project. The in-lieu payment shall be
paid at the time set forth below. The funds will include both a conservation component
and an in-perpetuity management component. These funds will be used by the County
to purchase conservation easements to other in-kind oak woodlands in the County.
(MM 5-9(a)) (PLN)
As set forth in Condition of Approval 59 and Mitigation Measure 5-9(a), the fair market value of a
conservation easement was established at the time of approval of the vesting tentative map for
the project. The Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map was approved by the Board of
Supervisors on October 5, 2010. The mitigation requirements of the EIR and the corresponding
fee amount established at the time of project approval remain valid. Approval of the Rancho Del
Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map conferred a vested right to proceed with development in
substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies and standards in effect at that time. At the
time of approval of the Vesting Tentative Map, the applicant provided documentation
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demonstrating the fair market value of an off-site oak woodland conservation easement. This is
discussed in Appeal Issue No. 2 below.
As discussed further in Appeal Issue No. 3, there is no new tree impact resulting from the
proposed Subdivision Modification. It has been demonstrated that construction of the project will
not result in additional impacts on oak woodlands beyond what was conservatively assumed in
the EIR: all oak woodland within the development footprint would be impacted and mitigated for.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the applicant will be over-mitigating for tree impacts and a reevaluation of fee rates as discussed above, is unnecessary.
b. Failure to address oak woodland mitigation fees previously identified in the EIR.
Staff Response
In 2009, the applicant determined the cost of an off-site conservation easement:
Conservation Easement Estimate
78.91 acres @ $2,534/acre
$199,957.94
Management Component
$120,300.00
Total:
$320,257.94
Notes:
1
Placer Land Trust: Oest Ranch – Lake Clementine Preserve, April
2009
2
PAR Analysis by Foothill Associates
Based on the off-site conservation easement cost, impacts were calculated per acre:
$320,257.94 / 78.91 acres ........ $4,058.52 / acre
Impacts to 69 Significant Trees during Subdivision Improvements:
Replanting of on-site 24-inch boxes and 15-gallon trees (cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gallon
trees (25 percent), and D-pots (50 percent).
In-lieu of planting ........ …………………..$57,500
Impacts to Significant Trees on Individual Lots:
2,131 inches @ $100/inch ..............$213,100.00
Mitigation Measure 5-9 (a) and (b) requires the total in-lieu payments for oak tree mitigation, for
both oak woodland impacts and impacts to significant oak trees not mitigated on-site (i.e., for
subdivision improvement impacts) would be paid on a per lot basis at building permit issuance for
each lot.
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Total Mitigation Costs
Oak Woodland Impacts
Significant Trees on Lots
In Lieu of Planting
Total:

$320.257.94
$213,100.00
$57,500.00
$590,857.94

To date, all tree mitigation fees as required by Mitigation Measures MM 5-9(a) and MM 5-9(b)
have been paid in full by the applicant, including those due at the time of building permit issuance.
An additional payment of $57,500 was also received in lieu of tree plantings where tree plantings
were not accessible. The applicant has requested the proposed change to Condition of Approval
59(A)(2) as a result of the proposed map modification be withdrawn as all mitigation fees for oak
woodland and significant trees have been paid in full.

Total Mitigation Fees Paid by Applicant
Mitigation Measure 5-9(a)
$298,869.41
Oak Woodland Impacts
Mitigation Measure 5-9(b)
Impacts to 69 Significant Trees during
$21,388.40
Subdivision Improvements
Mitigation Measure 5-9(b), part 1
Impacts to 69 Significant Trees during
$57,500.00
Subdivision Improvements (in-lieu replanting)
Mitigation Measure 5-9(b), part 2
$213,100.00
Impacts to Significant Trees on Individual Lots
TOTAL PAID:
$590,857.81

Paid 7/2/2021
Paid 6/27/2021

Paid 6/27/2021
Paid 7/2/2021

3. County Tree Mitigation Fee Rates
a. The need for a current impact fee assessment, payment, and the basis for the impact fees
for significant trees and oak woodland and where the fees will go.
b. A fair hearing related to the viability of the Placer County Tree Impact Fee Schedule
published in 2007 that was used in the approved EIR and mitigation plan for significant
tree impact should be conducted.
Staff Response
An analysis of the County’s current Tree Impact Fee is not a project-related issue. As discussed
above, the fee approved in the Mitigation Measure is a fee amount established at the time of
project approval and not subject to revision or update.
c. Assessed impact fees should be allocated to local Granite Bay natural resource projects
to most appropriately mitigate for impact to the biological resources that will unduly be
affected by the grading and tree removal.
Staff Response
Collected Tree Preservation funds are available for projects that preserve or replant woodlands.
The money collected has been used to help purchase fee-title or oak woodland conservation
easements on properties with oak woodlands including the Bruin Ranch in the Auburn Valley
area, Spears Ranch and Traylor Ranch in the Garden Bar area, Kirk Ranch near Camp Far West,
and the Twilight Ride property in North Auburn. There have not been any conservation easements
or property purchases in the Granite Bay area. However, tree preservation monies have been
used to plant 207 trees at Granite Bay Community Park and to conduct a community tree planting
at Ronald L. Feist Park.
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4. Grading Impacts
Failure to demonstrate with evidence versus unsubstantiated statements from the project
spokesperson that the project modification with pad grading would be less impactful than
lot-by-lot grading anticipated in the EIR.
Staff Response
The DEIR anticipated the movement of approximately 40,000 cubic yards of dirt cut for road, utility
trench, building pad formation and approximately 51,500 cubic yards of fill. The DEIR considered
the construction and grading of the lots, although the details relating to the improvements (i.e.,
such as size and location of foundation pads) were not known and therefore not shown on the
Vesting Tentative Map (2010), as well as the Revised Tentative Map Grading Plan (2013).
Grading activities on these lots requires the approval of individual grading plans in conjunction
with the accompanying building permit and would be subject to the Placer County Grading
Ordinance. The purpose of the grading plan is to verify that the grading will occur within the
setback areas that were anticipated in the DEIR to avoid additional impacts.
The ±100 feet by ±140 feet pad represents approximately 29 percent of each individual residential
lot and is well within the setback limits as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map (2010). With the
proposed pad grading, disturbance on each lot will primarily be contained within the pad areas,
allowing for preservation of large areas of natural topography, trees, and vegetation on these
individual residential lots. Additionally, under the proposed modification, lot pad grading by the
site contractor would occur in one phase when infrastructure improvements are constructed,
reducing the need for multiple grading permit applications, reducing the period of grading on-site,
eliminating the transport of grading equipment into and out of the subdivision along Olive Ranch
Road multiple times to accomplish grading of each lot individually, shortening construction noise
impacts from grading work, and more efficiently using construction equipment.
5. Pre-Construction Surveys
Clarification needed in the timeline of the biological pre-construction survey schedule
required ahead of any ground disturbance. This is in reference to the revision of the grading
activity to begin in late May compared to what was originally communicated as September as
quoted in the staff presentation. This would put the grading activity during nesting season.
The surveys are stipulated to be carried out a set time ahead of any ground disturbance (e.g.
within 30 days, no more than two weeks).
Staff Response
When the presence of special-status plant species cannot be ruled out at the time of EIR preparation,
pre-construction surveys are required. The purpose of the pre-construction survey is to determine the
status, presence of, and likely impacts to covered species. The Rancho Del Oro project requires a
number of pre-construction surveys including:
• Presence or absence of freshwater invertebrate species (Condition of Approval 68)
• Presence or absence of these special-status plant species: Ahart’s dwarf rush, Bogg’s Lake
hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, pincushion navarretia, and/or Sanford’s
arrowhead. (COA 71)
• Pre-construction burrowing owl surveys (COA 72)
• Pre-construction raptor survey to determine if active raptor nests are present (COA 74)
• Pre-construction nesting bird survey during avian nesting season – February 1 to August 31
(COA 76)
Surveys must be appropriately timed so the species will be identifiable, if present. For example,
burrowing owl and raptor surveys must be completed no more than 30 days prior to site disturbance
and nesting bird surveys must be no earlier than 14 days prior to site disturbance.
Based upon the results of the pre-construction surveys, the County and wildlife agencies will identify
appropriate conservation measures. Reconnaissance level surveys may indicate that species-
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specific surveys are not necessary. It is the County’s responsibility to ensure the appropriate surveys
have been conducted and that appropriate conservation measures are being implemented.
6. Wildlife Corridors
Impacts to wildlife corridors not addressed. Although open space along Miner's Ravine is
preserved, the most significant oak woodland impact was on the west and east side of the
project site.
Staff Response
The project site does not support important wildlife movement corridors or habitats that would attract
larger concentrations of wildlife. Wildlife landscape habitat linkages are generally defined as relatively
large open space areas that contain natural habitat and provide connection between at least two
larger adjacent open spaces. These migration routes are commonly used by resident and migratory
species for passage from one geographic location to another. Implementation of the proposed project
would not constrain the movement of wildlife an east-west or north directions. While the project would
remove oak woodlands on the west and east sides of the project site, these are not considered wildlife
corridors due to surrounding existing development.
The site is bounded on the east and west by low-density residential development, and on the south
by Olive Ranch Road and higher-density residential development. Existing neighboring development
has fragmented the off-site oak woodlands and their connectivity to the on-site oak woodland
communities. Therefore, the impacted oak woodlands do not currently provide a north-south or eastwest wildlife corridor. The landscape habitat linkage that would remain functional after implementation
of the project is the east-west corridor along Miners Ravine. In suburban areas, streams and riparian
corridors provide corridors for wildlife. The creek corridor is located within Lot H, a 10.2-acre open
space parcel on the northern boundary of the project site.
The EIR prepared for the project concluded there would be a less than significant impact on the ability
of movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or impact to established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
While off-site residential development, particularly to the south and west, have fragmented the offsite oak woodlands and their connectivity to the on-site oak woodland communities, the dense interior
live oak woodland in the eastern half of the site extends beyond the site boundaries in a northeast
direction and connects with the Miners Ravine riparian corridor. It should be noted that the County
has approved a tentative subdivision map for the property immediately to the east that may affect
connectivity to on-site live oak woodland. Additionally, the blue oak woodland in the northwest corner
of the site is contiguous with the Miners Ravine riparian corridor. (DEIR Page 5-5)
RECOMMENDATION
As detailed in this report, staff has found the appeal issues raised by the appellants are not merited. The
Planning Commission considered the subdivision map modification as required by Condition of Approval 13
and found the proposed change to allow pad grading on 47 residential lots is in substantial conformance
with the approved Vesting Tentative Map. As such, Staff recommends the Board of Supervisors uphold the
decision of the Planning Commission and take the following actions, supported by the findings below:
1. Deny the third-party appeal filed by Amber Beckler;
2. Uphold the Planning Commission’s May 13, 2021 decision to adopt the Addendum to the previouslycertified EIR prepared for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project pursuant to CEQA; and,
3. Uphold the Planning Commission’s May 13, 2021 decision to approve the Rancho Del Oro Estates
Vesting Tentative Map Modification, subject to the conditions attached to the staff report.
FINDINGS
CEQA
1. The Board of Supervisors has considered the Addendum to the 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates
certified EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project, the staff report, and all comments thereto and
hereby adopts the Addendum to the certified EIR.
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2. The proposed project will not result in substantial changes that would lead to the identification of new
or previously unidentified significant environmental effects that would require major revisions of the
previously certified 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR.
3. The circumstances under which the proposed project would be undertaken will not result in
substantial changes that would require major revisions of the previously certified EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects.
4. No new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project
was certified, has been discovered which would require major revisions of the previously certified EIR
beyond that included in the Addendum.
5. There is no substantial evidence in the record as a whole that the project as revised may have a
significant effect on the environment. With the incorporation of all previously approved mitigation
measures and minor amendments thereto, the project will not result in any new or additional
significant adverse impacts. Mitigation measures include but are not limited to biological resources
including payment of tree impact fees, cultural resources, visual resources, transportation and
circulation, air quality, noise, soils, geology and seismicity, hydrology and water quality, public
services and utilities, and hazardous materials and hazards.
6. The Certified EIR and the Addendum to the Certified EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project have
been considered prior to approval of the project. Together they are determined to be adequate to
serve as the environmental documentation for this project and satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.
The Addendum to the EIR did not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the
environment.
7. The Addendum to the previously certified EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project has been
prepared as required by law and in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the CEQA
guidelines and the document as adopted reflects the independent judgment and analysis of Placer
County, which has exercised overall control and direction of the preparation of the Addendum.
8. The custodian of records for the project is the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County Center
Drive, Suite 140, Auburn CA, 95603.
Vesting Tentative Map Modification
1. The proposed Vesting Map Modification, together with the provisions for its design and improvements,
is consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan, the Placer County General Plan and with
applicable County Zoning Ordinances because the design and character of the subdivision is
consistent with all community plan requirements, and because potential environmental impacts are
avoided and/or mitigated consistent with the goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan
and the Granite Bay Community Plan. The modified Preliminary Grading Plan does not change the
number of approved residential units or lot size minimums.
2. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the Rancho Del Oro Estates project will not be
detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of people residing in or working in the
neighborhood of the proposed use and will not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements
in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the County in that the proposed residential land use is
compatible with adjacent residential uses.
3. The site of the subdivision is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development.
4. The modified project, with the recommended conditions, is compatible with the neighborhood and
adequate provisions have been made for necessary public services and mitigation of potential
environmental impacts.
5. The design and density of the project are consistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood
and will not be contrary to its orderly development.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Vicinity and Zoning Map
Attachment B: Approved Vesting Tentative Map (2010)
Attachment C: Approved Modified Vesting Tentative Map (2013)
Attachment D: Approved Substantial Conformance Map (2015)
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Attachment E:
Attachment F:
Attachment G:
Attachment H:
Attachment I:
Attachment J:
Attachment K:

Tentative Map Modification Preliminary Grading Plan (2021)
Proposed Conditions of Approval
Addendum to the Certified Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR
May 13, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report (without attachments)
Amber Beckler Correspondence
Appeal Application, Letter, and Supporting Information
Correspondence

On File with the Clerk of the Board and available online at www.placer.ca.gov
• Rancho Del Oro Estates Draft Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
Program

cc:

Steve Pedretti – CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director
Clayton Cook – County Counsel
Tsakopoulos Investments, LLC – Property Owner
Rob Parish – Applicant
Phil Franz – Engineering and Surveying Division
Huey Nham – Environmental Health Services
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ATTACHMENT A
Vicinity and Zoning Map
Rancho Del Oro Estates
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ATTACHMENT D

LEGEND
Approved Tentative Map - July 2013
Proposed Map

SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE EXHIBIT

RANCHO DEL ORO
Scale: 1"= 100'

June 08, 2015

18453.00
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ATTACHMENT E

NOTES:
1.

DRIVEWAY LOCATIONS AND SLOPES ARE PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO MODIFICATION.

2.

LOTTING IS CONSISTENT WITH THE SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE EXHIBIT (APPROVED 11-5-2015)
WITH ADDITIONAL REVISIONS TO LOTS H, I, 12, 13 AND 14 TO PRESERVE CULTURAL
RESOURCES.

3.

PAD LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS ARE PRELIMINARY AND MAY BE ADJUSTED ON THE
IMPROVEMENT PLANS DURING FINAL DESIGN .

4.

ADDITIONAL GRADING, WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED TO CONVEY DRAINAGE, WILL BE COMPLETED
WITH THE IMPROVEMENT PLANS DURING FINAL DESIGN.

5.

THE SHADED AREA SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO THE EXTENTS OF CONTOUR
GRADING PER THE 2013 APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP MODIFICATION.
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ATTACHMENT F
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
RANCHO DEL ORO (PSUB20070032 / PSM 20130186)
(PLN21-00058)
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT MODIFICATION

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS:
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE SATISFIED BY THE APPLICANT, OR AN AUTHORIZED
AGENT. THE SATISFACTORY COMPLETION OF THESE REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE DETERMINED
BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DRC), COUNTY SURVEYOR, AND/OR THE
PLANNING COMMISSION.
1.

This Vesting Tentative Map is approved for the Rancho Del Oro Estates Subdivision, an 89-lot
residential subdivision on a ±119.4 acre parcel (APN:046-090-012), with lot sizes ranging in area
from 42,000 to 53,567 square feet, including eight (8) open space lots totaling ±19.31 acres and
one (1) common lot (±22,142 square feet).
On July 25, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a Subdivision Modification for the Rancho
Del Oro Estates Subdivision (PSM 20130186) to reduce the private road easement width from 40
feet to 28 feet and to allow for additional lot grading beyond what was originally approved as
required by Conditions of Approval 12 and 13. Accordingly, changes have been made to old
Conditions 1, 12, 38, 56, and 57.A. to allow for the requested private road easement and lot grading
changes, old Conditions 32 and 33 were duplicates and deleted which caused renumbering.
On October 3, 2017, the Placer County Planning Commission approved a two-year extension of
time (Condition 155 updated).
On August 8, 2019, the Planning Commission approved a two-year extension of time (Conditions
1, 84, and 155 were modified).
On May 13, 2021, the Planning Commission took action to approve a Vesting tentative Map
Subdivision Modification to amend the Rancho Del Oro Estates subdivision map to allow for pad
grading with the subdivision improvements on the remainder of the lots for new home construction
preparation. Conditions 1, 10, 12, 20, 59, 83, and 155 were modified; Condition 144B and C was
added, and fees in Conditions 82, and 84 have been updated. (PLN)

2.

Approval of the Vesting Tentative Map is subject to the Board of Supervisor’s approval of a Rezone
to a similar zone district which permits the project's proposed density and design. Should the Rezone
not be approved by the Board of Supervisors, this project shall become null and void. (PLN)

3.

A Variance is approved to allow entry gates up to 8 feet tall, within the right-of-way of Road “B” and
“D” as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map.

4.

Following Tentative Map approval, but before submittal of Improvement Plans, the applicant shall
provide the Planning Division with five full-size prints of the approved Tentative Map for distribution to
other County departments, if the approval of the project requires changes to the map. (PLN)

JULY 2013 – PC
OCTOBER 2017 – PC
AUGUST 2019 – PC
MAY 2021 – PC
Page 1 of 30
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IMPROVEMENTS / IMPROVEMENT PLANS
5.

The project is subject to review and approval by the Placer County Development Review Committee
(DRC). Such a review shall be conducted prior to the submittal of the Improvement Plans for the
project and shall include, but not be limited to architectural colors, materials, and textures of all
structures; landscaping; irrigation; signs; exterior lighting; pedestrian and vehicular circulation;
recreational facilities; recreation vehicle storage area(s); fences and walls; noise attenuation barriers;
all open space amenities; tree impacts, tree removal, tree replacement areas; entry features;
sidewalks/trails; wetland impacts, wetland replacement areas, etc. (PLN)

6.

Sidewalks / Pedestrian Trails: The Improvement Plans shall provide details of the location and
specifications of all proposed sidewalks/pedestrian trails, as approved by the Development Review
Committee and Parks Division. Said sidewalks/pedestrian trails shall be installed prior to the County's
acceptance of the subdivision's improvements and all easements shall be shown on the Final Map.
(PLN / DPW)

7.

Landscape Plan: The Improvement Plans shall provide details of the location and specifications of all
proposed landscaping and irrigation, as approved by the Development Review Committee (and Parks
Division if maintenance is provided through a CSA). Said landscaping shall be installed prior to the
County's acceptance of the subdivision's improvements. (PLN / DPW)

8.

Fences / Walls: The Improvement Plans shall provide details of the location and specifications of all
proposed fences and/or walls around Open Space Lot I (detention basin), Open Space Lots A through
D (Olive Ranch Road frontage), and Common Lot G (sewer lift station). Any proposed fencing and/or
walls must be approved by the DRC. The use of berms and open-iron fencing is strongly encouraged
along the Olive Ranch Road frontage. Any solid walls located along the Olive Ranch Road frontage
shall be limited to 3 feet in height and shall consist of natural materials (i.e. decorative rock, stone,
etc.), with the exception that six-foot high solid walls are permitted at the rear of lots 24, 25, 33 and 34.
(PLN / DPW)

9.

The applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications and cost estimates (per the
requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM] that are in effect at the time of
submittal) to the Engineering and Surveying Division for review and approval. The plans shall show
all conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on- and off-site. All existing
and proposed utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by
planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities within the
public right-of-way (or public easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections,
shall be included in the Improvement Plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees.
(NOTE: Prior to plan approval, all applicable recording and reproduction costs shall be paid). The cost
of the above-noted landscape and irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to
determine these fees. It is the applicant's responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the
plans and to secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review process and/or DRC review is
required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process shall be completed prior to
submittal of Improvement Plans. Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California
Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant's expense and shall be submitted to the ESD in both
electronic and printed hard copy format as required by the ESD prior to acceptance by the County of
site improvements.
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Conceptual landscape plans submitted prior to project approval may require modification during the
Improvement Plan process to resolve issues of drainage and traffic safety.
The applicant shall provide 5 copies of the approved Tentative Map and 2 copies of the approved
conditions with the plan check application. After the 1st Improvement Plan submittal and review by
the ESD, the applicant may submit the Final Map to the ESD for initial technical review. Technical
review of the Final Map shall not conclude until the Improvement Plans are approved by the ESD. (MM
11-1(c)) (ESD)
10.

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation and tree removal shall be shown on the
Improvement Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Ref.
Article 15.48, Placer County Code) that are in effect at the time of submittal. Grading, clearing, or tree
disturbance shall not occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary construction
fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cut/fill slopes shall be at 2:1
(horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the Engineering and Surveying
Division concurs with said recommendation.
The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April 1 to October 1
shall include regular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan shall be provided with
project Improvement Plans. It is the applicant's responsibility to assure proper installation and
maintenance of erosion control/winterization during project construction. Where soil stockpiling or
borrow areas are to remain for more than one construction season, proper erosion control measures
shall be applied as specified in the Improvement Plans. Erosion control shall be provided for where
roadside drainage is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the ESD.

The applicant shall submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an
approved engineer's estimate using the County’s current Plan Check and Inspection Fee Spreadsheet
for winterization and permanent erosion control work prior to Improvement Plan approval to guarantee
protection against erosion and improper grading practices. For an improvement plan with a calculated
security that exceeds $100,000, a minimum of $100,000 shall be provided as letter of credit or cash
security and the remainder can be bonded. One year after the County's acceptance of improvements
as complete, if there are no erosion or runoff issues to be corrected, unused portions of said deposit
shall be refunded or released, as applicable, to the project applicant or authorized agent.
If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation
from the proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans, specifically with regard to slope heights,
slope ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations,
the plans shall be reviewed by the DRC/ESD for a determination of substantial conformance to the
project approvals prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a
determination of substantial conformance may serve as grounds for the revocation / modification of
the project approval by the appropriate hearing body. (MM 11-1(d)) (ESD)
11. Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the Improvement Plans and located as
far as practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area. (MM 11-4(c)) (ESD)
12.

The preliminary geotechnical engineering study performed by Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.,
dated June 2006, indicated the presence of loose, saturated surface soils or other soil problems which,
if not corrected, would lead to structural defects.
Prior to Building Permit issuance, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Building
Services Division a soil investigation of each non-pad graded lot in the subdivision produced by a
California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer (Section 17953-17955 California Health and
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Safety Code). The soil investigations shall include recommended corrective action that is likely to
prevent structural damage to each proposed dwelling. The applicant shall include in the Development
Notebook the soil problems encountered on each specific lot as well as the recommended corrective
actions.
In addition, prior to Final Acceptance of project improvements or consideration of early building permits,
and after the completion of pad grading for all residential Lots 7-11, 22, 26, 34, 36, 42-48, 51-57, 6676, 79-83, and 87-89, as well as Lot G (as shown on the preliminary grading plan dated April 13, 2021
submitted with the Modification application), the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the
Engineering and Surveying Division a soil investigation of each pad-graded lot produced by a California
Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer (Section 17953-17955 California Health and Safety Code).
A note that indicates the requirements of this condition shall be included on the Improvement Plans,
CC&Rs, and the Informational Sheet filed with the Final Map(s) as applicable. Once approved by the
Engineering and Surveying Division, two copies of the final soil investigations for each lot shall be
provided to the Engineering and Surveying Division and one copy to the Building Department for their
use. (MM 11-1(a)) (ESD / BLD)
13.

Any proposed subdivision grading beyond that necessary for construction of streets, utilities, and
drainage improvements (i.e., mass grading, residential pad grading) must be approved by DRC prior
to approval of project Improvement Plans. The intent of this condition is to allow detailed DRC review
of lot or contour grading impacts, and to ensure that grading activities do not exceed those indicated
on the preliminary grading plan for this project. Grading plans, of a suitable scale and providing specific
engineering detail, including limits of grading, identification of trees, existing and proposed contours,
drainage patterns, etc., shall be prepared and submitted for DRC review. If grading, beyond that
indicated on the preliminary grading plan, and/or environmental documents is proposed with
subdivision construction, the matter shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for
consideration. (MM 11-1(e)) (ESD)

14.

The project applicant shall prepare and submit with the project Improvement Plans a drainage report,
in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 of the LDM and the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, to the Engineering and Surveying
Division for review and approval. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and
shall, at a minimum, include the following: a written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of
the improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, increases in downstream flows,
proposed on- and off-site improvements and drainage easements to accommodate flows from this
project. The report shall identify water quality protection features and methods to be used both during
construction and for long-term post-construction water quality protection. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) shall be provided to reduce erosion and water quality degradation, and to prevent the
discharge of pollutants to stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. (MM 12-1(a)) (ESD)

15.

Storm water run-off for Swale A shall be reduced to pre-project conditions through the installation of
on-site detention facilities. (Onsite stormwater detention is only recommended for the portion of the
project that drains into Swale A and not for the project’s impacts on runoff within the main stem of
Miners Ravine.) Detention facilities shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of the
Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the
satisfaction of the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). No detention facility construction shall
be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by
project approvals. (MM 12-4(b)) (ESD)
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16.

Drainage facilities, for purposes of collecting runoff on individual lots, shall be designed in accordance
with the requirements of the County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of
submittal, and shall be in compliance with applicable stormwater quality standards, to the satisfaction
of the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). These facilities shall be constructed with subdivision
improvements and easements provided as required by ESD. Maintenance of these facilities shall be
provided by the Homeowners' Association. (MM 12-1(b)) (ESD)

17.

Water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be designed according to the California
Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction,
for New Development / Redevelopment, and/or for Industrial and Commercial, (and/or other similar
source as approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD)).
Construction (temporary) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to: Fiber Rolls (SE-5),
Hydroseeding (EC-4), Stabilized Construction Entrance (LDM Plate 203), Storm Drain Inlet Protection
(SE-10), Silt Fence (SE-1), revegetation techniques, gravel bags, diversion swales, dust control
measures, weekly street sweeping, limiting the soil disturbance, and concrete truck washout areas.
Storm drainage from on- and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected and
routed through specially designed catch basins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water
quality basins, filters, etc. for entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases or other identified
pollutants, as approved by the ESD. BMPs shall be designed, at a minimum, in accordance with the
Placer County Guidance Document for Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent PostConstruction Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality Protection. Post-development
(permanent) BMPs for the project include, but are not limited to, the following: infiltration trenches (TC10), water quality vaults, and a water quality treatment pond. Water quality facility construction shall
not be permitted within any identified wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as
authorized by project approvals.
All BMPs shall be maintained as required to insure effectiveness. The applicant shall provide for the
establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper irrigation. Maintenance of these
facilities shall be provided by the project owners/permittees. (MM 11-4(b), MM 12-2(b)) (ESD)

18.

19.

20.

The limits of the future, unmitigated, fully developed, 100-year flood plain (after grading) for Miners
Ravine shall be shown on the Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet(s) filed with the Final Map
and the same shall be designated as a building setback line, unless greater setbacks are required by
other project conditions. (MM 12-4(c)) (ESD)
In order to protect site resources, grading activities of any kind shall not take place within the 100-year
floodplain of Miners Ravine unless otherwise approved as part of this project. (MM 11-4(d)) (ESD)
Finished house pad elevations shall be shown two feet above the 100-year flood plain line for Lots 5,
6, 7-11, 13, and through 14 and finished lift station and chemical building pad elevations shall be shown
two feet above the 100-year flood plain line for Lot G on the Improvement Plans and Informational
Sheet filed with the Final Map. Pad elevations shall be certified by a California registered civil engineer
or licensed land surveyor and submitted to the Engineering and Surveying Division. This certification
shall be completed prior to construction of the foundation or at the completion of final grading,
whichever comes first. No construction is allowed until this certification has been received by the ESD
and approved by the Flood Plain Manager. Benchmark elevation and location shall be shown on the
Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet(s) to the satisfaction of the Development Review
Committee. (MM 12-4(d)) (ESD)
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21.

The following off-site drainage facilities shall be evaluated in the drainage report for condition and
capacity and shall be upgraded, replaced, or mitigated as specified by the Engineering and Surveying
Division and shown on the Improvement Plans:
A) The existing three 24-inch culverts crossing Olive Ranch Road at Swale A to be replaced/mitigated
as necessary per the requirements of Placer County Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM)
and Placer County Code Section 16.08.040 requiring roadway frontage improvements, including
drainage facilities within the road, for the required half-section road construction along the project’s
frontage on the northern side of Olive Ranch Road. The SWMM standard for allowable street
encroachments for collector roadway flooding is that the minimum center 12 feet of the roadway is
kept clear of stormwater during a 100-year storm event. Olive Ranch Road is a collector road,
subject to this requirement. The project shall address and improve the 100-year storm event
overtopping condition on Olive Ranch Road with the project’s required frontage improvements.
Addendum #1, dated January 29, 2010, to the A.R. Associates Rancho Del Oro Preliminary
Drainage Report provides a solution for the Swale A crossing at Olive Ranch Road to be
constructed with the project’s improvements. The applicant is notified that this work may require a
portion of full road width reconstruction along the project’s frontage on Olive Ranch Road at the
Swale A crossing for a distance to be reviewed with the Improvement Plans and approved by the
ESD. (ESD)

22.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Amendment
(CLOMA) from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) due to the FEMA mapped
Miners Ravine flood plain being altered based on the calculated 100-year flood plain in the Preliminary
Drainage Report by A.R. Associates and provide a copy to the Engineering and Surveying Division. A
Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) from FEMA shall be provided to the Engineering and Surveying
Division prior to acceptance of project improvements as complete for the project. (ESD)

23.

This project’s ground disturbance exceeds one-acre; therefore, the project is subject to the
construction stormwater quality permit requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program. The applicant shall obtain such permit from the State Regional Water
Quality Control Board and shall provide to the Engineering and Surveying Division evidence of a stateissued WDID number or filing of a Notice of Intent and fees prior to the start of construction. (MM 114(a)) (ESD)

24.

This project is located within the area covered by Placer County’s municipal stormwater quality permit,
pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II program. Projectrelated stormwater discharges are subject to all applicable requirements of said permit. BMPs shall
be designed to mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff in accordance with
“Attachment 4” of Placer County’s NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit (State Water Resources
Control Board NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004). (MM 12-3(b)) (ESD)

25.

Provide the Engineering and Surveying Division with a letter from the South Placer Fire District
describing conditions under which service will be provided to this project. Said letter shall be provided
prior to the approval of Improvement Plans, and a fire protection district representative's signature shall
be provided on the plans. NOTE: This condition does not obligate the County to condemn off-site
easements per Section 66462.5 of the California Government Code necessary to satisfy the fire district
will-serve letter. (ESD)

26.

The applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Engineering and Surveying Division a
geotechnical engineering report produced by a California Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical
Engineer. The report shall address and make recommendations on the following:
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A)
B)
C)
D)
E)
F)

Road, pavement, and parking area design
Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable)
Grading practices
Erosion/winterization
Special problems discovered on-site, (i.e., groundwater, expansive/unstable soils, etc.)
Slope stability

Once approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division, two copies of the final report shall be
provided to the Engineering and Surveying Division and one copy to the Building Department for their
use. If the soils report indicates the presence of critically expansive or other soils problems that, if not
corrected, could lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of the requirements of the soils
report shall be required for subdivisions, prior to issuance of Building Permits. This certification may
be completed on a lot-by-lot basis or on a tract basis. This shall be so noted in the CC&Rs and on the
Informational Sheet filed with the Final Map(s). The developer shall provide for engineering inspection
and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations contained in
the report. (MM 11-1(b)) (ESD)
27.

An agreement or letter shall be entered into between the developer and the utility companies
specifically listing the party(ies) responsible for performance and financing of each segment of work
relating to the utility installation. A copy of this agreement or a letter from the utilities stating such
agreement has been made shall be submitted to the Engineering and Surveying Division prior to the
filing of the Final Map(s). Under certain circumstances, the telephone company may not require any
agreement or financial arrangements be made for the installation of underground facilities. If so, a
letter shall be submitted which includes the statement that no agreement or financial arrangements
are required for this development. (ESD)

28.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall submit an engineer's estimate detailing costs
for facilities to be constructed with the project which are intended to be County-owned or maintained.
County policy requires the applicant prepare their cost estimate(s) in a format that is consistent with
the Governmental Accounting Standards Board, 34th Standard (GASB 34). The engineer preparing
the estimate shall use unit prices approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division for line items
within the estimate. The estimate shall be in a format approved by the County and shall be consistent
with the guidelines of GASB 34. (ESD)
All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be permanently marked / embossed
with prohibitive language such as “No Dumping! Flows to Creek” or other language as approved by
the Engineering and Surveying Division and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.
Message details, placement, and locations shall be included on the Improvement Plans. ESDapproved signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, shall
be posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project area. The Homeowners’
Association is responsible for maintaining the legibility of stamped messages and signs. (MM 12-3(c))
(ESD)

29.

30.

Extend a pressurized water system into the subdivision to County (Section 7 of the LDM) or fire district
standards, whichever are greater. (ESD)

31.

Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the project applicant shall receive a water availability letter
from San Juan Water District confirming adequate water supply and system service capacity exists
to serve the proposed project. The project applicant shall submit water system improvement plans
for the review and approval of San Juan Water District and the Placer County Development Review
Committee. The project applicant shall fund and construct all necessary water system improvements
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needed for the project and comply with San Juan Water District requirements and standards. The
applicant shall connect the project to this treated domestic water supply. Individual will-serve
applications, payment of fees, and charges for each metered connection are required prior to
receiving water service to each parcel and prior to building permit issuance for each residence.
(MM13-1) (EH)
ROADS / TRAILS
32.

Final approval of on-site and off-site waterline, sewerline, storm drain routes, and road locations must
be obtained from the DRC. (ESD / PLN)

33.

Streetlights shall not exceed the minimum number required by DPW unless otherwise approved by
the DRC. (PLN)

34.

Where the DRC has approved additional streetlights, the following standards shall apply: All interior
street lighting shall be designed to be consistent with the “Dark Sky Society” standards for protecting
the night sky from excessive light pollution. Other resources providing technical support include
publications of the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) and the IESNA
Lighting Handbook, Reference & Application, Ninth Edition and Recommended Practices (RP). The
intent of these standards is to design a lighting system, where determined necessary that maintains
public safety and security in the project area while curtailing the degradation of the nighttime visual
environment through limiting evening light radiation and/or light spill. In addition, metal halide
lighting is prohibited unless authorized by the Planning Director. All streetlighting shall be reviewed
and approved by the DRC for design, location, photometrics, etc. (PLN)

35.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall record a Placer County Hold Harmless
Recordable Encroachment Permit for the Homeowner’s Association to maintain the sidewalk that
meanders within the Olive Ranch Road highway easement. (ESD / PLN / DPW)

36.

Construct subdivision roads on-site to a modified Rural Minor Residential (Plate 102 Land
Development Manual (LDM)) standard as depicted on the Grading Exhibit dated July 16, 2013. All
subdivision roads shall be designed to meet 25 mph design speed criteria, as specified in the latest
version of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual unless otherwise approved by DPW. The roadway
structural section shall be designed in accordance with Section 4.07 of the LDM. (ESD)

37.

Construct two road entrances onto Olive Ranch Road to a Plate 116 Major, Land Development Manual
standard. The design speed of Olive Ranch Road shall be 40 mph, unless an alternate design speed
is approved by the DPW. The Plate 116 improvements shall begin at the outside edge of any future
lane(s) as directed by the DPW and the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD). An Encroachment
Permit shall be obtained by the applicant or authorized agent from DPW. The Plate 116 structural
section within the main roadway right-of-way shall be designed for a Traffic Index of 7.5 but said section
shall not be less than three inches of asphalt concrete over eight inches of Class 2 aggregate base
unless otherwise approved by the ESD. (ESD)

38.

Construct one-half of a 40-foot road section plus curb, gutter, and meandering 5-foot wide Portland
Cement Concrete sidewalk as shown on the approved Tentative Map where the project fronts Olive
Ranch Road, as measured from the existing centerline thereof or as directed by the Engineering and
Surveying Division (ESD) and the Division of Public Works (DPW). Additional widening and/or
reconstruction may be required to improve existing structural deficiencies, accommodate auxiliary
lanes, intersection geometrics, signalization, bike lanes, or conformance to existing improvements.
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The roadway structural section shall be designed for a Traffic Index of 7.5 but said section shall not be
less than 3 inches of asphalt concrete over 8 inches of Class 2 aggregate base, unless otherwise
approved by DPW and ESD. (ESD)
39.

Construct / delineate a Class II bikeway along the project's frontage on Olive Ranch Road pursuant to
the Placer County Bikeways Master Plan. The location, width, alignment, and surfacing of the bikeway
shall be subject to ESD/DRC review and approval prior to the approval of Improvement Plans. (ESD)

40.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the project applicant shall be responsible for contributing a fair
share of the cost for the necessary improvements to the Douglas Boulevard / Cavitt-Stallman Road
intersection (Intersection #6). Necessary improvements shall include the westbound (Douglas
Boulevard) approach being re-striped to include an additional through lane. With this mitigation
measure, the westbound approach of Douglas Boulevard would include one left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and one shared through-right lane. The project applicant shall be responsible for payment of the
proposed project’s equitable share of improvement costs, estimated at $30,000 assuming no
pavement widening or realignment of the center median, in the amount of three percent (3%) of the
total costs, i.e., an estimated fair share payment of $900, for the abovementioned improvement to the
Douglas Boulevard / Cavitt-Stallman Road intersection. (MM 16-5(a)) (ESD)

41.

In conjunction with submittal of Improvement Plans, a striping and signing plan shall be submitted. The
striping and signing plan shall include all on- and off-site traffic control devices and shall be reviewed
by the County Traffic Engineer. A construction signing plan shall also be provided with the
Improvement Plans for review and approval by the County Traffic Engineer. (MM 8-1) (ESD)

42.

Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, the project applicant shall ensure that the pathway and
sidewalk network meets ADA accessibility requirements, subject to review and approval by the Building
Department and the Engineering and Surveying Division. (MM 8-6) (ESD)

43.

Final approval of on-site and off-site waterline, sewer line, storm drain routes, and road locations must
be obtained from the DRC. (ESD / PLN)

44.

An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from the Department of Public Works prior to Improvement
Plan approvals for any landscaping within public road rights-of-way. (ESD)

45.

Proposed road names shall be submitted to the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) –
Addressing (530-745-7530) for review and shall be approved by the ESD prior to Improvement Plan
approval. All roads shall be signed in accordance with Placer County Street Sign Detail Plate 119.
Sign locations and details shall be shown on the Improvement Plans to the satisfaction of the ESD.
(ESD)

46.

Provide school bus/transit turnout(s) to the satisfaction of the California Highway Patrol, local bus
service provider, and the Engineering and Surveying Division. A letter shall be provided from the CHP
and local bus service provider which addresses the need for a turnout and the turnout design (if
required) and the turnout shall be as shown on the project Improvement Plans prior to their approval.
(ESD)

47.

All utilities shall be undergrounded within the private subdivision and along the project’s Olive Ranch
Road frontage. (ESD)
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48.

Roadway improvements, constructed with each project phase, shall include adequate vehicular turnaround improvements (cul-de-sac or hammerhead) and easements as required by the Engineering
and Surveying Division. As each road is extended into other project phases, these turn-around
improvements shall be removed or modified as required. (ESD)

PUBLIC SERVICES
49.

Provide to DRC "will-serve" letters from the following public service providers prior to Improvement
Plan and Final Map approvals, as required:
A) San Juan Water District
B) Pacific Gas & Electric
C) Solid Waste Disposal Service
D) Placer County SMD 2 (Will Serve Requirements Letter dated May 12, 2010)
If such "will serve" letters were obtained as a part of the environmental review process and are still
valid (received within one year), they shall not be required again. (ESD / EH)

50.

Prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans, provide the DRC with proof of notification (in the form
of a written notice or letter) of the proposed project to:
A) Eureka School District and Roseville Joint Union High School District
B) The Placer County Sheriff's Office (ESD)

51.

Prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans, confer with local postal authorities to determine
requirements for locations of cluster mailboxes, if required. The applicant shall provide a letter to DRC
from the postal authorities stating their satisfaction with the development box locations, or a release
from the necessity of providing cluster mailboxes prior to Improvement Plan approval. If clustering or
special locations are specified, easements, concrete bases, or other mapped provisions shall be
included in the development area and required improvements shall be shown on project Improvement
Plans. (ESD)

52.

The project shall include the construction of a new sanitary sewer system to serve the proposed
project. The system shall include a new lift station and sanitary sewer pipelines. All sewage
conveyance infrastructure to be constructed on site and in the offsite improvement area shall be
included on the project Improvement Plans, which are subject to approval by the Engineering and
Surveying Division and Facilities Management, Environmental Engineering Division. (MM 13-2(a))
(EED / ESD)

53.

The project applicant shall provide a Sewer Study and Lift Station Design Report to the Environmental
Engineering and Utilities Division for review and approval concurrent with submittal of the project
Improvement Plans. This Sewer Study, Lift Station Design Report, and sewer utility plan shall be in
general conformance with Placer County standards. The lift station for this project shall be designed
and constructed to accommodate the ultimate shed area that it will serve. The developer shall have a
Registered Civil Engineer develop a master plan for the shed area to determine ultimate flows and the
required size of the lift station. The overflow tank shall be sized based on the ultimate flows of the
entire shed area. Certain costs associated with the over sizing of the lift station to serve the off-site
areas may be eligible for reimbursement.
The sewer utility plan shall depict sewage infrastructure extension to the parcels to the east, Sewer
Line “A,” between parcels 18 and 19 to the eastern property boundary and to the parcels to the north,
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Sewer Line “B,” to the northern property boundary of Common Lot ‘G’. The sewer utility plan shall
depict the demolition of the existing Lawrence Drive Lift Station and the plan for collection and
transmission, Sewer Line “C,” of the existing sewage flow from the facility to the new lift station located
in Common Lot ‘G’. The Sewer Study shall demonstrate that gravity sewer service has been provided
to the maximum number of parcels feasible. The Sewer Study shall describe the average daily
wastewater generation from the site and the methodology used to derive the estimates. The sewer
utility plan shall show paved vehicular access to all sewer manholes. The Sewer Study and Lift Station
Design Report shall be approved prior to or concurrent with approval of the Improvement Plans. (MM
13-2(b)) (EED)
54.

Upon completion and approval of the sewer study, the applicant shall draft an agreement for the County
to reimburse the applicant for the cost of taking the Lawrence sewer lift station off-line as described in
the Facilities Management, Environmental Engineering Division, will serve requirements letter, and as
described on page 13-18 of the project’s Draft EIR. The agreement will be reviewed and approved by
County staff, County Counsel, and the Developer. After acceptance of the sewer improvements, the
final costs will be determined and the Reimbursement Agreement will be taken to the Board of
Supervisors for approval. (EED)

GENERAL DEDICATIONS / EASEMENTS
55.

Provide the following easements/dedications on the Improvement Plans and Final Map to the
satisfaction of the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) and DRC:
A) A 28-foot wide private road, public utility, and emergency vehicle access easement (Ref. Chapter
16, Article 16.08, Placer County Code) along on-site subdivision roadways. This easement area shall
be wider at both gated entrance locations, if approved by the Planning Commission, to include all
gated entry features and appurtenances, and shall include unlocked public pedestrian access daily
from dawn until dusk. (ESD)
B) Dedicate to Placer County one-half of a 60-foot wide highway easement (Ref. Chapter 12, Article
12.08, Placer County Code) where the project fronts Olive Ranch Road, as measured from the
centerline of the existing roadway, plan line, or other alignment as approved by the Transportation
Division of DPW. (ESD)
C) Public utility easements as required by the serving utilities, including public sewer easements as
required by the Facilities Management, Environmental Engineering Division (see Will Serve
Requirements Letter dated May 12, 2010). (ESD)
D) Dedicate 12.5-foot multi-purpose easements adjacent to all highway easements. (ESD)
E) Drainage easements as appropriate. (ESD)
F) An Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for easements as required for access to, and protection and
maintenance of post-construction water quality enhancement facilities (BMPs). Said facilities shall
be privately maintained until such time as the Board of Supervisors accepts the offer of dedication.
(ESD)
G) Easements as required for installation and maintenance of neighborhood identification/ entrance
structures and/or fences by the Homeowners' Association.
A hold harmless Encroachment Permit will be required of the developer during the Improvement Plan
process for maintenance activities within highway easements. (ESD / PLN)
H) Easements as required for installation and maintenance of fuel reduction areas by the Homeowners'
Association. (ESD)
I) Visibility control easements over and across those areas as shown on the Tentative Map per County
Standard 90 degree intersection elbow Plate110. (ESD)
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J) Landscape easements as appropriate. (ESD / PLN)
K) An irrevocable offer of dedication for easements on Open Space Lot H on behalf of Placer County,
as required for access to, and protection of, the creek corridor/wetland areas. (PLN / DPW / ESD)
L) Dedicate to Placer County a minimum 10-foot wide public multi-use trail easement centered over the
meandering sidewalk through Open Space Lots A, B and C over those portions of the meandering
sidewalk that fall outside of the Olive Ranch Road highway easement, as shown on the Tentative
Map. The Homeowner’s Association shall be responsible for maintenance of this sidewalk both within
the Open Space areas and within the Olive Ranch Road highway easement. (DPW / ESD)
M) Dedicate to Placer County a pedestrian easement for public access over on-site subdivision roads
from Olive Ranch Road to Open Space Lot H, to provide a connection between the meandering
sidewalks in Open Space Lots A, B, and C to Miners Ravine. (PLN / ESD)
56.

Concurrent with or prior to acceptance of the project improvements as complete by the Engineering
and Surveying Division, the property owner shall convey the lift station property (Common Lot G) in
fee title to the County of Placer (County) in conformance with the requirements of the County Facilities
Management. Any property that will be transferred to the County must be conveyed to the County with
clear and marketable title, free of all title defects, liens, encumbrances, conditions, covenants,
restrictions, and other adverse interests of record subject only to those exceptions approved by DPW
in writing. Clear and marketable title shall be evidenced by a CLTA standard coverage title insurance
policy, which shall be in an amount equal to the value of the property being transferred. Property shall
be inspected by DPWF prior to transfer and shall be in a physical condition that is acceptable to the
County. All actions necessary to convey property to the County, including but not limited to providing
clear and marketable title shall be the developer’s responsibility and at the developer’s sole
expense. Transfer of said property to the County shall not occur until the requirements of this condition
are fulfilled to the satisfaction of DPW. (ESD)

VEGETATION & OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL AREAS
57.

ADVISORY COMMENT: This project may be subject to review and approval by the State Dept. of
Fish & Game, National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS), and/or the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers.
It is the applicant's responsibility to obtain such approvals, if necessary, prior to any grading, clearing,
or excavation. (PLN)

58.

Prior to approval of Improvement/Grading Plans, the applicant shall furnish to the DRC, evidence that
the: California Department of Fish & Game and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers have been notified
by certified letter regarding the existence of wetlands, streams and/or vernal pools on the property. If
permits are required, they shall be obtained and copies submitted to DRC prior to any clearing, grading,
or excavation work. (PLN)

59.

To mitigate oak woodland losses within the development footprint and to account for habitat
fragmentation, the project applicant shall make an in-lieu payment to the County consisting of two
separate components, one for the higher value blue oak woodland (37.34 acres), and one lower
per-acre payment for the poor quality live oak woodland (40.24 acres) on the project site, along with
the very small amounts of valley oak woodland (0.06 acres) and mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres).
The payment shall be equivalent to the fair market value of a conservation easement on oak
woodland property in Placer County, with such fair market value established at the time of approval
of the tentative subdivision map for the project. The in-lieu payment shall be paid at the time set
forth below. The funds will include both a conservation component and an in-perpetuity
management component. These funds will be used by the County to purchase conservation
easements to other in-kind oak woodlands in the County. (MM 5-9(a)) (PLN)
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A) Each “significant” oak tree (24 inches dbh or greater) identified for removal shall be replaced in
the following manner:
i. Subdivision Improvements: For the 69 significant oak trees to be removed because of
subdivision improvements, the project shall include planting of on-site 24-inch boxes and
15-gallon trees (cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gallon trees (25 percent), and D-pots
(50percent) at the ratios outlined in Table 5-2 (See Chapter 5, Biological Resources, of this
EIR).
Mitigation tree planting shall occur in two open space areas specified on the project site. These
planting areas on-site, once planted with replacement oak trees, will also serve as replacement
habitat for oak woodland values lost on the project site. Mitigation tree planting shall be installed by
the applicant and inspected and approved by the DRC prior to acceptance of improvements by the
Engineering and Surveying Division. At its discretion, the DRC may establish an alternate deadline for
installation of mitigation replacement trees if weather or other circumstances prevent the completion
of this requirement.
ii. Lot Development: A total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees could be potentially
impacted by lot development in the project within building lot setbacks on individual lots.
Although the actual inches of oak tree impact from lot development may be substantially
less than this total of impacted inches, all 2,131 inches of significant oak trees will be
assumed removed for mitigation purposes, at $100.00 per inch at breast height, for a total
mitigation of $213,100 for impacts to significant oak trees in individual lots.
B) Total in-lieu payments (less the amount set forth below) for oak tree mitigation, for both oak
woodland impacts and impacts to significant oak trees not mitigated on-site (i.e., for subdivision
improvement impacts) shall be totaled and divided by the number of total residential lots in the
project, and paid on a per lot basis at building permit issuance for each lot. Each lot will thus pay a
fair share of costs of oak tree and oak woodland mitigation costs distributed over the entire project
site, except for the in-lieu payment for direct impacts to oak woodland acreage affected by
subdivision improvements, or 5.27 acres, which will be paid in lump sum at the time of approval of
improvement plans for the project. (MM 5-9(b)) (PLN)
60.

No watering or irrigation of any kind shall be allowed within the dripline of native oak trees within the
project boundaries. (PLN)

61.

Permanent Protective Fencing: The applicant shall install permanent protective fencing along the
perimeter of Open Space Lots A, B, C, D, E, F, and H. Such fencing shall provide a physical
demarcation to future homeowners of the location of the open space lots and shall be open-style (i.e.
open-iron fencing, posts with split rails, etc.), as approved by the DRC. Such fencing shall be shown
on the Information Sheet recorded concurrently with the Final Map as well as on the project
Improvement Plans. (PLN)

62.

Temporary Construction Fencing: The applicant shall install a 4' tall, brightly colored (usually yellow
or orange), synthetic mesh material fence (or an equivalent approved by the DRC) at the following
locations prior to any construction equipment being moved on-site or any construction activities taking
place:
A) Adjacent to any and all wetland preservation easements that are within 50' of any proposed
construction activity;
B) At the limits of construction, outside the dripline of all trees 6" dbh (diameter at breast height), or
10" dbh aggregate for multi-trunk trees, within 50' of any grading, road improvements, underground
utilities, or other development activity, or as otherwise shown on the Tentative Map;
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C) Around any and all "special protection" areas as discussed in the project's environmental review
documents.
D) Around all Open Space lots within 50 feet of any development activity.
No development of this site, including grading, will be allowed until this condition is satisfied. Any
encroachment within these areas, including driplines of trees to be saved, must first be approved by
the DRC. Temporary fencing shall not be altered during construction without written approval of the
DRC. No grading, clearing, storage of equipment or machinery, etc., may occur until a representative
of the DRC has inspected and approved all temporary construction fencing. This includes both on-site
and off-site improvements. Efforts should be made to save trees where feasible. This may include
the use of retaining walls, planter islands, pavers, or other techniques commonly associated with tree
preservation.
Said fencing and a note reflecting this Condition shall be shown on the Improvement Plans. (PLN)
63.

Lots A, B, C, D, E, F, H, and I shall be defined and monumented as Open Space Lots to be owned
and maintained by the Homeowners’ Association, and shown on the project Improvement/Grading
Plans and Final Map.
The purpose of Lot H is to protect and preserve the wildlife, riparian and stream corridor associated
with Miner’s Ravine. The purpose of Lots D, E, and F is to preserve and protect riparian marsh,
wetlands, oak woodlands and associated wildlife habitat. The purpose of Lots A, B, and C is to provide
a landscape buffer and meandering sidewalk/pedestrian trail along the Olive Ranch Road frontage.
The purpose of Lot I is to serve as a water quality pond.
The following notes, which address permitted and unpermitted uses and activities within the Open
Space lots, shall be included in the Development Notebook for the project:
The following are not permitted to be placed in the open space lots: fill materials, yard waste, oil
and chemicals and household trash.
A) No grading, vegetation removal, landscaping, fencing or residential accessory facilities (e.g.,
patios, swimming pools, spas, shade structures, play areas, gardens, garden sheds, etc.) are
permitted in the open space lots.
B) Any clearing, removal, trimming or other maintenance of vegetation, including snags and
downed trees, is not permitted without the approval of the DRC.
C) Trimming or other maintenance activity is allowed only for the benefit of fish, wildlife, fire protection,
and water quality resources, and for the elimination of diseased growth, or as otherwise required
by the fire department, and only with the written consent of DRC.
A provision for the enforcement of these restrictions by the Homeowners’ Association shall be
provided. (PLN)

64.

To the extent feasible, the project shall be designed and constructed to avoid and minimize adverse
effects to waters of the United States or jurisdictional waters of the State of California within the
project area. (MM 5-10(a)) (PLN)

65.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the project site, a Section 404 permit for fill of
jurisdictional wetlands shall be acquired, and mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional waters that
cannot be avoided shall conform with the USACE “no-net-loss” policy and the USACE Regulatory
Guidance Letter No. 02-2 establishing policies and guidance on appropriate mitigation for impacts
to jurisdictional waters. Mitigation for impacts to both federal and State jurisdictional waters shall be
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addressed using these guidelines. If a Section 404 permit is obtained, the applicant must also
obtain a water quality certification from the RWQCB under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA). (MM 5-10(b)) (PLN)
66.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit that would affect any stream crossing, or bed, bank or
associated riparian vegetation of the riverine perennial marsh, riverine riparian wetland, or Miners
Ravine, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be entered into by the applicant, for the review
and approval of the CDFG. (MM 5-10(c)) (PLN)

67.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall coordinate with USFWS to
determine appropriate invertebrate habitat mitigation for project impacts. Typically, the USFWS
requires compensatory mitigation for impacts to these species at a 3:1 ratio (2:1 preservation and
1:1 creation). Mitigation could include, but would not be limited to, on-site or off-site preservation
and creation of seasonal wetlands or purchase of seasonal wetland credits at a qualified mitigation
bank. (MM 5-3(b)) (PLN)

68.

If impacts to invertebrate habitat cannot be avoided, prior to issuance of a grading permit, protocollevel surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence or absence of
freshwater invertebrate species, for the review and approval of the Planning Division. If the species
are absent and USFWS accepts the survey findings, further mitigation is not necessary. If the
species are present (or if the project applicant chooses to assume presence without conducting the
surveys), the applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 5-3(b). (MM 5-3(A)) (PLN)

69.

Provide written evidence that compensatory habitat has been established through the purchase of
mitigation credits at a County qualified wetland mitigation bank. The amount of money required to
purchase credits shall be equal to the amount necessary to replace wetland or riparian habitat
acreage and resource values including compensation for temporal loss. Evidence of payment,
which describes the amount and type of habitat purchased at the bank site, must be provided to the
County prior to issuance of Improvement Plans or Building Permits which would result in the
degradation or loss of the habitat. The amount to be paid shall be the fee in effect at the time the
Final Map is recorded. (PLN)

70.

Prior to the initiation of any construction activities that could impact elderberry shrubs, ground
disturbance activities shall be restricted by constructing a 100-foot buffer around any existing
elderberry shrubs on-site. The 100-foot buffer shall include installation of protective fencing around
existing elderberry shrubs. Should avoidance of one or more of the shrubs be infeasible, the
applicant(s) shall consult with the USFWS to determine if authorization is needed to remove the
elderberry shrubs. (MM 5-4) (PLN)

71.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, focused surveys shall be performed in order to determine
the presence or absence of the following special-status plant species: Ahart’s dwarf rush, Bogg’s
Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, pincushion navarretia, and/or Sanford’s
arrowhead. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during the identification periods
for all of the special-status plant species listed above. If any of the special-status plant species are
found, a mitigation plan conceived from consultation with the appropriate agencies shall be
prepared. The plan shall detail the various mitigation approaches to ensure no net loss of specialstatus plants. Mitigation could include, but would not be limited to, avoidance of the plant species,
salvage of plant materials where possible, acquisition of credits at an approved mitigation bank, or
acquisition and preservation of property that supports the plant species. (MM 5-1) (PLN)
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72.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, pre-construction burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted
by a qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to initiation of construction activities on the project
site and within 250 feet of the project site boundary. Presence or signs of burrowing owls and all
potentially occupied burrows shall be recorded and monitored according to CDFG and California
Burrowing Owl Consortium guidelines. If burrowing owls are not detected by sign or direct
observation, further mitigation is not necessary. If burrowing owls are detected, the project applicant
shall implement Mitigation Measure 5-5(b). (MM 5-5(a)) (PLN)

73.

Prior to initiation of any construction activities, a 250-foot buffer zone shall be established around
each burrow with an active nest until the young have fledged and are able to exit the burrow. In the
case of occupied burrows without active nesting, active burrows after the young have fledged, or if
development commences after the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), passive relocation,
which involves installing a one-way door at the burrow entrance to encourage the owls to move
from the occupied burrow, shall be performed by a qualified biologist. The CDFG shall be consulted
for current guidelines and methods for passive relocation of any owls found on the site. (MM 55(b)) (PLN)

74.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if construction is expected to occur during the raptor nesting
season (February 1 to August 31), a pre-construction raptor survey shall be performed to determine
if active raptor nests are present on-site. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist not
more than 30 days prior to the onset of construction activities. If active raptor nests are not found
on or within 500 feet of the project site, further mitigation is not necessary. In addition, if construction
activities are proposed to occur during the non-breeding season (September 1 to January 31), a
survey is not required and further studies are not necessary. However, if active raptor nests are
found on or within 500 feet of the site, the project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 56(b). (MM 5-6(a)) (PLN)

75.

During construction, construction activities shall not occur within 500 feet of the active raptor nests
until the young have fledged or until the biologist has determined that the nest is not active any
longer. (MM 5-6(b)) (PLN)

76.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if any vegetation removal is expected to occur as a result of
the project during the typical avian nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a pre-construction
survey shall be performed to determine if active migratory bird nests are present on-site. The survey
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist not more than two weeks prior to the onset of vegetation
removal. If active migratory bird nests are found on-site, disturbance or removal of the nest shall be
avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is not active any longer. It should be noted that
extensive buffers, such as those recommended for nesting raptors, are not necessary for nesting
avian species protected solely by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, depending on the bird
species, site conditions, and the proposed construction activities near an active nest, a small buffer
could be prescribed, as determined by the biologist. Alternatively, vegetation removal could be
scheduled to avoid all potential impacts. Vegetation removal conducted between September 1 and
January 31 will prevent impacts to nesting birds and unfledged young. (MM 5-6(c)) (PLN)

CULTURAL RESOURCES
77.

If any portion of archaeological site CA-PLA-1870 (RDO#1) and/or CA-PLA-1871 (RDO#2a) will be
directly impacted by grading and trenching, and avoidance is not feasible, then a data recovery plan
shall be prepared for each affected site by an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
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Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric archaeology. Each data recovery plan must
consider the results and recommendations in the Evaluation of Archaeological Sites CA-PLA-1870,
CA-PLA-1871 & CA-PLA-1873, Rancho Del Oro Development, Placer County, California, which
was prepared for the project in March 2009. Each data recovery plan shall be adopted by the County
and all proposed field work outlined in the plan, including changes in field work strategy deemed
necessary by the archaeologist due to the changing nature of discoveries, must be completed prior
to any ground-disturbing activity within 25 feet of each respective archaeological site. Analysis of
the finds and preparation of a final data recovery technical report for each site must meet current
professional standards. (MM 6-1) (PLN)
78.

If any portion of archaeological site RDO#2b will be directly impacted by ground disturbing activity
including filling, and avoidance by direct burial of the site is not feasible, then the surface of the
site’s cultural deposit shall be first covered with chain link fencing placed flat on the ground surface
and then covered with soil that is chemically compatible with the cultural deposit. An archaeologist
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric
archaeology shall monitor on-site placement of the chain link fencing and burial of the
archaeological site. If direct burial of the site or other means of avoidance is not feasible, then the
archaeologist must prepare a data recovery plan. The data recovery plan must be adopted by the
County and all proposed field work outlined in the plan, including necessary changes in the field
work strategy as work progresses, must be completed prior to any ground-disturbing activity
within 25 feet of the archaeological site. Analysis of the finds and preparation of a final data recovery
technical report for the site must meet current professional standards. (MM 6-2) (PLN)

79.

The covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) for the project shall include a prohibition
against any excavation or collecting of artifacts within the open space. (MM 6-3) (PLN)

80.

Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist to
monitor excavation activities associated with the proposed project. The monitor shall be approved
by the Placer County Planning Division. Monitoring shall consist of directly watching the major
excavation process. Monitoring shall occur during the entire work day, and shall continue on a daily
basis until a depth of excavation has been reached at which resources could not occur. This depth
is estimated as usually about five feet below grade at the beginning of the project, but may require
modification in specific cases, and shall be determined by the monitoring archaeologist based on
observed soil conditions. Spot checks shall consist of partial monitoring of the progress of
excavation over the course of the project. During spot checks, all spoils material, open excavations,
recently grubbed areas, and other soil disturbances shall be inspected to determine if cultural
materials are present. The frequency and duration of spot checks shall be based on the relative
sensitivity of the exposed soils and active work areas. The monitoring archaeologist shall determine
the relative sensitivity of the parcel. If any archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or
unusual amounts of shell or bone are uncovered during any on-site construction activities, all work
must stop immediately in the area.
Equipment stoppages shall only involve those pieces of equipment that have actually encountered
significant or potentially significant deposits and should not be construed to mean a stoppage of all
equipment on the site unless the cultural deposit covers the entire building site. The Placer County
Planning Division and Department of Museums must also be contacted for review of the
archaeological find(s). If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner and
Native American Heritage Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed
after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Division. A note to this effect shall be
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provided on the Improvement Plans for the project. Following a review of the new find and
consultation with appropriate experts, if necessary, the authority to proceed may be accompanied
by the addition of development requirements which provide protection of the site and/or additional
mitigation measures necessary to address the unique or sensitive nature of the site. (MM 6-4)
(PLN)
81.

A note shall be placed on the improvement plans that if paleontological resources are discovered
onsite, the applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to observe grading activities and salvage
fossils as necessary. The paleontologist shall establish procedures for paleontological resource
surveillance and shall establish, in cooperation with the project developer, procedures for
temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit sampling, identification, and evaluation of fossils. If
major paleontological resources are discovered, which require temporary halting or redirecting of
grading, the paleontologist shall report such findings to the project developer, and to the Placer
County Department of Museums and Planning Division. The paleontologist shall determine
appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project developer, which ensure proper exploration
and/or salvage. Excavated finds shall be offered to a State designated repository such as Museum
of Paleontology, UC Berkeley, the California Academy of Sciences, or any other State designated
repository. Otherwise, the finds shall be offered to the Placer County Department of Museums for
purposes of public education and interpretive displays. These actions, as well as final mitigation
and disposition of the resources shall be subject to approval by the Department of Museums. The
paleontologist shall submit a follow-up report to the Department of Museums and Planning Division
which shall include the period of inspection, an analysis of the fossils found, and present repository
of fossils. (PLN)

FEES
82.

Pursuant to County Code Sections 15.34.010, 16.08.100 and/or 17.54.100 (D), a fee must be paid to
Placer County for the development of park and recreation facilities. The fee to be paid is the fee in
effect at final map recordation/building permit issuance. (For reference, the current fee for a single
family dwelling is $615 $776 per lot to be paid at final map and $3,240 $4,142 per unit due when a
building permit is issued.) (PLN / DPW)

83.

Pursuant to Section 21089 (b) of the California Public Resources Code and Section 711.4 et. seq. of
the Fish and Game Code, the approval of this permit/project shall not be considered final unless the
specified fees are paid. The fees required are $2,818.25 for projects with Environmental Impact
Reports (includes $50 County Recorder’s fee). Without the appropriate fee, the Notice of
Determination is not operative, vested or final and shall not be accepted by the County Clerk.
NOTE: The project has already paid the NOD filing fee for the EIR certified with the original
project approval. The above fee shall be submitted to the Planning Division within 5 days of
final project approval. (PLN)

84.

The project shall be subject to the payment of traffic impact fees that are in effect in this area (Granite
Bay Benefit District), pursuant to applicable Ordinances and Resolutions. The project applicant is
notified that the following traffic mitigation fees will be required and shall be paid to Placer County
Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any building permits for the project:
A) County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone: Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code;
B) South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA); and
C) Placer County / City of Roseville JPA (PC/CR).
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The current total combined estimated fee is $7,442 $7,728 per single family residence. The fees were
calculated using the information supplied. If either the use or the square footage changes, then the
fees will change. The actual fees paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs. (MM 165(b)) (DPW)
85.

The project shall be subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood control fees
pursuant to the "Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance" (Ref. Chapter 15,
Article 15.32, Placer County Code). The current estimated development fee is $775 per single family
residence, payable to the Engineering and Surveying Division prior to each building permit issuance.
The actual fee shall be that in effect at the time payment occurs. (MM 16-10(a)) (ESD)

86.

The project shall be subject to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees
pursuant to the "Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance" (Ref. Chapter 15,
Article 15.32, Placer County Code). Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall cause the
subject property to become a participant in the existing Dry Creek Watershed County Service Area for
purposes of collecting these annual assessments. The current estimated annual fee is $117 per single
family residence. (MM 16-10(b)) (ESD)

87.

The applicant shall pay their fair share fee per EDU, prior to Improvement Plan approval, toward the
cost of the future improvement projects (including design and construction management along with
actual construction costs) as identified in the RMC Technical Memorandum Trunk Sewer Hydraulic
Analysis (TM 3b) dated October 31, 2006 of the June 2007 South Placer Regional Wastewater and
Recycled Water Systems Evaluation (Systems Evaluation). The Environmental Engineering Division
will use this money to reduce surcharging within the trunk sewer by replacement, and/or rehabilitation
of existing sewer infrastructure. The applicant is notified that the fair share fee per EDU to be
approved by the Environmental Engineering Division will be contributed to the cost to construct the
recommended improvement projects and such fee will be required prior to Improvement Plan
approval. (MM 16-11) (EED)

88.

Conditions under the Public Services section herein require construction of an on-site public sewer
lift station that allows for supplemental capacity that will partially benefit property not within the limits
of this project. Prior to Improvement Plan approval for the first developed phase, at the applicant's
request and expense, a reimbursement agreement, in a form approved by County Counsel shall be
prepared to provide for reimbursement of the costs exceeding the project's fair share of those costs
in an equitable amount to be determined by the Engineering and Surveying Division for oversizing
of the public sewer lift station and appurtenances. The Board of Supervisors must approve the
reimbursement agreement and establishment of the associated Benefit District with pro-rata
assessments and the Developer must sign the approved agreement. The reimbursement agreement
shall provide as follows, unless the Board of Supervisors adopts a policy pertaining to reimbursement
agreements prior to Improvement Plan approval, in which case that policy will control:
A) Reimbursement shall be made solely from monies collected from property owners who develop
property that is benefited by the improvement as that new development occurs. The applicant
shall provide to the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) for review and approval, an area
of benefit map that identifies those properties by APN. Those properties consist generally of the
areas identified in the Preliminary Sewer Master Plan/Capacity Study as Sheds 1, 2 and 3 shown
on the Preliminary Sewer Master Plan/Capacity Study Map dated October 29, 2008.
B) Costs eligible for reimbursement shall be subject to approval of ESD based upon paid invoices
and other written evidence of costs incurred as requested by ESD, and may include: topographic
survey, engineering design, legal description preparation, construction staking, hard costs of
construction, County plan check and inspection fees, and costs for right-of-way acquisition.
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C) The term of the agreement may be limited to ten (10) years or as otherwise approved by the
Board, and interest on the amount subject to reimbursement may be limited to the Consumers
Price Index or other criterion as approved by the County.
D) The amount collected for reimbursement is dependent on new development within the area of
benefit. There is no guarantee by Placer County that any portion of the entire reimbursement
amount will be collected.
E) The applicant shall prepare all necessary reports, plans and documents as well as pay any costs
incurred by the County. The County will prepare the reimbursement agreement; the costs
incurred shall be paid by the applicant.
Include the following standard note on the Improvement Plans: Any construction that is funded by
County funds, in whole or in part, may be subject to bidding under the provision of the Public Contract
Code and general prevailing wage rate requirements.
County staff has recently reviewed our approach to reimbursement agreements and is considering
a request for action by the Board of Supervisors on policy in this regard. Staff has developed an
outline of the terms of any reimbursement agreement. These are:
F) The maximum expected amount of any proposed reimbursement must be identified in the
agreement.
G) The proposed Area of Benefit, both by legal description and exhibit must be included in the
agreement.
H) The term of the agreement (10 years unless specifically approved by the Board) must be
identified.
I) No interest shall be attached to any reimbursement.
J) Acknowledgement by the developer that the County does not guarantee any reimbursement
amount.
K) Payment to the developer of any charges collected by the County shall be made within 3 months
of collection.
L) Publicly owned property shall not be accepted from the agreement.
M) The County will agree to administer the agreement and collect and disburse funds.
N) The developer's address, phone number and contact person shall be identified in the agreement.
O) The developer shall be required to notify the County of any change in address or name.
The party requesting reimbursement shall be expected to prepare all supporting documentation,
including, but not limited to, estimates of the cost of improvements to be reimbursed, legal
descriptions, maps, reports and exhibits necessary to complete the agreement. The County will
review these items and be responsible for determining its adequacy.
The developer must provide an analysis, in compliance with AB 1600, to allow the imposition of a
charge by the Board of Supervisors. In addition, verification of payment of prevailing wages for the
work that was performed is necessary. As stated previously, the ESD expects that the party
requesting reimbursement shall prepare all documents, maps, exhibits, estimates, reports and other
supporting documents necessary to bring the agreement to the Board. The County will prepare the
actual agreement and take it to the Board for its consideration. (ESD)
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
89.

Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading or Building Permit
is required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall only occur:
A) Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 8:00 pm (during daylight savings)
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B) Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 8:00 pm (during standard time)
C) Saturdays, 8:00 am to 6:00 pm
In addition, temporary signs 4’ x 4’ shall be located throughout the project, as determined by the DRC,
at key intersections depicting the above construction hour limitations. Said signs shall include a toll
free public information phone number where surrounding residents can report violations and the
developer/builder will respond and resolve noise violations. This condition shall be included on the
Improvement Plans and shown in the development notebook.
PLEASE NOTE: Essentially, quiet activities, which do not involve heavy equipment or machinery,
may occur at other times. Work occurring within an enclosed building, such as a house under
construction with the roof and siding completed, may occur at other times as well.
The Planning Director is authorized to waive the time frames based on special circumstances, such
as adverse weather conditions. (PLN)
90.

Construction activities shall comply with the Placer County Noise Ordinance. (MM10-1(a)) (PLN)

91.

Fixed construction equipment, which may include, but not be limited to, compressors and generators,
shall be located as far away from sensitive receptors as feasible. In addition, impact tools shall be
shielded or shrouded. Intake and exhaust ports of powered construction equipment shall also be
muffled or shielded. (MM10-1(b)) (PLN)

92.

A disturbance coordinator shall be appointed for the project site who would receive any public noiserelated complaints about construction equipment and practices. The disturbance coordinator shall
be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint(s) and the implementation of any feasible
measures to alleviate the complaint(s). The disturbance coordinator’s contact information shall be
posted throughout the site and adjacent public spaces. (MM10-1(c)) (PLN)

93.

Prior to Final Map approval, complete the proper destruction under permit and inspection, of any
existing well(s) and septic system(s) located within the project site. (EH)

94.

The drilling of individual water wells on any lot within the project area is prohibited. (EH)

95.

The discharge of fuels, oils, or other petroleum products, chemicals, detergents, cleaners, or similar
chemicals to the surface of the ground or to drainage ways on or adjacent to the site is prohibited.
(EH)

96.

The project proponent agrees to abide by a mosquito abatement program with the Mosquito
Abatement District. The project will be conditioned to allow the Mosquito Abatement District to
review the Improvement Plans. As a condition of this project, drip irrigation will be used for
landscaping areas. (EH) (MM VII.1)

97.

Prior to Final Map approval, a mosquito control management/maintenance program shall be approved
by the Placer Mosquito Abatement District. The Placer Mosquito Abatement District will be allowed to
review the Improvement Plans. (EH)

98.

If at any time during excavation, grading, or during the course of constructing the proposed project,
evidence of soil or groundwater contamination with hazardous materials is encountered, the applicant
shall immediately stop the project and contact the EHS Hazardous Materials Section. The project shall
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remain stopped until there is resolution of the contamination problem to the satisfaction of EHS and
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. A note to this effect shall be placed on the
Improvement Plans. (EH)
99.

If Best Management Practices are required by the Engineering and Surveying for control of urban
runoff pollutants, then any hazardous materials collected during the life of the project shall be disposed
of in accordance with all applicable hazardous materials laws and regulations. (EH)

100. During construction, temporary storage and use of hazardous substances shall comply with Fire and
EHS regulations and requirements, and spill prevention practices shall be used. (EH)
AIR QUALITY
101. The following items apply:
A) Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, (whichever occurs first), on project sites greater
than one acre, the applicant shall submit a Construction Emission / Dust Control Plan to the Placer
County APCD. If APCD does not respond within twenty (20) days of the plan being accepted as
complete, the plan shall be considered approved. The applicant shall provide written evidence,
provided by APCD, to the local jurisdiction (city or county) that the plan has been submitted to
APCD. It is the responsibility of the applicant to deliver the approved plan to the local jurisdiction.
The applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving APCD approval, of the Construction
Emission / Dust Control Plan, and delivering that approval to the local jurisdiction issuing the permit.
B) Include the following standard note on the Grading Plan or Improvement Plans: The prime
contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year,
emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower of greater) that will be
used in aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. If any new equipment is
added after submission of the inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the APCD prior to
the new equipment being utilized. At least three business days prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, name, and phone number of the property
owner, project manager, and on-site foreman.
C) Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall
provide a written calculation
to the Placer County APCD for approval by the District
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction as required
by CARB. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines,
low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment
products, and/or other options as they become available. The following link shall be used to
calculate compliance with this condition and shall be submitted to the Placer County APCD as
described above: http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/
(click on the current “Roadway
Construction Emissions Model”). (APCD)
102. The following items apply:
A) In order to control dust, operational watering trucks shall be on site during construction hours.
In addition, dry, mechanical sweeping is prohibited. Watering of a construction site shall be
carried out in compliance with all pertinent APCD rules (or as required by ordinance within each
local jurisdiction). (APCD)
B) Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The prime contractor shall
be responsible for keeping adjacent public thoroughfares clean of silt, dirt, mud, and debris, and
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shall “wet broom” the streets (or use another method to control dust as approved by the
individual jurisdiction) if silt, dirt, mud or debris is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares.
(Based on APCD Rule 228 / section 401.5) (APCD)
C) Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The contractor shall apply
water or use other method to control dust impacts offsite. Construction vehicles leaving the site
shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked off-site.
(Based on APCD Rule 228 / section 401.1, 401.4) (APCD)
103. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: During construction, traffic
speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or less. (Based on APCD Rule
228 / section 401.5) (APCD)
104. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The prime contractor shall
suspend all grading operations when wind speeds (including instantaneous gusts) are excessive
and dust is impacting adjacent properties. (Based on APCD Rule 228) (APCD)
105. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: In order to minimize wind
driven dust during construction, the prime contractor shall apply methods such as surface
stabilization, establishment of a vegetative cover, paving, (or use another method to control dust as
approved by the individual jurisdiction). (Based on APCD Rule 228 / section 402) (APCD)
106. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The contractor shall suspend
all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds Placer County APCD Rule 228 (Fugitive Dust)
limitations. The prime contractor shall be responsible for having an individual who is CARB-certified
to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE). This individual shall evaluate compliance with Rule
228 on a weekly basis. It is to be noted that fugitive dust is not to exceed 40% opacity and not go
beyond the property boundary at any time. Lime or other drying agents utilized to dry out wet grading
areas shall not exceed Placer County APCD Rule 228 Fugitive Dust limitations. Operators of
vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be notified by APCD and the equipment
must be repaired within 72 hours. (Based on APCD Rule 228) (APCD)
107. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: Construction equipment
exhaust emissions shall not exceed Placer County APCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations.
Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified
by APCD to cease operations and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. (Based on
APCD Rule 202) (APCD)
108. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: A person shall not discharge
into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds (VOC's) caused by the use or manufacture of
Cutback or Emulsified asphalts for paving, road construction or road maintenance, unless such
manufacture or use complies with the provisions of Rule 217. (Based on APCD Rule 217). (APCD)
109. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: During construction the
contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel (i.e. gasoline,
biodiesel, natural gas) generators rather than temporary diesel power generators. (APCD)
110. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: During construction, the
contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel powered equipment.
(APCD)
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111. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: During construction, no open
burning of removed vegetation shall be allowed unless permitted by the PCAPCD. All removed
vegetative material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an appropriate recycling site, or if a
site is not available, a licensed disposal site. (Based on APCD Rule 310) (APCD)
112. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: If required by the Engineering
and Surveying Division and/or the Department of Public Works, the contractor shall hold a preconstruction meeting prior to any grading activities (or as required by ordinance within each local
jurisdiction). The contractor shall invite the Placer County APCD to the pre-construction meeting in
order to discuss the construction emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors.
(APCD)
113. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: Processes that discharge 2
pounds per day or more of air contaminants, as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 39013,
to the atmosphere may require a permit. Permits may be required for both construction and
operation. Developers/contractors should contact the District prior to construction and obtain any
necessary permits prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. (Based on the California Health &
Safety
Code
section
39013:
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgibin/displaycode?section=hsc&group=39001-40000&file=39010-39060) (APCD)
114. Include the following standard note on all building plans approved in association with this project:
Prior to building permit approval, in accordance with District Rule 225, only U.S. EPA Phase II
certified wood burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission potential
from each residence shall not exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices.
Masonry fireplaces shall have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall be a
U.L. Listed Decorative Gas Appliance. (Based on APCD Rule 225). (APCD)
115. Include the following standard note on all building plans approved in association with this project:
To limit the quantity of volatile organic compounds in architectural coatings supplied, sold, offered
for sale, applied, solicited for application, or manufactured for use within the District, all projects
must comply with APCD Rule 218. Please see our website for additional information: (Based on
APCD Rule 218) (APCD)
116. Include the following standard note on all building plans approved in association with this project: In
order to limit the emission of nitrogen oxides (NOx) from natural gas-fired water heaters, all projects
that utilize gas fired water heaters must comply with Rule 246. (Based on APCD Rule 246). (APCD)
117. Prior to building permit approval, the applicant shall show, on the plans submitted to the Building
Department, provisions for construction of new residences, and where natural gas is available, the
installation of a gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a gas barbecue or
outdoor recreational fire pits. (APCD)
118. The proposed project exceeds the cumulative air quality thresholds as established by the APCD (a
maximum of 10 pounds per day of ROG and/or NOx). The estimated total amount of excessive
ROG and Nox for this project is .26 tons per year. In order to mitigate the projects contribution to
long-term emission of pollutants, the applicant shall participate in the Placer County Air Pollution
District Offsite Mitigation Program by paying the equivalent amount of money, which is equal to the
projects contribution of pollutants (ROG and NOx), which exceeds the cumulative threshold of 10
pounds per day. The estimated payment for the proposed project is $1,859 based on $14,300 per
ton for a one year period (183 day year). The actual amount to be paid shall be determined, and
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satisfied per current California Air Resource Board guidelines, at the time of recordation of the Final
Map. (APCD)
NOTE: The above mitigation measure must be satisfied prior to recordation of the Final Map.
It is the applicant’s responsibility to forward written proof of satisfaction of this condition to
APCD.
119. All homes within the proposed subdivision will utilize AC units that are two points above the Seasonal
Energy Efficiency Ratio (SEER) in effect at the time of approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map. Any
plans submitted to the Building Division must clearly show that this condition is being met. (APCD)
120. All homes within the subdivision will include “whole house fans”. Any plans submitted to the Building
Division must clearly show that this condition is being met. (APCD)
121. All homes within the subdivision will include, at the builder’s discretion, one of the following: a). a
“tankless” water heater, or b). upgraded installation in all walls and ceilings which exceed the Title 24
requirements in place at the time of building permit issuance. Any plans submitted to the Building
Division must clearly show that this condition is being met. (APCD)
MISCELLANEOUS CONDITIONS
122. No lot shall be further divided. (PLN)
123. No Lot shall be divided by a tax district boundary. (PLN)
124. Any entrance structure proposed by the applicant shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC,
shown on the project Improvement Plans, and shall be located such that there is no interference
with driver sight distance as determined by the Engineering and Surveying Division, and shall not
be located within the right-of-way.
ADVISORY COMMENT: Any entrance monument or structure erected within the front setback on any
lot, within certain zone districts, shall not exceed 3’ in height (Ref. Chapter 17, Article 17.54.030, Placer
County Zoning Ordinance). (PLN / ESD)
125. The applicant shall, upon written request of the County, defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the
County of Placer (County), the County Planning Commission, and its officers, agents, and employees,
from any and all actions, lawsuits, claims, damages, or costs, including attorneys’ fees awarded by a
court, arising out of or relating to the processing and/or approval by the County of Placer of that certain
development project known as Rancho Del Oro Estates. The applicant shall, upon written request of
the County, pay or, at the County's option, reimburse the County for all costs for preparation of an
administrative record required for any such action, including the costs of transcription, County staff
time, and duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to appear in and defend any such action
on its own behalf regardless of any tender under this provision. This indemnification obligation is
intended to include, but not be limited to, actions brought by third parties to invalidate any determination
made by the County under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seq.) for the Project or any decisions made by the County relating to the approval of the
Project. Upon request of the County, the applicant shall execute an agreement in a form approved by
County Counsel incorporating the provisions of this condition. (CC)
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126. During project construction, staking shall be provided pursuant to Section 5-1.07 of the County General
Specifications. (ESD)
CONDITIONS, COVENANTS & RESTRICTIONS (CC&Rs)
127. Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall submit lighting development standards for
inclusion in the C.C.&R's. The standards shall be reviewed and approved by the DRC and shall
include General Lighting Standards, Street Lighting Standards, Residential Standards, Prohibited
Lighting and Exemptions and shall insure that individual fixtures and lighting systems in the
Subdivision will be designed, constructed and installed in a manner that controls glare and light
trespass, minimizes obtrusive light and conserves energy and resources. (For residential projects)
(PLN)
128. Prior to approval of the Final Map, Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be prepared
and submitted to and approved by the Engineering and Surveying Division, County Counsel, and other
appropriate County Departments. They shall be recorded concurrently with the filing of the Final Map
and shall contain provisions/notifications for:
A) The applicants shall create a Homeowners' Association with certain specified duties /
responsibilities including the enforcement of all of the following notifications.
B) Maintenance of water quality BMPs by the Homeowner's Association.
C) Maintenance of on-site private roadways and easements by the Homeowners’ Association.
D) Maintenance and operation of street lighting constructed with the subdivision improvements by the
Homeowner’s Association.
E) Maintenance of the meandering sidewalk both within Open Space Lots A, B, and C and within the
Olive Ranch Road highway easement by the Homeowners’ Association.
F) Maintenance of the Open Space Lots, including landscaping, by the Homeowners’ Association.
None of the provisions required by this condition of approval shall be altered without the prior written
consent of Placer County. (PLN / ESD / EH / APCD)
129. The CC&Rs for the proposed Rancho Del Oro Estates Subdivision shall include the following
provisions:
A) Upon presentation of proper identification, Environmental Engineering and Utilities Division
personnel and their representatives shall be provided access to all public sewer infrastructure
easements for the purposes of inspection, maintenance, and repair of the sewer facilities.
B) Homeowners shall be prohibited from planting trees or constructing structures or significant
landscaping within any public sewer easement. Language to this effect shall be included in any
easement agreement for easements located on-site or in the off-site improvement area. The
requirement shall also be included in the project Development Notebook.
C) The access entry code for any gated entrances, if approved by the Planning Commission, to the
project site shall be provided to the Environmental Engineering and Utilities Division for use by their
maintenance personnel.
D) Notification shall be made to all future property owners within 500 feet of the sewer lift station via
CC&Rs and Developer’s Notebook, that they may experience some unwanted elements
associated with the maintenance of the lift station, i.e., truck traffic, noise, alarms, odors, etc.) (MM
13-2(c)) (ESD)
NOTIFICATION TO FUTURE BUYERS
130. Prior to occupancy of project residences, the developer will be required to notify future owners of
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the County's Right to Farm Ordinance, which discloses the potential effects of residing near ongoing
agricultural operations. This statement shall inform lot owners that farm operators have a "right to
farm" their lands despite potential nuisance to neighboring residences, including noise, odors, and
use of toxic and hazardous materials. (MM II.1) (PLN)
131. Notification to future homeowners/builders that the mitigation for oak woodland impacts and the loss
of large trees that are the result of the development of the subdivision lots is the collective
responsibility of future property owners, with each owner contributing a fair share of these mitigation
costs. The payment of a tree mitigation fee is required prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.
(PLN)
132. Notification to future homeowners/builders that removal or disturbance of native California trees 6”
dbh or greater, if single trunk, or 10” aggregate for multiple trunk, if located within any building
setback areas, or areas outside of a recorded building envelope, or other areas not previously
approved for tree removal, requires a Tree Permit. ADVISORY COMMENT: Lots approved with this
subdivision are also subject to the provisions of the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance.
(PLN)
133. Notification to future owners and builders that permanent protective fencing located alongside open
space/common lots shall not be removed or altered without the express written permission of the
homeowners’ association and the DRC. (PLN)
134. Notification to all future owners that all outdoor lighting shall be shielded such that direct rays from the
lamp are directed downward and do not cross property lines. Motion sensor lighting shall be
encouraged to minimize night sky light pollution. (PLN)
135. Notification to all lot owners of the requirements to submit all building plans and site/grading plans to
the homeowners’ association Architectural Review Committee prior to submittal to Placer County for
Building Permits. Building plans shall comply with architectural guidelines, building setbacks, height
restrictions, building coverage, grading restrictions, and other conditions of approval. Efforts should
be made to locate residences away from sensitive areas such as trees, rock outcrops, etc. (PLN)
136. Notification to the future owners of affected lots that are located adjacent to open space/common area
lots, regarding the provision of an access easement to the homeowners’ association for maintaining
fencing around the perimeter of such lots. A minimum 24-hour notification to affected homeowners
shall be provided prior to any work by the homeowners’ association. (PLN)
137. Notification to all future lot owners that minimum setbacks for all structures shall be as follows, unless
a greater setback is indicated within the Development Notebook that is described elsewhere in these
conditions of approval: A) Front – 45’; B) Side – 20’ (30’ for lots one acre or larger); C) Rear – 20’ (30’
for lots one acre or larger). Garages, carports, and parking areas shall have a minimum 20 foot setback
unless adequate parking area on-site (minimum 4 spaces) can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of
the DRC, in which case, the minimum setbacks defined above shall apply. Setbacks for pools and
related equipment areas are defined in Placer County Code, Article 17.54.140, formerly Zoning
Ordinance Section 10.082 B (5). (PLN)
138. Notification to all future lot owners of a listing of drought tolerant plant materials and information
regarding drip irrigation systems designed to conserve water. (PLN)
139. Notification to the future owners that no structures, including solid fencing over 3’ in height, may be
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installed in front setback areas, including any property frontages along roadways (unless otherwise
allowed under section 17.54.030B1 of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance). (PLN)
140. No storage of boats, trailers, recreational vehicles, campers, or inoperable vehicles within the
project except to the side or rear of a residence and screened from street view. (PLN)
141. Notification to future owners and occupants that the keeping of horses and other livestock within the
project site is prohibited. (PLN)
142. Notification to future owners of the following:
A) Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall submit evidence to the
Planning Division demonstrating that the required street shade trees (one 15 gallon tree for every
40 feet of property frontage, or as otherwise approved by the DRC) have been installed outside
of the 12.5 foot multi-purpose easement with irrigation. Said evidence may include any of the
following:
B) A site plan depicting the location, size, species and number of required trees, and irrigation
prepared and signed by a licensed landscape architect with a statement that installation has
occurred.
C) A photograph(s) depicting the above information that includes the date and shows the address
of the property.
D) A field verification by a Placer County employee determining the above requirements have been
satisfied. (PLN)
143. Applicant or Homeowners’ Association shall distribute printed educational materials highlighting
information regarding the stormwater facilities/BMPs, recommended maintenance, and inspection
requirements, as well as conventional water conservation practices and surface water quality
protection, to future buyers. Copies of this information shall be included in the Development Notebook.
(ESD / EH)
144. The following shall apply:
A) Inspections of stormwater facilities/BMPs shall be conducted by the Homeowner’s Association
at least annually and maintenance records and proof of inspections shall be retained.
B) Notification to future owners of the public pedestrian easement dedicated over the onsite
subdivision roads to Open Space Lot H. These areas shall be accessible by the public only from
dawn to dusk.
C) Notification to future owners that the pedestrian access gates at the project’s entryways shall
remain unlocked from dawn to dusk. (ESD)
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
145. The structural setbacks for this subdivision are as follows:
A) Front (street) – 45’
B) Sides – 20’ (30’ for lots one acre or larger)
C) Rear – 20’ (30’ for lots one acre or larger)
D) Accessory structures/pools/spas per Zoning Ordinance Section 10.082 B (5). (PLN)
146. Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, wherever a road right-of-way is less than 50’ in width, 25’ must be
added to the front setback requirement as measured from the centerline of the traveled way. (PLN)
147. Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, setbacks apply to all structures and accessory structures. Setbacks
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for swimming pools/spas/pool equipment, etc. shall conform to Placer County Code, Article 17.54.140,
formerly, Zoning Ordinance Section 10.082 B (5). (PLN)
148. The maximum building height for this subdivision is 30’. (PLN)
149. An “Informational Sheet” identifying general and specific lot development restrictions, setbacks,
easements, tree protection, location of 100-year flood plain, flood plain elevations, etc., as defined
within the conditions herein, shall be prepared, filed, and recorded with the Final Subdivision Map. The
specific content and form of this information shall be subject to DRC approval. (PLN / ESD)
150. Prior to recordation of the Final Map(s), a reference manual (i.e., development notebook) shall be
submitted for approval to the Planning Division which shall include plot plans for each lot in the project,
depicting all dimensions, easements, setbacks, height limits, lot coverage and other restrictions which
might affect the construction of structures on said lot. The development notebook shall also include
any tree mitigation fees that are payable prior to the issuance of a Building Permit for the lot. No
Building Permits may be issued for the project until this manual is provided to and accepted by the
DRC for format and content requirements. (PLN)
MITIGATION MONITORING
151. A Mitigation Monitoring Implementation Program (MMIP) for the replacement of native oaks and other
trees, prepared by an ISA certified arborist, Registered Forester, or Landscape Architect, shall be
submitted to the Planning Division, prior to the submittal of the project's Improvement Plans for review
and approval by the DRC. For the 69 significant oak trees to be removed because of subdivision
improvements, tree replacement shall include the planting of on-site 24-inch boxes and 15-gallon
trees (cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gallon trees (25 percent), and D-pots (50percent) at the ratios
outlined in Table 5-2 (See Chapter 5, Biological Resources, of this EIR), and shall be planted by the
project developer within Open Space/Common Lots and any other areas determined appropriate by
the DRC. The Plan shall include a site plan that indicates the trees' location, installation and irrigation
requirements and other standards to ensure the successful planting and continued growth of these
trees.
Installation of all trees and irrigation systems must be completed prior to the County's acceptance of
the subdivision's improvements. Access rights for monitoring and maintenance, if necessary, shall be
provided to the homeowners' association.
An annual monitoring report for a minimum period of 5 years from the date of installation, prepared by
the above-cited professional, shall be submitted to the DRC for review and approval. Any corrective
action shall be the responsibility of the homeowners' association.
Prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans, a Letter of Credit, Certificate of Deposit, or cash deposit
in the amount of 100% of the accepted proposal shall be deposited with the Placer County Planning
Division to assure on-going performance of the monitoring program. Evidence of this deposit shall be
provided to the satisfaction of the DRC prior to the approval of Improvement Plans. For the purposes
of administrative and program review by Placer County, an additional 25% of the estimated cost of the
Monitoring Program shall be paid to the County, in cash, at the time that the 100% deposit is made.
With the exception of the 25% administrative fee, 100% of the estimated costs of implementing the
monitoring program shall be returned to the applicant once the applicant has demonstrated that all 5
years of monitoring have been completed to the satisfaction of the DRC. Refunds will only be available
at the end of the entire review period.
JULY 2013 – PC
OCTOBER 2017 – PC
AUGUST 2019 – PC
MAY 2021 – PC
Page 29 of 30
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It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure compliance with the MMIP. Violation of any components
of the approved MMIP may result in enforcement activities per Placer County Environmental Review
Ordinance, Article 18.28.080 (formerly Section 31.870). If a monitoring report is not submitted for any
one year, or combination of years, as outlined in these conditions, the county has the option of utilizing
these funds and hiring a consultant to implement the MMIP. Failure to submit annual monitoring
reports could also result in forfeiture of a portion of, or all of, the deposit. An agreement between the
applicant and County shall be prepared which meets DRC approval that allows the County use of this
deposit to assure performance of the MMIP in the event the homeowners' association reneges. (PLN)
EXERCISE OF PERMIT
152. The applicant shall prepare and submit to the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD), a Final
Subdivision Map which is in substantial conformance to the approved Tentative Map in accordance
with Chapter 16 of the Placer County Code; pay all current map check and filing fees. (ESD)
153. The project is approved as a phased project. The DRC shall determine when any of the preceding
conditions apply to a given phase of development where such timing is not specified in the condition.
(PLN / ESD)
154. DELETED
155. On October 12, 2017, the Placer County Planning Commission approved a two-year Extension of Time
for the Tentative Subdivision Map and Variance for the Rancho De Oro Subdivision, resulting in a new
expiration date of October 5, 2019.
On August 8, 2019, the Placer County Planning Commission approved a two year Extension of
Time for the Tentative Subdivision Map and Variance for the Rancho de Oro Subdivision, resulting
in a new expiration date of October 5, 2021.
The Tentative Subdivision Map has been granted two, two-year automatic extensions of time by the
State through Assembly Bills 208, 116, and 1561 (18-month automatic extension). Collectively, the
Assembly Bills established an extended expiration date of October April 5, 2023. (PLN)

JULY 2013 – PC
OCTOBER 2017 – PC
AUGUST 2019 – PC
MAY 2021 – PC
Page 30 of 30
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ATTACHMENT G

ADDENDUM TO A PREVIOUSLY-CERTIFIED
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Project Name:

Rancho Del Oro Estates (PLN21-00058 / PSUB20070032 / PSM 20130186)
Rezone, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, and Variance

Project Location:

North side of Olive Ranch Road, approximately 0.25 mile east of
Cavitt-Stallman Road in the Granite Bay area.

Assessor Parcel Number: 046-090-012-000
Introduction
This Addendum to the Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 and Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance
Section 18.16.090. An Addendum to a EIR may be prepared if only minor technical changes or
additions are necessary. The addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in
or attached to the previously prepared EIR.
Previous Environmental Analyses
The environmental process for the Rancho Del Oro Estates Project involved the preparation of the
following documents that are relevant to the consideration of the proposed project amendment.
•

Draft EIR for the Rancho Del Oro Estates Project, December 2009

•

Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, October 5, 2010

Rationale for Preparation of the Addendum
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a) provides that the lead agency or a responsible agency
shall prepare an Addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative
Declaration (ND) if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) or ND have occurred (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, subd. (a)).
An Addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (c)). The decision-making body shall consider the Addendum
with the EIR prior to making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (d)). An
agency must also include a brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR or ND
pursuant to Section 15162 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (e)).
Consequently, once an EIR or ND has been certified for a project, no subsequent EIR or ND is required
under CEQA unless, based on substantial evidence:
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1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;
2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity
of previously identified significant effects; or
3)

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:
A. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or
negative declaration;
B. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;
C. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or
D. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

This addendum and attached documents constitute substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that
preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR is not required prior to approval of the proposed
entitlements, and provides the required documentation under CEQA.
Background
This document is an Addendum to the EIR certified for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project
(PSUB20070164) (SCH# 2008092101) as certified by the Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2010
(herein “Approved Project”). The Approved Project and the Final EIR (Attachment A) were considered
and approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2010. The Approved Project
consists of an 89-lot single-family subdivision on a 119-acre site located on the north side of Olive
Ranch Road, approximately 0.25 miles east of Cavitt-Stallman Road in the Granite Bay area.
On July 25, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a Subdivision Map Modification (PSM 20130186)
for the Approved Project to reduce the private road easement width from 40 feet to 28 feet to allow for
additional lot grading beyond what was originally approved.
On July 8, 2015, the property owner submitted a Substantial Conformance Exhibit to the County that
represented proposed lot layout changes to the map for the avoidance of cultural resources. After
review of the Substantial Conformance Exhibit, the Development Review Committee issued a
Determination of Substantial Conformance on July 20, 2015.
The initial project was approved with an October 5, 2013 expiration date. The State granted two, twoyear automatic time extensions for approved Tentative Maps (AB 208 in 2011 and AB 116 in 2013)
establishing a new expiration date of October 5, 2017. The Placer County Planning Commission
approved two two-year extensions of time, the first one on October 3, 2017 and the second on August
8, 2019 with an expiration date of October 5, 2021. The Tentative map Has also been granted one
additional extension of time pursuant to AB 1561 which extended the validity of the map for an
additional 18 months, with a new expiration date of April 5, 2023.
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The Approved Project is currently in the Engineering and Surveying Division’s Improvement Plan
process (DPN 8679) and Final Map review (ESD21-00030).
Rancho Del Oro Estates Project Description
The Approved Project includes 89 single-family residential lots ranging in size from 42,000 to 53,567
square feet (average lots size of 43,350 square feet). There are eight (8) open space lots totaling 19.31
acres and one (1) common area lot totaling 22,142 square feet. The open space lots are for the
purpose of preserving and protecting natural resources on-site (i.e. Miner’s Ravine corridor, wetlands,
oak woodlands, wildlife habitat, etc.) and to provide for on-site storm water detention. The common
area lot (Lot G) will contain a sewer lift station, standby generator, a storage building, and vehicle
access and maintenance parking. The frontage along Olive Ranch Road will include a 50-foot wide
landscaped area (Open Space Lots A, B, and C), meandering sidewalk, open-iron fence along open
space areas, and a solid wall along residential property lines. All open space/common lot areas will be
owned and maintained by a Homeowner’s Association. Access to the project site will be provided by
two gated entrances located off of Olive Ranch Road. As originally approved, on-site subdivision roads
will be private and constructed with 24-feet paved width plus two-foot shoulders on both sides per
County standard Plate R-3, Rural Minor Residential. No parking will be allowed along internal
roadways. Olive Ranch Road along the project frontage is to be widened to County standards, including
curb, gutter, and a sidewalk.
Entitlements Approved in 2010
Approved 2010 entitlements included:
1)

Rezone from RS-AG-B-100 PD = 0.83 (Residential Single-Family, combining Agriculture,
combining minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet, combining Planned Residential
Development of 0.83 units per acre) to RS-B-X-42,000 DL 0.83 (Residential Single-Family,
combining minimum Building Site of 42,000 square feet, Density Limitation of 0.83 Dwelling
Units per acre;

2)

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map; and

3)

Variance to allow entry gates up to eight-feet tall, within the right-of-way of Road “B” and “D”
(two roadways that intersect with Olive Ranch Road).

Proposed Modifications to the Project
The applicant, Rob Parish, on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments LLC, is requesting approval of a
Subdivision Modification (herein “Modified Project”) to allow for pad grading on lots for new home
construction preparation. The approved Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan (July 25,
2013) showed areas of contour grading for roughly 50 percent of the approved lots, roadways, and
backbone infrastructure. The proposed Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan has
refined the approved contour grading plan and has additionally incorporated the conceptual location of
±100 foot by 140 foot pads for the remainder of lots not showing contour grading, conceptual driveway
locations, and the associated conceptual grading accompanying these improvements. The ±100 foot by
140 foot pads represent approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot, allowing for
preservation of large areas of natural topography and vegetation on the residential lots.
Approvals Required
The Modfied Project will require an addendum to the Final EIR certified by the Board of Supervisors on
October 5, 2010 for the Rancho Del Oro Estates Subdivision (PEIR T20070164) to recognize the
modification to allow for pad grading of all lots. Necessary entitlements for the Modified Project:
1. Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Modification and Modifications to Conditions of Approval
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Revisions to the Certified EIR and Mitigation Measures

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (CHAPTER 5)
The approved Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan (July 25, 2013) showed areas of
contour grading for approximately 50 percent of the approved lots, roadways, and backbone
infrastructure. The proposed Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan has refined the
approved contour grading plan and has additionally incorporated the conceptual location of ±100 foot
by 140 foot pads for the remainder of lots not previously showing contour grading, conceptual driveway
locations and the associated conceptual grading accompanying these improvements. The ±100 foot by
140 foot pads represent approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot.
For mitigation purposes, the Draft EIR conservatively assumed that 100 percent of significant oak trees
within the buildable area of each lot (outside of required setbacks) would be removed. A revised Tree
Impact Exhibit (Attachment C) has been prepared to accompany the Modified Project’s revised
Conceptual Grading Plan which shows that the Modified Project would not result in any increase in the
impacts to on-site trees due to the proposed pad and grading improvements for the remainder of the 89
residential lots. The Modified Project would allow for larger areas of natural topography and vegetation
to remain.
Due to the proposed pad grading on all lots and the recent adoption of the Placer County Conservation
Plan, Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR has been modified as shown below (deleted language is shown in
strike through text and added language is shown in underlined text):
5-9 Impacts to Oak Woodland Communities and Significant Trees
Implementation of the proposed project would directly impact a total of 17.55 acres of oak woodland. By
“direct impact” it is meant those areas of the project site that would include Direct impact refers to
removal of oak woodland to allow for street improvements or water quality system improvements. This
acreage is comprised of 10.94 acres of interior live oak woodland, 5.27 acres of blue oak woodland,
1.26 acres of mixed oak woodland, and 0.08-acre of valley oak woodland (See Figure 5-4).
Impact 5-9: Impacts to Oak Woodland Communities and Significant Trees
5-9(a) To mitigate oak woodland losses within the development footprint and to account for habitat
fragmentation, the project applicant shall make an in-lieu payment to the County consisting of
two separate components, one for the higher value blue oak woodland (37.34 acres), and one
lower peracre payment for the poor quality live oak woodland (40.24 acres) on the project site,
along with the very small amounts of valley oak woodland (0.06 acres) and mixed oak woodland
(1.27 acres). The payment shall be equivalent to the fair market value of a conservation
easement on oak woodland property in Placer County, with such fair market value established
at the time of approval of the tentative subdivision map for the project. The in lieu payment shall
be paid at the time set forth below. The funds will include both a conservation component and
an in perpetuity management component. These funds will be used by the County to purchase
conservation easements to other in kind oak woodlands in the County.
5-9(b) Each “significant” oak tree (24 inches dbh or greater) identified for removal shall be replaced in
the following manner:
1) Subdivision Improvements. For the 69 significant oak trees to be removed because of
subdivision improvements, the project shall include planting of on-site 24-inch boxes and 15gallon trees (cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gallon trees (25 percent), and D-pots (50percent) at
the ratios outlined in Table 5-2 (See Chapter 5, Biological Resources, of this EIR). Mitigation
tree planting shall occur in two open space areas specified on the project site. These
planting areas on-site, once planted with replacement oak trees, will also serve as
replacement habitat for oak woodland values lost on the project site. Mitigation tree planting
shall be installed by the applicant and inspected and approved by the DRC prior to
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acceptance of improvements by the Engineering and Surveying Department. At its
discretion, the DRC may establish an alternate deadline for installation of mitigation
replacement trees if weather or other circumstances prevent the completion of this
requirement.
2) Lot Development. A total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees could be potentially
impacted by lot development in the project within building lot setbacks on individual lots.
Although the actual inches of oak tree impact from lot development may be substantially
less than this total of impacted inches, all 2,131 inches of significant oak trees will be
assumed removed for mitigation purposes, at $100.00 per inch at breast height, for a total
mitigation of $213,100 for impacts to significant oak trees in individual lots. Total in-lieu
payments (less the amount set forth below) for oak tree mitigation, for both oak woodland
impacts and impacts to significant oak trees not mitigated on-site (i.e., for subdivision
improvement impacts) shall be totaled and divided by the number of total residential lots in
the project, and paid on a per lot basis at building permit issuance for each lot. Each lot will
thus pay a fair share of costs of oak tree and oak woodland mitigation costs distributed over
the entire project site, except for the in-lieu payment for direct impacts to oak woodland
acreage affected by subdivision improvements, or 5.27 acres, which will be paid in lump
sum at the time of approval of improvement plans for the project.
5-11 Impacts Related to Conflicts with Local Policies and Ordinances
The Placer County General Plan (PCGP) and the Granite Bay Community Plan (GBCP) both include
adopted goals and policies regarding the protection of natural resources within Placer County. In
addition, Placer County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance addresses protection of sensitive tree species
within the County. Potential impacts to the tree species protected under the Tree Preservation
Ordinance are addressed in Impact Statement 5-9, above. It should be noted that an approved Habitat
Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan does not currently exist for Placer County.
Although the project site could provide habitat for a number of wildlife and plant species, the project
would not conflict with the density or intensity of development planned for the site within the PCGP.
Furthermore, the project would be required to adhere to the goals, policies, and applicable ordinances
found in the PCGP and the GBCP via the specific mitigation measures found in this Draft EIR.
The Placer County Conservation Program (HCP/NCCP), County Aquatic Resources Program (CARP),
Cultural Resources Management Plan, and related implementing ordinances and programs (PCCP)
were adopted by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on September 1, 2020; the South Placer
Regional Transportation Authority on September 23, 2020; the City of Lincoln on October 13, 2020; and
the Placer County Water Agency on October 15, 2020.
The project entitlements preceded approval of the PCCP and the applicant has obtained state and
federal permits for impacts to waters of the State and U.S., therefore the project is not subject to the
PCCP. Section 9.4.1.2 of the PCCP Exemptions from Development Fees provides that development
fees do not apply to projects that generally fall within the definition of Covered Activities but were
approved by the County prior to adoption of PCCP fees by the County. The development fees will be
required for such previously approved projects for any project modifications that require subsequent,
additional approvals resulting in land conversion or effects on special habitats not previously approved
by the County or otherwise not previously subject to permits issued by the state and federal regulatory
agencies. The Modified Project does not result in land conversion or effects on special habitats not
previously approved. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact related to conflict with local policies and
ordinances would result and compliance with the PCCP is not required.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION (CHAPTER 8)
Subsequent to certification of the FEIR, the State of California enacted amendments to CEQA and the
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued new CEQA Guidelines concerning the assessment of
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transportation impacts that generally recommend using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and state that
automobile delay does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA (PRC Section 21099 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3). Placer County prepared new thresholds, screening criteria and
associated Transportation Study Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled which were adopted by the
Board of Supervisors on December 1, 2020.
In response to this change, the County has added the following VMT discussion to the end of Section
8.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Transportation and Circulation section of the EIR:
Vehicle Miles Traveled
SB 743 was signed into law on September 27, 2013 and changed the way that public agencies
evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. In response, the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research updated the CEQA guidelines and recommended that Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) be the
primary metric for evaluation. The SB 743 requirements went into effect July 1, 2020, after the Rancho
Del Oro Estates project was approved. To comply with Senate Bill 743, Placer County prepared new
thresholds, screening criteria and associated Transportation Study Guidelines for Vehicle Miles
Traveled which were adopted by the Board of Supervisors on December 1, 2020.
The Board of Supervisors adopted a significance threshold for residential projects of 15 percent below
the unincorporated Countywide average for Household VMT per capita. The existing (2021)
unincorporated Countywide average is 31.05 household VMT per resident. Therefore, the VMT
threshold for residential of 15 percent below the average is 26.39 household VMT per resident. Under
the screening criteria adopted by the Board, projects are considered to have a less than significant
VMT impact if they are located in low VMT generating areas including the location of the Modified
Project. In addition, the Modified Project would not increase the number of residential lots nor increase
VMT, and therefore, would have no new impact.

SOILS, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMICITY (CHAPTER 11)
The proposed Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan (Attachment B) has refined the
approved contour grading plan and has additionally incorporated the conceptual location of ±100 foot
by 140 foot pads for the remainder of lots not showing contour grading, conceptual driveway locations
and the associated conceptual grading accompanying these improvements. The ±100 foot by 140 foot
pads represent approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot, allowing for large areas of
natural topography and vegetation to remain.
Construction of the Approved Project was anticipated to occur in one phase, over an approximate 18month period, with grading of the site lasting for approximately six months and roadway paving being
completed in approximately 30 days (DEIR, page 9-12). The Draft EIR anticipated development to
occur individually and separately by the future owners of the Lots on each of the Lots where the graded
pads are proposed. The current proposal would construct the pad grading on the Lots all at once with
the subdivision improvements instead of at separate times by each future individual Lot owner. The
Modified Project would not alter or change the construction activity beyond what was analyzed in the
Draft EIR.
Due to the proposed pad grading on all lots, the following mitigation measure has been revised.
Implementation of mitigation measures discussed in the certified EIR, and as modified below for the
Approved Project, would ensure that effects associated with the Modified Project would remain lessthan-significant:
Impact 11-1: Loss of Structural Support Due to Liquefaction
MM 11-1(a) The preliminary geotechnical engineering study performed by Youngdahl Consulting
Group, Inc., dated June 2006, indicated the presence of loose, saturated surface soils or
other soil problems which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects. Prior to
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Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the
Engineering and Surveying Department a soil investigation of each non-pad graded lot in
the subdivision produced by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer
(Section 17953-17955 California Health and Safety Code).
In addition, prior to Final Acceptance of project improvements or consideration of early
building permits, and after the completion of pad grading for all residential lots, Lots 8-11,
34, 36, 42, 52, 53, 55, 69, 71, 72, 75, 78, 81, 82, 86, and 89, as well as Lot G, (as shown
on the preliminary grading plan dated April 13, 2021 submitted with the Subdivision
Modification application). the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the
Engineering and Surveying Department a soil investigation of each pad-graded lot
produced by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer (Section 17953-17955
California Health and Safety Code). The soil investigations shall include recommended
corrective action that is likely to prevent structural damage to each proposed dwelling. The
applicant shall include in the Development Notebook or modify the Development Notebook
to include the soil problems encountered on each specific lot, as well as the recommended
corrective actions. A note that indicates the requirements of this condition shall be
included on the Improvement Plans, CC&Rs, and the Informational Sheet filed with the
Final Map(s). Once approved by the Engineering and Surveying Department, two copies
of the final soil investigations for each lot shall be provided to the Engineering and
Surveying Department and one copy to the Building Department for their use.

New Environmental Sections to Address Recent CEQA Requirements
Minor revisions to the certified EIR are necessary for the Modified Project under consideration to
address recent updates to the CEQA Guidelines. The CEQA Guidelines amendments include revisions
to Section 15126.2(b) which requires the analysis of the project’s energy use, as well as the addition of
a new section to address the need to evaluate wildfire impacts. The topic of Energy was not included in
the Initial Study (DEIR, Appendix C), nor addressed in the certified EIR. The topic of Wildfire was not
included in the Initial Study, but was partially addressed in the Hazards Section of the certified EIR.
Both resource areas were added to the Placer County Initial Study Environmental Checklist post
project-approval. In order to address the project’s potential impacts under these issues, Energy and
Wildfire sections (Sections XIX and XX respectively) have been added to the Addendum as shown
below:
XIX. ENERGY – Would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project construction or
operation? (PLN)
2. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency? (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion Item XIX-1:
The Approved Project includes 89 single family lots. The main forms of available energy supply are
electricity, natural gas, and oil. Energy would be used to construct the Approved Project, and once
constructed, energy would be used for the lifetime of the project. Construction of the Approved Project
is required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code (CBSC, also known as the
CAL Green Code) and the 2019 Building Energy Efficient Standards (which is a portion of the CBSC).
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All construction equipment and operation thereof would be regulated per the California Air Resources
Board(CARB) In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. The purpose of the CBSC is to improve
public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of buildings
through the use of building concepts having a reduced negative impact or positive environmental
impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices. Building Energy Efficient Standards
achieve energy reductions through requiring high-efficacy lighting, improved water heating system
efficiency, and high-performance attics and walls. CARB standards for construction equipment include
measures to reduce emissions from vehicles by subjecting fleet owners to retrofit or accelerated
replacement/repower requirements and imposing idling limitations on owners, operators, renters, or
lessees of off-road diesel vehicles. The project construction would also be required to comply with all
applicable Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) rules and regulations.
Energy use associated with operation of the Approved Project would be typical of residential uses,
requiring electricity and natural gas for interior and exterior building lighting, HVAC, electronic
equipment, machinery, refrigeration, appliances, and security systems. In addition, maintenance
activities during operations, such as landscape maintenance, would involve the use of electric or gaspowered equipment.
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Approved Project would include
additional energy efficient applicance to reduce the project’s electricity and natural gas usage. The
Approved Project would include the following:
1. All homes within the proposed subdivision will utilize AC units that are two points above the
Seasonal Energy Efficient Ratio (SEER) energy efficiency rating in effect at the time of the
approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map. Any plans submitted to the Building Division must
clearly show that this condition is being met.
2. All homes within the subdivision will include “whole house fans.” Any plans submitted to the
Building Division must clearly show that this condition is being met.
3. All homes within the subdivision will include, at the builder’s discretion, one of the following: a) a
“tankless” water heater, or b) upgraded insulation in all walls and ceilings to exceed the Title 24
requirements in place at the time of building permit issuance.
While the Approved Project would introduce new operational energy demands to the project area, this
demand does not necessarily mean that the project would have an impact related to energy sources.
The Approved Project would result in an impact if a project would result in the inefficient use or waste of
energy. The Approved Project is required to comply with all applicable standards and regulations
regarding energy conservation and fuel efficiency, which would ensure that the future uses would be
designed to be energy efficient to the maximum extent practicable. The Modified Project would not
change the number of housing units associated with the Approved Project, or result in any increase in
construction activity. Accordingly, the Approved Project, nor the Modified Project would be considered
to result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy, and impacts related to construction
and operational energy would be considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XIX-2:
The County adopted the Placer County Sustainability Plan: A Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction
Plan and Adaptation Strategy (PCSP) on January 28, 2020. The PCSP includes an inventory of
baseline (2005) and forecasted emissions in 2020, 2030, and 2050 and establishes a target of reducing
the County’s GHG emissions goals of 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and the state-wide per
capita reduction efficiency target of 6 MTCO2e per person by 2030. Reductions of GHG emissions
within the PCSP are designed to achieve the State’s adopted AB 32 and SB 32 reduction targets. The
PCSP contains six GHG mitigation strategies that can be applied to discretionary projects, as feasible,
when applicable project level CEQA GHG thresholds are exceeded (refer to Strategies E-4, E-21, WW2, T-1.2, T-1.3, and T-1.4). Under the PCSP, the County utilizes the PCAPCD recommended GHG
62

threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e per year to determine whether PCSP emission reduction measures are
required. The PCSP would not be applicable to projects that have been previously analyzed under a
certified EIR, which are consistent with that analysis, and addresses the most recent GHG regulatory
requirements. Given that the Approved Project was analyzed in the Draft EIR and includes energy
efficient designed appliances within the project description, the GHG emission reduction strategies
contained within the PCSP would not be required. Futher, the Modified Project would not change the
number of housing units associated with the Approved Project, or result in any increase in construction
activity warrenting the need for additional mitigation. The Approved Project and the Modified Project
are therefore consistent with the PCSP. Therefore, there is no impact.
XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project:

Environmental Issue

1. Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (PLN)
2. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? (PLN)
3. Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities)
the construction or operation of which may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment? (PLN)
4. Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding,
mudslides, or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes? (PLN)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

x

x

x

x

Discussion Item XX-1:
The project site is located within the State Responsibility Area (SRA) and is classified as Moderate Fire
Hazard Severity Zone. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) identifies
fire hazard severity zones and Local Responsibility Areas (LRA) throughout California. South Placer
Fire Protection District provides fire prevention, fire suppression, and life safety services to this area of
unincorporated Placer County. In responding to emergencies, local fire departments work closely with
law enforcement, public utilities, the Placer County Office of Emergency Services, and ambulance
companies.
Placer County adopted a Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 2013 in order to provide
guidance to reduce the threat of wildfire-related damages to people, property, ecological elements, and
other important values identified by residents. The buildings and structures associated with the
development of a single family residential parcel would be required to adhere to California Public
Resources Code (PRC) 4290 and 4291 regulations which are aligned with the Goals and Objectives of
the Placer County CWPP.
As provided in the FEIR, the nearest South Placer Fire District station to the project site is located
within a quarter-mile at 5300 Olive Ranch Road. The project developer has obtained and has recorded
easements in favor of the South Placer Fire District from private property owners on South Shadow
Oaks Lane to establish an off-site emergency vehicle access (EVA) route that would provide a north63

south connection between Olive Ranch Road and Cavitt-Stallman Road. The South Placer Fire District
has indicated that such an off-site EVA would not only provide adequate secondary emergency access
to the project site, but would also improve emergency response to neighborhoods along Shadow Oaks
Lane and Cavitt-Stallman Road, as it would eliminate the need for secondary responders to travel the
circuitous route along Sierra College Boulevard to access the project site, as well as provide a direct
emergency response route for the District to access those neighborhoods along Shadow Oaks Lane
and Cavitt-Stallman Road. The improved emergency access route would traverse South Shadow Oaks
Lane located approximately 1,000 feet east of the project site. The project developer has obtained
easements from property owners and the EVA easements would extend over three consecutive parcels
(APN 046-140-035, APN 046-140-037, and APN 046-140-038), from Olive Ranch Road northerly along
the west side of South Shadow Oaks Lane.
Concurrent with emergency gate installations, the developer would pave the existing dirt portion of the
community roadway 20 feet wide (as specified by South Placer Fire District). The pavement would
extend from the northernmost emergency access gate northward to the existing paved community road
north of Shadow Oaks Lane for a total approximate distance of 250 feet. As the area between the two
emergency access gates is currently being paved by the property owner, subsequent pavement
activities are not required for any roadway sections.
With the construction of the aboved mentioned improvements and dedications, the Approved Project
and Modified Project would reduce any impacts to an existing emergency response plan or evacuation
plan and would therefore have a less-than-significant impact.
Discussion Item XX-2, 3:
The project site is surrounded by properties with the same SRA Moderate designation. PRC 4290 and
4291 create minimum fire safety standards for structures and buildings in the State Responsibility Area
(SRA) and in Hazardous Fire Areas. These standards include, but are not limited to, defensible space,
fire access, fuel breaks, and building standards. With full compliance with these state regulations, the
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Discussion Item XX-4:
The proposed project is located in flat oak woodland and grassland. These site characteristics would
not cause slope failure and would not subsequently expose people to downslope or downstream
flooding as the result of a fire event. No fires have occurred on the site that would create a condition of
post-fire slope instability. Therefore, there is no impact.
Analysis of Changes in the Severity of Impacts Identified in the Certified EIR
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, this Addendum compares the potential environmental
impacts from the proposed Modified Project with the environmental documentation prepared previously
for the Approved Project. The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the Modified Project would
require major revisions of the 2010 EIR due to:
•

•

New significant impacts or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects as a result of either change to the project or due to substantial changes with respect to
the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken,
A determination that new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could
not reasonably have been known at the time the FEIR was certified, has become available and
would necessitate the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR.

On October 5, 2010, the Placer County Board of Supervisors passed a Resolution certifying the
Rancho Del Oro Estates FEIR and adopted Findings of Fact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations,
and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. The certified EIR requires mitigation measures to be
implemented as part of the Approved Project to reduce potential adverse impacts to a less-thansignificant level for the following resource areas: cultural resources, visual resources, transportation
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and circulation, air quality, noise, soils, geology and seismicity, hydrology and water quality, public
services and utilities, and hazardous materials and hazards. The Approved Project was found to have a
potential Significant and Unavoidable Impact on the Cumulative Loss of Biological Resources (IMPACT
16-2 -The effects of ongoing urbanization in the region).
The Modified Project would develop a project with an 89 residential lot single-family development with
the same general footprint, at the same site, and with the same environmental conditions. The total
number of residential units included in the Approved Project, and as modified, would not increase, nor
would there be any expansion of the types of uses that were analyzed in the Rancho Del Oro Estates
FEIR. No new resources would be subject to impacts and no increase in effects would occur.
The Modified Project (proposed Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan) has refined the
approved contour grading plan and has additionally incorporated the conceptual location of ±100 foot
by 140 foot pads for the remainder of lots not showing contour grading, conceptual driveway locations,
and the associated conceptual grading accompanying these improvements. The ±100 foot by 140 foot
pad represents approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot, allowing for large areas of
natural topography and vegetation to remain. Pad foundations were also expected to be utilized by
custom home builders on many of the lots. With pad grading now proposed for all of the lots, disturbance
on individual lots will primarily be contained within the planned pad areas. In addition, pad grading by the
site contractor will occur in one phase, reducing the period of grading on-site, shortening construction
noise impacts from grading work, and more efficiently using construction equipment.
In addition, the disturbance footprint for the conceptual pad grading would not result in substantially
different geophysical impacts than those identified in the certified EIR. Compliance with applicable code
standards and seismic requirements identified in the certified EIR would reduce geotechnical concerns
to below the level of significance, and would be applicable to the grading activities under the Modified
Project.
The proposed modifications to the Approved Project would also not result in new significant impacts on
biological resources or impacts that would be substantially more severe than determined in the certified
EIR. In some cases, impacts on biological resources would be reduced due to a reduction in the areas
to be disturbed by limiting pad grading on lots to the designated ±100 foot by 140 foot pad areas..
Impacts attributed to the Modified Project would be comparable to those impacts identified in the 2010
EIR for all resource areas. Mitigation measures will be implemented as required, thereby reducing
impacts resulting from the Modified Project to a less than significant level.
Environmental Conclusion
Staff has concluded that an addendum to the previously certified EIR is the appropriate document under
CEQA for the request for approval of a Subdivision Modification to the Conceptual Grading Plan for the
Rancho Del Oro Estates project. The above discussions support this conclusion. In summary, the analysis
in this Addendum concludes that the implementation of the project would not result in impacts beyond
those analyzed in the previously certified EIR prepared in 2010. None of the conditions described in
Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines calling for preparation of a subsequent EIS/EIR have occurred,
and thus an Addendum to the EIR is appropriate to satisfy CEQA requirements for the proposed project.
However, the Addendum, along with the EIR, must be considered by the decision-making body prior to
making a decision on the Modified Project.
Intended Uses of the Addendum
This Addendum will be used by the County as a tool in evaluating the environmental impacts of the
proposed modifications to the Approved Project. As the Lead Agency under the provisions of CEQA,
Placer County has discretionary approval authority and the responsibility to consider the environmental
effects of the project.
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Attachments
Attachment A – 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates Certified EIR
Attachment B – Proposed Rancho Del Oro Estates Conceptual Grading Plan (April 13, 2021)
Attachment C – Tree Impact Exhibit (April 16, 2021)
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ATTACHMENT H
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
HEARING DATE: May 13, 2021
ITEM NO.: 2
TIME: 10:20 A.M.
TO:

Placer County Planning Commission

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

May 4, 2021

SUBJECT:

RANCHO DEL ORO ESTATES (PSUB20070032 / PSM 20130186)
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP MODIFICATION (PLN21-00058)
ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (SCH NO. 2008092101)
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 4 (JONES)

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Granite Bay Community Plan
GENERAL/COMMUNITY PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Low Density Residential 0.9 – 2.3 Acre Minimum
– Density Limit 0.83 du/ac
ZONING: RS-B-X-42,000 DL 0.83 (Residential Single Family, combining minimum Building Site of
42,000 square feet, combining Density Limitation of 0.83 Dwelling Units per acre)
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 046-090-012-000
STAFF PLANNER: Angel Green, Senior Planner
LOCATION: North side of Olive Ranch Road, approximately 0.25 miles east of Cavitt-Stallman Road in
the Granite Bay area
APPLICANT: Rob Parish on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments, LLC
PROPOSAL
The applicant, Rob Parish on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments LLC, is requesting approval of a
Subdivision Modification of the Rancho Del Oro Estates subdivision. The Rancho Del Oro Estates project
(PSUB20070164) is an 89 lot, single-family residential subdivision with lots ranging in size from 42,000
to 53,567 square feet on a 119-acre site located on the north side of Olive Ranch Road, approximately
0.25 miles east of Cavitt-Stallman Road in the Granite Bay area.
The applicant is seeking to make changes to the Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan
(July 25, 2013) to refine the approved contour grading plan. The previously-approved Tentative Map
Modification Conceptual Grading Plan showed areas of contour grading for approximately 50 percent of
the approved lots in addition to where roadways and backbone infrastructure is planned. The proposed
Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan has refined the approved contour grading plan by
incorporating ±100 foot by 140 foot building pads for the remainder of lots not previously showing contour
grading, conceptual driveway locations, and associated grading accompanying these improvements. The
±100 foot by 140 foot pad represents approximately 29 percent of each individual residential lot, allowing
for large areas of natural topography and vegetation to remain.
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CEQA COMPLIANCE
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project (SCH#
2008092101) and certified by the Board of Supervisors in October 5, 2010.
Consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, the County must determine
whether the proposed project changes to the Environmental Impact Report trigger the need for a modified
EIR. Under CEQA Section 15162, when an EIR has been certified for a project, no subsequent EIR shall
be prepared for the project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in
the light of the whole record, one or more of the following:
1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects;
2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or
3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete,
shows any of the following:
a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.
If any of the triggers set forth above occurs, the County would be required to prepare a subsequent EIR
unless “only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previously EIR adequately
apply to the project in the changed situation,” in which case a supplement to an EIR would suffice. If there
are no grounds for a supplement to an EIR, then the County would be required to prepare only an
addendum pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, explaining why “some changes or additions” to
the adopted EIR “are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for
preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred.”
Addendum to the Previously Certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report
As the lead agency under CEQA, Placer County determined that the proposed modifications to the
approved Rancho Del Oro Estates project required preparation of an Addendum to the previously certified
EIR in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Addendum has been prepared
to evaluate the environmental impacts that may result from the modified Rancho Del Oro Estates project
submitted by the project applicant and confirm whether any new significant impacts or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified impacts would result from the project as proposed. The
Addendum includes the following:
1. Adds discussions regarding the Placer County Conservation Plan, Energy and Wildfire
risk.
2. A discussion on the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric in the transportation
impacts section.
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3. Modifications to Impacts to Oak Woodland Communities and Significant Trees and
corresponding Mitigation Measures resulting from the increased pad grading proposed.
Based on the modified Rancho Del Oro Estates project description and revised Tentative Map
Modification Conceptual Grading Plan, the environmental review prepared contained in the 2010 Rancho
Del Oro Estates FEIR, and a supplemental analysis contained in the Addendum, the Environmental
Review Committee has concluded that the proposed project would not result in any new significant
impacts not previously disclosed in the EIR nor would it result in a substantial increase in the magnitude
of any significant environmental impact previously identified in the EIR. For these reasons, an Addendum
to the EIR for the proposed Rancho Del Oro Estates project has been prepared (per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15164(a) and a subsequent Environmental Impact Report is not required for the proposed
project. The Addendum to the 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates FEIR must be found adequate by the
decision-making body to satisfy the requirements of CEQA.
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site. A public hearing
notice was also published in the Sacramento Bee newspaper. Other appropriate public interest groups and
citizens were sent copies of the public hearing notice including the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council.
Copies of the project plans and application were transmitted to the Community Development Resource
Agency staff and the Departments of Public Works, Environmental Engineering, Environmental Health
Services, Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Parks Division, Air Pollution Control District, San
Juan Water, and the South Placer Fire District for review and comment. All County comments have been
addressed and conditions have been incorporated into the staff report.
SITE CHARACTERISTICS
The project site comprises 119.4 acres of undeveloped land and is characterized by varying topography,
including rolling hills along the western, southern, and eastern edges and a relatively flat open grassland
area located in the central portion of the site. The topography of the site is moderately sloped, with
elevations ranging between 245 feet and 300 feet above mean sea level. Vegetation consists of a dense
growth of trees along the western, southern, and eastern edges of the property. The site is composed of
mixed oak woodland and
annual
grassland,
and
contains wetland associated
with riparian habitat. Annual
grassland is found mainly in
the central portion of the
site. The densest portion of
oak woodland is found in the
eastern and southeastern
portions of the site. Potential
jurisdictional waters of the
U.S.
on-site
include:
depressional
season
wetland,
depressional
seasonal marsh, riparian
wetland, riverine perennial
marsh, riverine seasonal
wetland,
ephemeral
drainage,
perennial
Figure 1 Project Site on North Side of Olive Ranch Road
drainage, and a pond.
The project is bound to the north by Miner’s Ravine, on the east and west by residential-agricultural
properties (approximately 40,000 square feet to five acres in area), and on the south, across Olive Ranch
Road by single-family residential properties (approximately 6,500 square foot to 40,000 square foot lots).
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Adjacent Land Use Designation / Zoning / Improvements
Location

Site

North

South

East

West

Zoning
RS-B-X-DL 0.83 42,000 sq. ft. min.
(Residential Single Family, combining minimum
Building Site of 42,000 square feet, combining Density
Limitation of .83 dwelling units per acre)
RA-B-100 PD 0.44
(Residential Agricultural, combining minimum Building
Site of 100,000 square feet, combining Planned
Residential Development 0.44 units per acre)
RS
(Residential Single-Family)
RS-B-20
(Residential Single Family, combining minimum
Building Site of 20,000 square feet)
RS-B-40
(Residential Single-Family, combining minimum
Building Site of 40,000 square feet)
RS-AG-B-100 PD 0.67
(Residential Single Family, combining Agricultural,
combining minimum Building Site of 100,000 square
feet, combining Planned Residential Development 0.67
units per acre)
RS-AG-B-40 PD 1
(Residential Single Family, combining Agricultural,
combining minimum Building Site of 40,000 square
feet, combining Planned Residential Development 1
unit per acre)
RS-AG-B-X 4.6
(Residential Single-Family, combining Agricultural,
combining minimum Building Site of 4.6 acres)
RS-AG-B-40
(Residential Single Family, combining Agricultural,
combining minimum Building Site of 40,000 square
feet)

Community Plan
Designation

Existing
Conditions and
Improvements

Rural Low Density
Residential (0.9-2.3 acre
minimum), Density Limit
0.83 du/ac

Undeveloped

Rural Residential
(2.3-4.6 acre minimum)

Miner’s Ravine/
Undeveloped

Low Density Residential
(.4-.9 acre minimum)
Medium Density
Residential (2-4 dwelling
units per acre)

Low to Medium
Density
Residential Use

Rural Residential
(2.3-4.6 acre minimum)
Rural Low Density
Residential (0.9-2.3 acre
minimum) Density Limit
0.67 du/ac

Undeveloped/
Rural Residential
Use

Low Density Residential
(.4-.9 acre minimum)

Low Density
Residential Use

BACKGROUND / ENTITLEMENT HISTORY
On October 5, 2010, the Placer County Board of Supervisors approved the Rancho Del Oro Estates
project, an 89-lot single-family subdivision on a 119.4-acre parcel. The approved entitlements included:
1. Rezone from RS-AG-B-100 PD = 0.83 (Residential Single-Family, combining Agriculture,
combining Minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet, combining Planned Residential
Development of 0.83 units per acre) to RS-B-X-42,000 DL 0.83 (Residential Single-Family,
combining minimum Building Site of 42,000 Square Feet, combining Density Limitation of 0.83
Dwelling Units per acre;
2. Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map; and
3. Variance to allow entry gates up to eight-feet tall within the right-of-way of Roads “B” and “D”
(two entryways off of Olive Ranch Road).
The Board of Supervisors also certified the Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR (State Clearinghouse
#2008092101), adopted a Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approved a
Mitigation Monitoring Plan.
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Figure 2 Approved Rancho Del Oro Estates Subdivision

The project includes 89 single-family residential lots ranging in size from 42,000 to 53,567 square feet
(average lot size of 43,350 square feet). There are eight open space lots totaling 19.31 acres and one
common area lot totaling 22,142 square feet. The open space lots are for the purpose of preserving and
protecting natural resources on-site (i.e., Miner’s Ravine corridor, wetlands, oak woodlands, wildlife
habitat, etc.) and to provide for on-site storm water detention. The common area lot (Lot G) will contain
a sewer lift station.
The frontage along Olive Ranch Road will include a 50-foot-wide landscaped area (Open Space Lots A,
B, and C), meandering sidewalk, open-iron fence along open space areas, and a solid wall along
residential property lines. All open space/common lot areas will be owned and maintained by a
Homeowner’s Association. Access to the project site will be provided by two gated entrances located off
of Olive Ranch Road. On-site subdivision roads will be private and constructed 24-feet in paved width
plus two-foot shoulders on both sides per the County standard Plate R-3, Rural Minor Residential. No
parking will be allowed along internal roadways. Olive Ranch Road is to be widened to County standards,
including curb, gutter, and a sidewalk.
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On July 25, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a Subdivision Map Modification (PSM 20130186)
for the project to reduce the on-site private road easement width from 40 feet to 28 feet and to allow for
additional lot grading beyond what was originally approved. The additional lot grading was requested in
order to improve overall site drainage design relative to the roadway and stormwater drainage system.
The modifications improved individual lot drainage to provide for positive drainage away from the future
structures and towards the roadways. In addition, overland release paths and ditches were eliminated
from the rear lot lines of numerous lots where possible. There was no change to minimum lot sizes.
On July 8, 2015, the applicant submitted a Substantial Conformance Exhibit to the County that
represented proposed lot layout changes to the approved Tentative Map for the avoidance of cultural
resources. The number and size of the proposed lots did not change. After review of the Substantial
Conformance Exhibit, the Development Review Committee (DRC) issued a Determination of Substantial
Conformance (Attachment C).
The initial project was approved with an October 5, 2013 expiration date. With the downturn in the
economy in 2008, the State granted two, two-year automatic time extensions for approved Tentative
Maps (AB 208 in 2011 and AB 116 in 2013) establishing a new expiration date of October 5, 2017. To
preserve the project’s entitlements, the property owner applied for two, two-year Extension of Times
which were granted by the Placer County Planning Commission; the first in October 2017 was followed
by a second in August 2019, establishing an expiration date of October 5, 2021. On September 29, 2020,
AB 1561 was signed into law extending the validity of approved but expiring Tentative Maps for an
additional 18 months due to impacts the Coronavirus Pandemic may have had on a project’s planning,
financing, or construction. To that end, a new expiration date of April 5, 2023 has been established for
the Rancho Del Oro Estates project Tentative Map.
The approved project is currently in the Engineering and Surveying Division’s Improvement Plan process
(DPN 8679) and Final Map review (ESD21-00030) and the property owner anticipates starting site work
in the fall and recording the Final Map before the end of this year. During discussions with County staff
on the steps required for finalizing the subdivision map and completing Improvement Plans, necessary
revisions to the description of the planned open space lots were identified. Those changes along with
the proposed additional pad grading are discussed below.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant, Rob Parish, on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments LLC, is requesting approval of a
Subdivision Modification (Figure 3) to allow for pad grading on lots for new home construction preparation.
The approved Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan (July 2013) showed areas of contour
grading for roughly 50 percent of the approved lots, roadways, and backbone infrastructure (light blue
areas in Figure 3). The proposed Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan has refined the
approved contour grading plan and has additionally incorporated the conceptual location of ±100 feet by
140 feet pads for the remaining lots not previously-approved for contour grading, conceptual driveway
locations for these additional lots, and the associated grading accompanying these improvements. The
±100 feet by 140 feet pad represents approximately +29 percent of each individual residential lot, allowing
for preservation of large areas of natural topography and vegetation on the individual residential lots.

Page 6 of 11

72

Figure 3: Revised Grading Plan

ANALYSIS
When originally approved, Rancho Del Oro Estates was envisioned as a custom home community where
lots would be sold to individual buyers or to custom home builders. Home designs would be unique to
each lot with most contractors using a combination of pad and step foundations for the residences. With
changes in the housing market, and an over-supply of custom home lots in the region, a prominent
regional builder has a strong interest in the project. The builder intends to offer a variety of standard floor
plans with various customization options for buyers. Each of the "semi-custom" homes would use pad
foundations, driving the need to modify the approved project to allow for pad grading on all of the
subdivision’s 89 lots.
It is not uncommon for development projects to evolve from a conceptual design to a more defined project
as it goes through the County’s environmental review and entitlement process. When fully-engineered
plan-sets are prepared, there typically will be adjustments to the project design (e.g. lot lines, building
footprints, grading, disturbance, etc.) to facilitate the project. These adjustments require review by the
Development Review Committee to ensure that the final project design conforms with the original project
approvals and environmental analysis.
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The subdivision modification proposes to refine the approved contour grading plan and has proposed the
location of ±100 feet by 140 feet pads for the lots that were not previously approved for contour grading.
Pad foundations were anticipated to be utilized by custom home builders on many of the lots. Under the
proposed modification, lot pad grading by the site contractor will occur in one phase when infrastructure
improvements are constructed, reducing the period of grading on-site, shortening construction noise
impacts from grading work, and more efficiently using construction equipment.
The pads, within required lot setbacks, encompass approximately 29 percent of each lot. With the pad
grading now proposed, disturbance on each lot will primarily be contained within the pad areas, allowing
for preservation of large areas of natural topography and vegetation on the individual residential lots. The
proposed pad areas were already anticipated for grading activities associated with construction of homes
on each of the applicable lots. These areas do not support any significant biological resources including
wetlands.
The previously certified Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR included an Oak Woodland Analysis to determine
the project’s potential impacts to oak woodland communities and significant trees located on-site. To
mitigate for oak woodland losses within the development footprint, mitigation includes an in-lieu payment
to mitigate for blue oak woodland (37.34 acres), live oak woodland (40.24 acres), valley oak woodland
(0.06), and mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres). The project is also required to provide mitigation for each
“significant” oak tree (24 inches in diameter DBH or greater) impacted during subdivision improvements
and lot development. Replanting is required for the 69 significant oak trees that would need to be removed
due to subdivision improvements.
For lot development, a total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees located within building lot setbacks
would be mitigated at $100.00 per inch, for a total mitigation of $213,100 for impacts to significant oak
trees within individual lots. For mitigation purposes, the EIR conservatively assumed that 100 percent of
significant oak trees within the buildable area of each lot (outside of required setbacks) would be removed
during the construction of custom residences. A revised Tree Impact Exhibit (Attachment F, Addendum
to EIR; Attachment C)) has been prepared to accompany the project’s revised Conceptual Grading
Plan which shows that the subdivision modification would not result in any increase in the impacts to onsite trees due to the proposed pad and grading improvements for the remainder of the 89 residential lots.
The subdivision modification would allow for larger areas of natural topography and vegetation to remain.
Therefore, there are no changes to impacts.
The proposed Addendum to the certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report provides
the detailed analysis, studies and documentation supporting that this modification conforms to the EIR
and associated mitigation measures and modified Conditions of Approval. The proposed changes to the
Rancho Del Oro Estates project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the
severity of significant impacts identified in the EIR. In some cases, impacts would be lessened due to
the reduction in the area to be disturbed.
MODIFICATIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
The Subdivision Modification would require updates to Conditions of Approval 1, 10, 12, 20, 59, 82, 83,
84, 144 and 155 as shown with track changes in Attachment E. Condition of Approval 10 was modified
to reflect revised County security deposit requirements for project site winterization and erosion control.
The applicant has requested to modify Condition 59 which would allow for early, lump-sum payment of
tree mitigation at the time of Improvement Plan Approval. The current condition and mitigation measures
defer the payment of tree mitigation to the issuance of each building permit. Conditions 82, 83 and 84
were modified to reflect new fee amounts. Condition 155 was updated to show the updated Tentative
Map expiration date.
Conditions of Approval 12 and 20 would need to be revised to reflect the additional pad grading as shown
below:
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COA 12
The preliminary geotechnical engineering study performed by Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.,
dated June 2006, indicated the presence of loose, saturated surface soils or other soil problems
which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects.
Prior to Building Permit issuance, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the Building
Services Division a soil investigation of each non-pad graded lot in the subdivision produced by a
California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer (Section 17953-17955 California Health and
Safety Code). The soil investigations shall include recommended corrective action that is likely to
prevent structural damage to each proposed dwelling. The applicant shall include in the Development
Notebook the soil problems encountered on each specific lot as well as the recommended corrective
actions.
In addition, prior to Final Acceptance of project improvements or consideration of early building
permits, and after the completion of pad grading for all residential Lots 7-11, 22, 26, 34, 36, 42-48,
51-57, 66-76, 79-83, and 87-89, as well as Lot G (as shown on the preliminary grading plan dated
April 13, 2021 submitted with the Modification application), the applicant shall submit for review and
approval by the Engineering and Surveying Division a soil investigation of each pad-graded lot
produced by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer (Section 17953-17955 California
Health and Safety Code).
A note that indicates the requirements of this condition shall be included on the Improvement Plans,
CC&Rs, and the Informational Sheet filed with the Final Map(s) as applicable. Once approved by the
Engineering and Surveying Division, two copies of the final soil investigations for each lot shall be
provided to the Engineering and Surveying Division and one copy to the Building Department for
their use. (MM 11-1(a)) (ESD / BLD)
COA 20
Finished house pad elevations shall be shown two feet above the 100-year flood plain line for Lots
5 , 6, 7-11, 13, and through 14 and finished lift station and chemical building pad elevations shall
be shown two feet above the 100-year flood plain line for Lot G on the Improvement Plans and
Informational Sheet filed with the Final Map. Pad elevations shall be certified by a California
registered civil engineer or licensed land surveyor and submitted to the Engineering and Surveying
Division. This certification shall be completed prior to construction of the foundation or at the
completion of final grading, whichever comes first. No construction is allowed until this certification
has been received by the ESD and approved by the Flood Plain Manager. Benchmark elevation and
location shall be shown on the Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet(s) to the satisfaction of
the Development Review Committee. (MM 12-4(d)) (ESD / PLN)
The proposed revisions to Condition of Approval 144 will address public and pedestrian access and
easements to Open Space Lots as requested by the County Surveyor. The following changes (shown in
underlined red text) are necessary to add clarity to the notification and hours of public access to Open
Space Lots:
COA 144
The following apply:
A) Inspections of stormwater facilities/BMPs shall be conducted by the Homeowners’ Association
at least annually and maintenance records and proof of inspections shall be retained.
B) Notification to future owners of the public pedestrian easement dedicated over the onsite
subdivision roads to Open Space Lot H. The onsite subdivision roads shall be accessible by the
public only from dawn to dusk.
C) Notification to future owners that the pedestrian access gates at the project’s entryways shall
remain unlocked from dawn to dusk. (ESD)
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RECOMMENDATION
Based on the analysis described above, the DRC recommends that the Planning Commission take the
following actions, subject to the modified conditions hereto attached (Attachment E):
1. Adopt the Addendum (Attachment F) to the previously certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Final
Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2008092101) prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act, supported by the following findings;
A. The Planning Commission has considered the Addendum to the 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates
certified Environmental Impact Report (certified EIR) for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project, the
staff report, and all comments thereto and hereby adopts the Addendum to the certified EIR.
B. The proposed project will not result in substantial changes that would lead to the identification of
new or previously unidentified significant environmental effects that would require major revisions
of the previously certified 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact Report.
C. The circumstances under which the proposed project would be undertaken will not result in
substantial changes that would require major revisions of the previously certified EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects.
D. No new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR for the Rancho Del Oro
Estates project was certified, has been discovered which would require major revisions of the
previously certified EIR.
E. There is no substantial evidence in the record as a whole that the project as revised may have a
significant effect on the environment. With the incorporation of all previously approved mitigation
measures and minor amendments thereto, the project will not result in any new or additional
significant adverse impacts. Mitigation measures include but are not limited to biological
resources including payment of tree impact fees, cultural resources, visual resources,
transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, soils, geology and seismicity, hydrology and water
quality, public services and utilities, and hazardous materials and hazards.
F. The Certified EIR and the Addendum to the Certified EIR for Rancho Del Oro Estates have been
considered prior to approval of the project. Together they are determined to be adequate to serve
as the environmental documentation for this project and satisfy all the requirements of CEQA.
The Addendum to the EIR did not raise important new issues about the significant effects on the
environment.
G. The Addendum to the previously certified EIR has been prepared as required by law and in
accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the CEQA guidelines and the document as
adopted reflects the independent judgment and analysis of Placer County, which has exercised
overall control and direction of the preparation of the Addendum.
H. The custodian of records for the project is the Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County
Center Drive, Suite 140, Auburn CA, 95603.
2. Approve the Rancho Del Oro Tentative Subdivision Map Modification (PLN21-00058) as shown in
Attachment D, subject to the modified conditions hereto attached (Attachment E) and supported by
the findings below:
A. The proposed Subdivision Modification, together with the provisions for its design and
improvements, is consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan, the Placer County General
Plan and with applicable County Zoning Ordinances because the design and character of the
subdivision is consistent with all community plan requirements, and because potential
environmental impacts are avoided and/or mitigated consistent with the goals and policies of the
Placer County General Plan and the Granite Bay Community Plan. The modified Conceptual
Grading Plan does not change the number of approved residential units.
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B. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the Rancho Del Oro Estates project will not be
detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of people residing in or working in the
neighborhood of the proposed use and will not be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the County in that the proposed
residential land use is compatible with adjacent residential uses.
C. The site of the subdivision is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development.
D. The modified project, with the recommended conditions, is compatible with the neighborhood and
adequate provisions have been made for necessary public services and mitigation of potential
environmental impacts.
E. The design and density of the project are consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
F. The roadways proposed for this project are narrower that the County standard Plate 104 (Rural
Minor Residential). The reduced widths do not pose a threat to public health and safety. The
narrower width of roadway will promote traffic calming and reduce the amount of impervious
surface.
Respectfully submitted,

__________________
Angel Green
Senior Planner
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Project Location, Land Use and Zoning
Attachment B: Approved Rancho Del Oro Estates Tentative Subdivision Map (2013)
Attachment C: Approved Substantial Conformance Map (2015)
Attachment D: Modified Tentative Map Modification Conceptual Grading Plan
Attachment E: Proposed Conditions of Approval
Attachment F: Addendum to the Certified EIR
Attachment G: Correspondence
Provided Under Separate Cover (available online at www.placer.ca.gov and on file with the Planning
Commission Clerk):
• Rancho Del Oro Estates Draft Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring
Reporting Program

cc:

Steve Pedretti – CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director
Clayton Cook – County Counsel
Tsakopoulos Investments, LLC – Property Owner
Rob Parish – Applicant
Phil Franz – Engineering and Surveying Division
Huey Nham – Environmental Health Services

Page 11 of 11

77

ATTACHMENT I
Sue Colbert
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Angel Green
Thursday, May 13, 2021 6:53 AM
Sue Colbert
EJ Ivaldi; Christopher Schmidt
FW: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro

Sue,
Two emails were received late yesterday. I believe you were cc’d on the other from Jane.
I spoke with Amber at lengths last night on the market rate. I expect that she will speak to this at today’s hearing.
From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>; Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro

Hi Angel and Chris,
I'm reviewing the final staff report for the PC meeting tomorrow and had two questions about the tree
impacts in the report. I understand that no difference was assumed to tree impact with the project revision
and that it stated that in fact the pad grading would enable the preservation of topography and natural
resources. I'm prepping my public comments and it would be helpful to get this info asap. I can also be
available by phone from 4‐4:30 today if that's easier to talk through.
1) If the new proposal is for pad grading which is more focused on the building footprint and considered less
impactful than the custom home vision, how is the tree impact the same? I would assume it would decrease
then? Or is the 80+ significant oaks and many acres of oak woodland that will be destroyed part of the
infrastructure, roadway areas?
2) I understand that this project doesn't fall under the PCCP fee schedule because the water, etc permits were
already pulled prior to PCCP implementation and there is no additional land conversion; however, the original
tree mitigation fee is ridiculously low, and to remove the significant oaks is $213,000 in fees. That is nowhere
near the market rate to acquire equivalent property or the value of the oak trees themselves. How was this
rate established? In addition, does the developer not have to pay for the other many acres of oak woodland
that will be destroyed outside of the significant oaks?
From the report:
"For lot development, a total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees located within building lot setbacks would
be mitigated at $100.00 per inch, for a total mitigation of $213,100 for impacts to significant oak trees within
individual lots. For mitigation purposes, the EIR conservatively assumed that 100 percent of significant oak
trees within the buildable area of each lot (outside of required setbacks) would be removed during the
construction of custom residences"

1

78

Thanks!
Amber

From: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 6, 2021 2:55 PM
To: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>; Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>; Sandy Harris
<sandyhar@surewest.net>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro
Amber,
Sorry for the delay here. I don’t have an answer to your question down below just yet. I hope to pull out the GBCP here
soon and take a closer look. Unfortunately I have not worked on too many projects in this area and need to get a little
more familiar with the community plan.

If you can also clarify if this is in violation of the Granite Bay Community plan related to scenic
corridors. Is Olive Ranch considered a scenic corridor.
I did want to send you the staff report for Rancho Del Oro, now that it is available.
I’ll follow up shortly with hopefully an answer to your question below.
Thanks,
Angel
From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 3:03 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>; Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>; Sandy Harris
<sandyhar@surewest.net>
Cc: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro

Thanks for the clarification, Angel.
It looks like the Board of Supervisors overruled the Planning Commission and staff recommendation. I am
trying to understand how far that 3‐foot solid wall along Olive Ranch Road could extend? If you can also
clarify if this is in violation of the Granite Bay Community plan related to scenic corridors. Is Olive Ranch
considered a scenic corridor. I thought this was the case similar to Eureka Road.. that landowners were not
able to put solid board fencing along these roads because of the aesthetics issue.
Thanks so much!
Amber

From: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 2:28 PM
To: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>; Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>; Sandy Harris
2
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<sandyhar@surewest.net>
Cc: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro
Amber,
In Oct of 2010, the following folks were on the County’s Board.
F.C. “Rocky” Rockholm, District 1
Robert Weygandt, District 2, Vice
Jim Holmes, District 3
Kirk Uhler, District 4, Chairman
Jennifer Montgomery, District 5

Also, I may have gotten part of this wrong below. The gates were allowed at 8 feet (not limited to 6 feet), and the walls
at 6 feet along the four specified parcels, with 3 feet solid wall along Olive Ranch Road combined with open fencing. So
sorry for this error.
Angel
From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 2:07 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>; Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>; Sandy Harris
<sandyhar@surewest.net>
Cc: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro

Hi Angel,
I'm reviewing the content that you shared in preparation for the MAC overview tonight and the upcoming PC
meeting.
I'm curious about the vote on the final staff recommendation below in the Board meeting‐ MOTION
Rockholm/Weygandt VOTE 3:1:0 (Holmes No, Montgomery absent) -

Can you clarify who was the District 4 Supervisor at the time? I'm not familiar with Rockholm or Montgomery
and the 5 supervisor name is not listed.
Thanks
Amber

From: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 7:51 AM
To: Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>; Sandy Harris <sandyhar@surewest.net>; Amber Beckler
<zagnut@hotmail.com>; Suzanne Jones <suzanne.pcsupervisor@gmail.com>
Cc: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro
3
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Good morning Jane,
I am so sorry to hear about your health issues. I hope you recover very soon.
Please see my responses below.
If I can provide any additional information, please let me know.
Thank you,

Angel Green | Senior Planner| Planning Services Division
Community Development Resource Agency
p. 530.745.3084 | f. 530.745.3080 | placer.ca.gov

From: Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 5:52 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>; Sandy Harris <sandyhar@surewest.net>; Amber Beckler
<zagnut@hotmail.com>; Suzanne Jones <suzanne.pcsupervisor@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro

Hello Again,
I have had some more health problems and am finally getting back to you.
The last information I have on Rancho Del Oro is the, Recommended Revised, Final Conditions August 8,
2019, the PC approved a two-year extension of time (Conditions1, 84, and 155 were modified).
The section on Fences/Walls states the use of berms and open-iron fencing is strongly encouraged along Olive
RanchRd. frontage. Any solid walls located along the OliveRanch Road frontage shall be limited to 3 ft. in
height and shall consist of natural materials (ie. decorative rock, stone, etc.) with the exception that 6ft high
solid walls are permitted at the rear of lots 24,25,33 and34.(PLN/DPW)
The 6 ft high walls were objected to by everyone at the MAC meeting except Mr LoDuca. I know this cannot
not be changed but I would like to see the wall and fencing plan before the May 14 meeting. I have no idea if
they have honored the 3ft high fencing except on those 4 lots. Please send me a picture of the current wall and
fencing plan. Thank you. Another part of the plan that had been agreed to was the gates would only be 6 ft high
to better fit into the neighborhood design. I'm not sure when they got changed back to 8ft..
The County is currently reviewing the improvement plans and has requested this information which we are expecting
with the next submittal. Unfortunately, this information will likely not be made available before the May 14th hearing.
However, I will ask the applicant if a rendering can be prepared prior to the hearing.
Gate height limit of 6 feet. Please see the action minutes from the BOS Oct 5, 2010 hearing. It would appear that these
gates should be no taller than 6 feet given the Board’s direction.
10:30 a.m.
2. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY/PLANNING/RANCHO DEL ORO ESTATES (PSUB
20070032) REZONE/VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP/VARIANCE - APPLICANT APPEAL OF
PLANNING COMMISSION’S DENIAL OF VARIANCE AND AMENDED/ADDED CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL AND A THIRD-PARTY APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF REZONE,
4
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VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT – Public hearing closed to consider a request from Andregg Geomatics, on behalf of
Tsakopoulos Investments, to rezone a 119.4-acre site to allow for an 89-lot single-family residential subdivision
(Rancho Del Oro Estates). The Board is also being asked to consider two appeals: 1) an appeal filed by Marcus
J. Lo Duca, on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments, of the Planning Commission’s denial of the Variance and
amended/added Conditions of Approval; and 2) a third-party appeal filed by Mary Ann Stinson and Sandra
Harris, on behalf of the Granite Bay Community Association, of the Planning Commission’s approval of the
Rezone, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. Staff
recommends that the Board uphold the decision of the Planning Commission, approve the Rezone, and deny
both appeals.
MOTION Rockholm/Weygandt VOTE 3:1:0 (Holmes No, Montgomery absent) - to 1) to deny the appeal
of Mary Ann Stinson and Sandra Harris, on behalf of the Granite Bay Community Association; 2)
Grant the appeal by Marcus Lo Duca on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments, approving the Rezone
without the Agricultural combining district overlay. Modification to allow for the pedestrian access
(from Olive Ranch Road to Open Space Lot H); grant the variance to allow the gated features, and
allow the complete open fencing combination open fencing and wall as modified (allowing 6’ high
solid walls at the rear of Lots 24, 25, 33 and 34). Removal of the Agriculture combined overlay
includes removal of Condition 131e dealing with the restrictions on the CC&R’s; 3) Certify the Final
Environmental Impact Report and adopt the findings in attachment F; 4) Adopt the rezoning
ordinance consistent with the applicant’s appeal, replacing the ordinance that was recommended
by the Planning Commission; 5) Approve the vesting Tentative Map, and grant the Variance adopting
the Findings on pages 26-27 of the staff report, subject to the conditions in the staff report as
modified.

The last issue that you talked about was changing the grading plan and possibly eliminating all trees on the site.
It was very important to the Community that the lots be graded after the building site was purchased. There will
be unnecessary clearing and destruction of the native trees, grasses, bushes and habitat if this is all done at once.
The subdivision overlooking Sierra College Blvd.was completely cleared and sat empty for many years. The
natural environment and all its inhabitants were wiped out and we looked at divided lots covered with dirt. I can
not see the number on the Grading Plan on this document as I only have a picture. The part I am questioning
ends with," If grading, beyond that indicated on the preliminary grading plan, and/or environmental documents
requested with subdivision construction, the matter shall be referred back to the Planning Commission for
consideration."(MM11-1(e))(ESD) It sounds like their request to clear all the lots at once has to go back to the
Planning Commission.
The current modification proposes to pad grade the remaining lots that were originally anticipated to occur during the
building permit process. By allowing pad grading during the improvement plan process, there will be more certainty as
to the limits of grading. In regard to the “possibility eliminating all trees on the site”, if I may clarify, the EIR assumed
that all trees located within the building setbacks could potentially be impacted or removed during the building permit
process. The mitigation for tree impacts therefore calculated total inches of trees located within the building setbacks to
determine the appropriate fee. The current proposed modification would not grade beyond the building setback areas
therefore no additional trees beyond what was analyzed in the DEIR will be impacted. Additionally, with pad grading at
this phase (vs building permit process) there is more certainty as to where grading would occur which would limit
unnecessary clearing.

I do not have a copy of the Final EIR with the many changes. I believe you were going to tell me where to find
it, I went on the County Site but I never found the whole plan. I appreciate your help with my concerns. The
surrounding neighborhood has no idea this is going to happen and that more revisions are being requested. I can
no longer walk the neighborhood and I think they should be informed before the May 14 meeting. Thank You
Once Again, Jane Negri
Please see attached FEIR.
5
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Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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ATTACHMENT J
COUNTY ~
OF

~

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY

~

~ PlacerG

Planning Services Division
AUBURN OFFICE
3091 County Center Dr., Auburn, CA 95603
530-745-3000/FAX 530-745-3080
Website: www.placer.ca.gov
Email: planning@placer.ca.gov

TAHOE OFFICE
775 North Lake Blvd., Tahoe City, CA 96146
P.O. Box 1909, Tahoe City, CA 96145
530-581-6280/FAX 530-581-6282

APPEALS
Decisions of the Planning Director, Environmental Review Committee, Design/Site Review Committee,
Zoning Administrator, Parcel Review Chairperson, and Planning Commission may be appealed by an
applicant or by any aggrieved party as provided by this section.
Administration and Interpretation: The following actions of the Planning Director and his/her staff may be
appealed to the Planning Commission and then to the Board of Supervisors:

D

Determinations on the meaning or applicability of the provisions of this chapter that are believed
to be in error, and cannot be resolved with staff.

D

Any determination that a permit application or information submitted with the application is
incomplete, pursuant to California Government Code Section 65943.

Land Use Permit and Hearing decisions: Rulings of the Environmental Review Committee, Design/Site
Review Committee, Zoning Administrator, and Parcel Review Chairperson may be appealed to the
Planning Commission and then to the Board of Supervisors. Rulings of the Parcel Review Chairperson
related to road improvement requirements may be appealed to the Director of Public Works (see Section
16.20.090 of the Placer County Code) and then to the Board of Supervisors. Rulings of the Planning
Commission may be appealed directly to the Board of Supervisors. Rulings of the development review
committee and the environmental review committee may be appealed to the hearing body having original
jurisdiction in the matter being appealed.
Who May Appeal: An appeal may be filed by any of the following:
G - An appliE:ant-affecied by .an-administrative~action or interpretation.of the Planning Director or the Planning Director's designee including decisions of the Environmental Review Committee or
Design/Site Review Committee.
An applicant or party who, either in person or through a representative explicitly identified as such,
appeared at a public hearing of the Zoning Administrator, Parcel Review Committee or Planning
Commission, and provided oral testimony to the decision being appealed, or who otherwise
informed the county in writing of the nature of his/her concerns prior to or during the hearing,
excepting therefrom actions taken to approve a Parcel Map or Subdivision Map, which shall have
an automatic 10-day appeal period in accordance with Government Code Section 66452.5.

D

Application fees are required to be paid in full at the time of application submittal. The most current
version of the Planning Services Division Fee Schedule is available here.

Timing and Form of Appeal: An appeal must be filed within ten days of the decision that is the subject of
the appeal, excepting therefrom each instance where the 101h calendar day falls on a weekend or holiday
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wherein the appeal period shall be extended by one business day. Appeals filed more than ten days after
the decision shall not be accepted. A notice of appeal shall be in writing, shall specify the decision or
portion of the decision being appealed, shall include a detailed state of the factual and/or legal grounds
upon which the appeal is being taken and shall include other information required by the Planning
Director. The appellant shall provide to the Planning Division all written materials which the applicant
desires the appellate body to consider at the appeal hearing within thirty (30) calendar days of the appeal
filing, including, if applicable, any proposed changes to the project. The appeal shall be accompanied by
the filing fee set by the most current planning department fee schedule. Appeals filed more than 10
days after the decision shall not be accepted by the Planning Division.
Effect of Filing: In the event of an appeal, the decision being appealed shall be set aside and of no effect
until final action by the appeal body pursuant to this section.
Time Limits on Appeals: Upon receipt of an appeal in proper form, the Planning Director or Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors, as applicable, shall schedule the matter for consideration by the appropriate appeal
body. The appeal body shall commence a public hearing on the appeal within ninety days of its proper
filing, or within such other time period as may be mutually agreed upon by the appellant, in writing, and
the appeal body, in writing. If the public hearing is not commenced within ninety days, or an alternative
time period is not agreed upon by the appellant and the appeal body, the decision rendered by the last
hearing body shall be deemed affirmed. (Note: Once commenced, a public hearing on an appeal may be
continued from time to time for good cause.)
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Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning Commission Decision
EJ Vivaldi, Planning Director
Placer County Planning Division
3091County Center Dr# 140
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. EJ Vivaldi,
I recently attended and gave verbal comment at the May 13th, 2021 Planning Commission
Meeting. The testimony was given as part of the public comment section for the 10:20AM
Timed Item titled RANCHO DEL ORO ESTATES (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186)
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP MODIFICATION (PLN21-00058) ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUSLY
CERTIFIED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH #2008092101) with subject property

located in Granite Bay along the north side of Olive Ranch Road, approximately 0.25 miles east
of Cavitt-Stallman Road (APN: 046-090-012-000, Total Acreage: 119 acres). I offered to followup my verbal comments that I provided via Zoom to the Board Clerk via email to be included in
the meeting minutes.
The concerns that I prepared include as generalized here, reflecting a reasonable current tree
impact fee assessment, lack of clarity with the extent of revised grading impact to significant
oak trees and oak woodland comparing Diagrams D and Fin the Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map Modification versus the original EIR exhibits, proposed CC&R provision as a possible
condition to minimize extensive damage (with emphasis) to critical oak resource loss and
finally the possibility of earmarking tree mitigation fees for local natural resource projects since
the project falls outside of the Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP). My issues raised
involved frustration of the goals and policies of the Granite Bay Community Plan.
Based on staff presentation, public hearing along with the Planning Commission discussion with
the project spokesperson that directly followed the public comment period, I hereby file an
appeal as pursuant to Placer County Code 17.60.110 Appeals . I reserve the right to provide
additional details within the 30 day window from the submitted appeal as outlined in the
procedural document. This detail could be additional supporting documentation and/or
analysis.
I hereby am appealing the decision of the Planning Commission May 13th, 2021 Rancho Del Oro
Estates timed item to address:
•

Failure to evaluate current impact fees for significant tree and oak woodland impacts in
line with current known value of oak trees (carbon sequestration and air quality,
drought tolerance, biodiversity benefit, etc.) and in line with other current project costs.
There should be updated information, in line with current costs. (Attachment 1)

Amber Beckler

5/20/21
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Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning Commission Decision
•

Failure to address oak woodland mitigation fees previously identified in the EIR.

•

Failure to factually and scientifically demonstrate with evidence versus unsubstantiated
statements from the project spokesperson that the project modification with pad
grading would be less impactful than lot by lot grading anticipated in the EIR.
(Attachment 2)
I request proof of current impact fee assessment, payment and the basis for the impact

•

fees for significant trees and oak woodland and where the fees will go.
•

My public testimony was mischaracterized in the follow-up discourse by the project
spokesperson. I would like a fair hearing related to the viability of the Placer County
Tree Impact Fee Schedule published in 2007 that was used in the approved EIR and
mitigation plan for significant tree impact, to share my comments about a possible
CC&R condition and the allocation of the assessed impact fees to local Granite Bay
natural resource projects to most appropriately mitigate for impact to the biological
resources that will unduly be affected by the grading and tree removal.

•

Furthermore, I would like clarity in time line of the biological pre-construction survey
schedule required ahead of any ground disturbance. This is in reference to the revision
of the grading activity to begin in late May compared to what was originally
communicated as September as quoted in the staff presentation. This would put the
grading activity during nesting season. The mitigation and monitoring measures in the
EIR discuss various impacted resources including the protected White-tailed Kite, other
ra ptor species identified and protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle identified onsite. The surveys are stipulated to be carried
out a set time ahead of any ground disturbance (e.g. within 30 days, no more than 2
weeks). Given the date of the hearing, a reasonable person might argue that surveys
such as this that need to follow strict protocol and given the current timing and extent
of the property would be difficult to achieve by the May ground disturbance timing
(A ttachment3 ). -

A more detailed overview of the appeal description can be found below.
The concerns that I identified stemmed from a detailed analysis and understanding of the
proposal heard at the Planning Commission meeting and a thorough review of the approved
Draft and Final EIR. I also researched the various governing body decisions since the inception
of this project by the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, etc. which included specifics
around extensions, entitlements, mitigation and monitoring details and former appeals. The
research was accompanied by high level of public service responsiveness from the Planning
Department staff to get specific questions answered and access to identified documents and
agreements.

Amber Beckler

5/20/21
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Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning Commission Decision
The level of fee incurred for tree impact should be appropriate to the current known value of
significant oak trees and oak woodland, presumably consistent with likely increases in all other
project inputs (materials, labor, insurance, home sales price).
I also shared sentiments that were discussed by members of the Planning Commission about
the confusing nature of the tree impact calculation and diagram for what was pad vs contour
grading and therefore the location of the significant trees and oak woodland that would be
impacted. While during the discourse between the Planning Commission and the project
applicant spokesperson, several questions were asked including how much the tree impact fee
was, and the response was " .... $213,000 ...". Furthermore, it was stated that the original EIR
impact analysis was conservative and the revised project modification with pad grading would
be much less impactful.
A discussion amongst the Planning Commission regarding clarification of how much of the
proposed project was pad grading versus 'contour' grading and therefore the level of impact
triggered the need for clarity about the acreages of impacted oaks listed in the original EIR vs
the meeting package (see Attachment 2).
After my public comment was abruptly terminated at 3 minutes, the project spokesperson
offered his own interpretation and dramatization of my public testimony that the project
applicant has paid more than enough fees in the project yet not specifying exactly which fees
and for how much, my comments on the CC&R suggestion were misconstrued as a wholesale
prohibition on tree removal. Assertions were made that the project will minimize the impact to
oak woodland and wildlife corridors because it had protected open space along Miner's Ravine
despite the fact that I shared that some of the most significant oak woodland impact was on
the West and East side of the project site.
My-suggestion-regarding-the-allocation-of impact fees to -local Granite Bay projects was not
addressed.
Thank you for the attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

/~{yv (jo)L_
Amber Beckler
8970 Benton Acre Rd
Granite Bay, CA 95746

Amber Beckler

5/20/21
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Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning Commission Decision
Attachment 1
Approved EIR Significant Tree and Woodland Impact Description
·s ioloqical Resources
The project site is composed of mixed oak woodland (81 .14 acres), annual grassland, and a variety of
perennial and seasonal wetland features. The oak woodland community is characterized by blue oaks
(37.34 acres) that dominate the western half of the site; interior live oaks (40 .24 acres) that dominate the
eastern portion of the site; valley oaks (2.29 acres) that are located within Miners Ravine; and an area of
mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres) located near the on-site excavated pits. In addition. there are 378 oak
trees (24 inch dbh or greater) on the project site that qualify as "significant" trees . A total of 17.55 acres
of oak woodland would be directly impacted (i.e. street improvements and water quality system
improvements) by project development, including 5.27 acres of blue oak woodland, 10.94 acres of
interior live oak woodland, 0.08-acre of valley oak woodland, and 1.26 acres of mixed oak woodland. To
mitigate for development impacts to both oak woodland and "significant• oak trees on-site. a
comprehensive, multi-pronged approach is proposed, which addresses both oak woodland values and
individual significant oak trees. The mitigation proposed by the applicant is based on the fact that the
project will not be mass graded and, therefore, the impacts that occur would be a function of incremental
development as construction of the project progresses. Therefore, mitigation in the form of on-site
planting or in-lieu payments is proposed at the time of impacts (i.e., construction of subdivision
improvements or individual residential building permits).
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Approved EIR Tree Impact & Oak Woodland Mitigation Measures
It should be noted that in addition to direct impacts, as can be seen in Figure 5-4,
development of the proposed project would result in indirect impacts to existing on-site
oak trees through residential lot grading and home construction. Howe\'er, lhc possibility
exists that some of these oak trees can be retained on the lots and incorporated as natural
landscaping, providing shade opportunities. Yet, in this analysis, mitigation proposed by
the project for significant oak tree impacts from lot development is overestimated (and,
therefore, over-mitigated), because while I00 percent of significant oak trees within
building setbacks are assumed removed for mitigation purposes, many trees may be
retained by individual homeowners. In addition, potential indirect impacts to significant
trees within 50 foct of subdivision improvements are expected to be avoided or minimal.
Elements of the proposed project such a'i' roads and road shoulders have been designed so
as to not significantly change existing site drainage, and proposed lot locations have been
designed to eliminate or minimize grading that would result in a significant change to
existing site drainage patterns. Therefore, potential indirect impacts to oak trees within
the 50-foot buffer arc expected to be avoided or minimal in scope and were not included
in the impact analysis.
Because the proposed project would result in direct and indirect impacts to oak woodland
on-site, impacts would be potentially significant.
_Mcf:!: ur~(~

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-tha11-significa11t level. To mitigate for impacts lo both oak woodland and
"significant'' oak trees (24 inches dbh or greater) from development of the project, a
comprehensive, multi-pronged approach is proposed, which addresses both oak woodland
values and individual si,b'Tlificant oak trees. The mitigation proposed by the applicant is
based on the fact that the project will not be mass graded and, therefore, the impacts that
occur would be a function of incremental development as construction of the project
progresses. Therefore, mitigation in the form of on-site planting or in-lieu payments is
proposed at the time of impacts (i.e., construction of subdivision improvements or
individual houses). In addition, the mitigation proposed by the project for significant oak
tree impacts from lot development is overestimated (and, therefore, over-mitigated),
because while I 00 percent of significant oak trees within building setbacks are assumed
removed for mitigation purposes, many trees may be retained by individual homeowners.
The following proposed oak tree mitigation is divided into oak woodland impacls and
significant oak tree impacts:

5-9('1)

Amber Beckler

fo miligalt' oak womlhrnd /o.~st•s within th£' dewlopml'lll fiwtpri11t am/ IO
an-011111 for habitat fragm<•11tation, tltc• projc·ct app/ica111 shall make an i11li£'11 payment to tile County comisti11g of two .w.>purt1tc comrmncms. 011£' for
the Jiighi!r rnlut'. blue Otlk woodland (37.14 a<-rt•s), and Olli! lower per-acre
payment fiJr the poor quality /iw: oak l1Y10dla11d (40.U acres) on the
project site, alo11g with the W't)' .vmall amou11/.{ of w11/ey oak wot){/lt1nd
(0.(i6 acres) a11ef m1'.\·ed oak wo0tllcmd (1.27 acrt•s). The payme11t slwll he
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wood/mu/ property i11 Placer Cmm~r. with such fair market Wll1w
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establisht'ti at the time of appro,•al of the lentatil'e subdMsiot1 map for the
project. The i11-li£'U pa,,ment ,'fht1/I be paid at lht~ time set forth below. n1e
_fuml.s w;// indud,· both a conserva1io11 componenl mid 011 in perpewity
ma11ageme11t t.:omponent. These fund"i will be u:red by the County to
purcha.~£' c.·onservatic>n easemenl.'i to other in-kind oak woodlands in the
Cormty.

Each "significant" oak tree (24 inches dbh or greater) identified for
removal shall be replaced bi the following manner:

5-9(b)

1) Subdivision Improvements. For the 69 sign{ficant oak trees to be
removed because <f subdivision improvements, the project sha/J
include planting of on-site 24-inch boxes and 15-gallon trees
(cumulatively 25 percent), 5-gal/on trees (25 percent), and D-pOL'I
(50 percent) at the ratios outlined in Table 5-2.

Table S-2
Proposed Si2nificant Oak Tree Miti2ation Ratios
Condition
24-inch box

Reolacement Value/lnch of lmoact

IS-gallon
5-gallon

1/3
1/2
2/1

D-pot

5/1

-

Percent of Total
Mitl2atlon
25% Cumulative
25%
50%

Mitigation tree planting shall occur in two open space areas
on the project site. These planting areas on-site, once
planted \•vith replacement oak trees, will also serve as replacement
habitat for oak woodland values lost on the project site. Mitigation
tree planting shall be installed by the applicant and inspected and
approved by the DRC prior to acceptance of improvements by the
EngineeritJg_and_ Sunieying Deparlment. At its discretion, the DRC _
may establish an alternate deadline for installation of mitigation
replacement trees if weather or other circumstances prevem the
completion ofthis requirement.
spec~fied
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Attachment 2
Approved EIR Oak Woodland Impact Legend
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May 13th, 2021 Staff Report Tree Impact Legend

OAK WOODLAND COMMUNITIES
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~~~~~~~~~~~
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. . 009
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Attachment 3
5-4

Impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
As shown on Figure 5-1, 23 elderberry shrubs exist on the project site. Implementation of
the proposed project could result in the removal of some of the on-site elderberry shrubs.
The reconnaissance surveys performed as part of the biological resources assessment
determined that, based on the presence of six elderberry shrubs on-site showing evidence
of valley elderberry longhorn beetle use, a high potential exists for valley elderberry
longhorn beetle to be present on the site. Because construction activities associated with
implementation of the proposed project could impact elderberry shrubs on-site, thereby
impacting the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, the project's impact would be potentially
significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

5-4

5-5

Prior to the initiation of any construction activities that could impact
elderberry shrubs, ground disturbance activities shall be restricted by
constructing a 100-foot buffer around any existing elderberry shrubs onsite. The 100-foot buffer shall include installation of protective fencing
around existing elderberry shrubs. Should avoidance of one or more of the
shrubs be infeasible, the applicant(s) shall consult with the USFWS to
determine if authorization is needed to remove the elderberry shrubs.
Impacts to western burrowing owl.
As discussed in the Environmental Setting section above, the western burrowing owl has
not been recorded by CNDDB within five miles of the project site and was not observed
on-site during_recQnnaissance ~llIY_eys_.~l;I_o_wever, according to_the biological resources
assessment prepared for the project, the large debris piles in the northern portion of the
site provide suitable nesting habitat for burrowing owl, and the on-site grassland provides
suitable foraging habitat. Therefore, although the potential for the western burrowing owl
to occur on the site is low, impacts related to project implementation could be potentially
significant.
Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

5-5(a)

Amber Beckler

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, pre-construction burrowing owl
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 30 days
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prior to initiation of construction activities on the project site and within
250 feet of the project site boundary. Presence or signs of burrowing owls
and all potentially occupied burrows shall be recorded and monitored
according to CDFG and California Burrowing Owl Consortium
guidelines. If burrowing owls are not detected by sign or direct
observation, further mitigation is not necessary. If burrowing owls are
detected, the project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 5-5(b).
5-5(b)

5-6

Prior to initiation of any construction activities, a 250-foot buffer zone
shall be established around each burrow with an active nest until the
young have fledged and are able to exit the burrow. In the case of
occupied burrows without active nesting, active burrows after the young
have fledged, or if development commences after the breeding season
(February 1 to August 31), passive relocation, which involves installing a
one-way door at the burrow entrance to encourage the owls to move from
the occupied burrow, shall be performed. The CDFG shall be consulted
for current guidelines and methods for passive relocation of any owls
found on the site.

Impacts to raptors and migratory birds.
As discussed in the Environmental Setting section above, several species of raptors,
including the red-shouldered hawk, the red-tailed hawk, and the white-tailed kite, that
were observed during reconnaissance surveys have the potential to nest within the mixed
oak woodland habitat on-site. In addition, the trees, shrubs, and grasslands on the site
provide suitable nesting habitat for a number of common and special-status birds
protected solely by the MBTA. Therefore, the project's impacts to raptors and migratory
birds would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
---less-than-significant-level.
-- - - 5-6(a)

Amber Beckler

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if construction is expected to occur
during the raptor nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a preconstruction raptor survey shall be performed to determine ifactive raptor
nests are present on-site. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist not more than 30 days prior to the onset of construction
activities. If active raptor nests are not found on or within 500 feet of the
project site, further mitigation is not necessary. Jn addition, if construction
activities are proposed to occur during the non-breeding season
(September 1 to January 31), a survey is not required and further studies
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Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

5-6(a)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if construction is expected to occur
during the raptor nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a preconstruction raptor survey shall be performed to determine if active raptor
nests are present on-site. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist not more than 30 days prior to the onset of construction
activities. If active raptor nests are not found on or within 500 feet of the
project site, further mitigation is not necessary. In addition, if construction
activities are proposed to occur during the non-breeding season
(September 1 to January 31), a survey is not required and further studies
are not necessary. However, if active raptor nests are found on or within
500 feet of the site, the project applicant shall implement Mitigation
Measure 5-6(b).

5-6(b)

During construction, construction activities shall not occur within 500 feet
of the active raptor nests until the young have fledged or until the biologist
has determined that the nest is not active any longer.

5-6(c)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if any vegetation removal is
expected to occur as a result of the project during the typical avian
nesting season (February I to August 31), a pre-construction survey shall
be performed to determine if active migratory bird nests are present onsite. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist not more than
two weeks prior to the onset of vegetation removal. If active migratory
bird nests are found on-site, disturbance or removal of the nest shall be
avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is not active any longer.

___ ___ Jtshould_be_noted that extensivebuffers, such as thoserecommendedfor
nesting raptors, are not necessary for nesting avian species protected
solely by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, depending on the bird
species, site conditions, and the proposed construction activities near an
active nest, a small buffer could be prescribed, as determined by the
biologist. Alternatively, vegetation removal could be scheduled to avoid
all potential impacts. Vegetation removal conducted between September I
and January 31 will prevent impacts to nesting birds and unfledged young.

Amber Beckler
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EJ Ivaldi, Planning Director
Placer County Planning Division
3091 County Center Drive # 140
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. EJ Ivaldi,
In support of the appeal filed pursuant to Placer County Code 17.60.110 Appeals on May 20,
2021 regarding the Planning Commission decision for the 10:20AM Timed Item titled “RANCHO
DEL ORO ESTATES (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
MODIFICATION (PLN21-00058) ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT (SCH #2008092101)”, please accept the additional documentation made
available within the 30 day window (by June 19, 2021) as required.
Thank you for incorporating the content herein as part of the appeal record.
Sincerely,
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Amber Beckler
8970 Benton Acre Rd
Granite Bay, CA 95746
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Project Description
The subject property is located in Granite Bay along the north side of Olive Ranch Road,
approximately 0.25 miles east of Cavitt-Stallman Road (APN: 046-090-012-000, Total Acreage:
119.4 acres).

Page

Site Characteristics
The project site comprises 119.4 acres of undeveloped land and is characterized by varying
topography, including rolling hills along the western, southern, and eastern edges and a
relatively flat open grassland area located in the central portion of the site. The topography of
the site is moderately sloped, with elevations ranging between 245 feet and 300 feet above
mean sea level. Vegetation consists of a dense growth of trees along the western, southern,
and eastern edges of the property. The site is composed of mixed oak woodland and annual
grassland, and contains wetland associated with riparian habitat. Annual grassland is found
mainly in the central portion of the site. The densest portion of oak woodland is found in the
eastern and southeastern portions of the site.

2

The Rancho Del Oro Estates approved project includes 89 single-family residential lots ranging
in size from 42,000 to 53,567 square feet (average lots size of 43,350 square feet). There are
eight (8) open space lots totaling 19.31 acres and one (1) common area lot totaling 22,142
square feet. The open space lots are for the purpose of preserving and protecting natural
resources on-site (i.e. Miner’s Ravine corridor, wetlands, oak woodlands, wildlife habitat, etc.)
and to provide for on-site storm water detention.

Amber Beckler
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Appeal Outline
Five primary questions have not been addressed:
1. How is it substantiated that impacts to oak trees and oak woodland are the same or less
than previously described with the revised grading plan?
2. Why are oak woodland impact fees not stipulated in the staff report while significant
tree impact fees are provided?
3. Why are natural resource fees the only project related fees not revised to reflect current
day/market values? More specifically:
 By what justification are oak tree and woodland mitigation fees not consistent
with valuation in today’s market for land conservation?
 What is the rational to leave tree fees in place that are substantially lower than
comparative jurisdictions and inconsistent with state policy?
4. Have appropriate mitigation and monitoring measures been identified to account for
construction at the end of May rather than the original construction start in Fall?
5. The Granite Bay community plan explicitly recognizes the value of oak trees for the
natural resource or ecosystem value and aesthetics. To minimize the overall wildlife
impact in our area, how can the mitigation fees be used to preserve open space and
wildlife corridors in Granite Bay?
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The remainder of this document is organized around the five primary questions including
references cited in the appendix.
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Question 1: How is it substantiated that impacts to oak trees and oak woodland are the same
or less than previously described with the revised grading plan?
It is difficult to understand whether the significant tree and oak woodland impacts are indeed
the same or less as referenced in the staff report based on the proposed revised grading plan.
The staff report fails to identify specific methodology or measures which were used to assess
significant tree and oak woodland impact based on the revised grading plan. In the judgement
ruling, in the July 2020, El Dorado Superior Court Case No. PC20170536, the court found that
“the biological expert reports or memos containing the County’s biological experts’ opinion or
the studies cited in support of the County’s determination related to the focus of where the
preservation or replating of oak woodlands will take place were not in the administrative
record, which resulted in a lack of substantial evidence in the record to support the
determination.” The statement of fact of equal or less impact is not supported by data to
determine if there are significant differences from the original biological survey. It is clearly
stated that, the agency findings must be supported by “substantial evidence” (November 2019,
Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, & 15384).
Analysis
The mitigation fees are based on three separate components described below. The staff report
states, “The previously certified Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR included an Oak Woodland Analysis
to determine the project’s potential impacts to oak woodland communities and significant trees
located on-site.


To mitigate for oak woodland losses within the development footprint, mitigation
includes an in-lieu payment to mitigate for blue oak woodland (37.34 acres), live oak
woodland (40.24 acres), valley oak woodland (0.06), and mixed oak woodland (1.27
acres). The oak woodland impact mitigation was assessed with a conservation
easement component with management based on PAR analysis totaling $320,257.94
(split by subdivision improvements vs lot development). The oak woodland calculation
was based on a $2,534/acre conservation fee across the 78.91 acres of oak woodland.
The management component was assessed at $120,300 resulting in an overall valuation
at $4,058.52/acre (July 2012, Rancho Del Oro Estates (PSUB 20070032) – Oak Woodland/Oak
The project is also required to provide mitigation for each “significant” oak tree (>24
inches diameter at breast height) impacted during subdivision improvements and lot
development. Replanting is required for the 69 significant oak trees that would need to
be removed due to subdivision improvements.
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Tree Mitigation – Calculation).
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For lot development, a total of 2,131 inches of significant oak trees located within
building lot setbacks would be mitigated at $100.00 per inch, for a total mitigation of
$213,100 for impacts to significant oak trees within individual lots.”

Based on the identified mitigation measures, the total payment of all three components is
$511,969.41 and also includes a requirement to replant 69 significant oaks.
Based on the proposed new grading plan, the staff report indicates there are no new tree
impacts. The details from the staff report are included here as reference.




“For mitigation purposes, the EIR conservatively assumed that 100 percent of significant
oak trees within the buildable area of each lot (outside of required setbacks) would be
removed during the construction of custom residences. A revised Tree Impact Exhibit
(Attachment F, Addendum to EIR; Attachment C) has been prepared to accompany the
project’s revised Conceptual Grading Plan which shows that the subdivision modification
would not result in any increase in the impacts to on-site trees due to the proposed pad
and grading improvements for the remainder of the 89 residential lots. The subdivision
modification would allow for larger areas of natural topography and vegetation to
remain. Therefore, there are no changes to impacts.
The proposed Addendum to the certified Rancho Del Oro Estates Environmental Impact
Report provides the detailed analysis, studies and documentation supporting that this
modification conforms to the EIR and associated mitigation measures and modified
Conditions of Approval. The proposed changes to the Rancho Del Oro Estates project
would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of
significant impacts identified in the EIR. In some cases, impacts would be lessened due
to the reduction in the area to be disturbed.”

Despite the staff report stating that there would be no new impacts (or less) due to the revised
grading plan, there seems to be discrepancies based upon a review of the addendum in the
staff report and map legends referenced from the original EIR. Most notably the ~17 acres
direct impact noted in the original EIR map compared to the ~55 acres direct impact noted in
the staff report addendum based on the revised grading plan. This would be a difference of 38
acres more impacted in the revised grading plan of the total 78.91 oak woodland acres.
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The legend below from the FEIR shows ~17 acres of oak woodland directly impacted.
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While the legend from the staff report map exhibit shows ~55 acres of oak woodland directly
impacted.

The question that needs to be answered is whether the total acreage shown as a direct impact
is from subdivision improvements, lot development or both?





How is it reconciled with the original exhibit?
What methodology was used to calculate the revised impact due to lot development to
ensure that appropriate mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to less than
significant?
Can this be clarified to be consistent with the staff report findings?

Amber Beckler
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The tree survey was done over ten years ago and the trees have grown since then, so the
number of significant trees could be more. How was the determination made that the number
of significant trees impacted by lot development is the same? Since the project was approved
in 2010, it is conceivable that there are now more oak trees that fit the “significant level” (>24

6

If the direct impact number listed is deemed to be higher, then a logical conclusion would be
that the number of significant trees impacted would be greater.

Supporting Information: Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning
Commission Decision
inches in diameter at breast height) from growth over a decade? It is logically concluded that
the original estimate of 2,131 inches of significant oak tree impact due to lot development, and
69 significant trees due to subdivision improvements is no longer valid. How was the current
day tree inventory measured to determine that all impacts are mitigated to a less than
significant level?
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The original plan called for custom lot grading over a period of time. The new plan calls for
“mass grading” which would have a greater impact on biological resources on the site (wildlife).
Based on the original analysis of mitigation measures as per Condition 59, the applicant
proposed both replacement tree plantings and in lieu fees since the project site would not be
“mass graded”. By grading all lots as proposed at one time in the revised grading proposal, this
underlying assumption would potentially change the effectiveness of all other biological
resource mitigation measures. Can it be clarified how the revised grading approach would
effectively mitigate the other biological resource impacts found in Conditions 70, 71, 72, 73, 74,
75 and 76?

Amber Beckler
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Question 2: Why are oak woodland impact fees not stipulated in the staff report while
significant tree impact fees are provided?

Page
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In the commission hearing, when asked how much the mitigation fee was assessed for oak
impacts, the project spokesperson stated, “…213,000…”. This sum mitigates only significant
tree impact due to lot development, it does not account for the oak woodland impact overall or
other significant tree impact due to subdivision improvements. As previously stated, based on
the mitigation measures outlined in Condition 59, the total mitigation fee for oak woodland and
significant tree impacts is calculated at $511,969.41 (July 2012, Rancho Del Oro Estates (PSUB
20070032) – Oak Woodland/Oak Tree Mitigation – Calculation). Can it be clarified that this is the
amount that will be paid?

Amber Beckler
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Question 3: Why are natural resource fees the only project related fees not revised to reflect
current day/market values? More specifically:
 By what justification are oak tree and woodland mitigation fees not consistent
with valuation in today’s market for land conservation?
 What is the rational to leave tree fees in place that are substantially lower than
comparative jurisdictions and inconsistent with state policy?
The inconsistent application of updated fees seems to be most notable for natural resource
impacts. The natural resource fees are retained from over ten years ago (FEIR and entitlements
approved October 5, 2010) while other infrastructure permitting, traffic and connection fees
have been updated to reflect current market value [emphasis added]. The county and
decision-making body has the discretionary authority to apply current fees for oak tree and
woodland impact in line with other project related permitting and associated fees. Is there a
reason that natural resource fees including those for oak tree mitigations are not assigned a
value based on today’s current market value in line with other project fees?
Analysis
The staff report, details that the “Subdivision Modification would require updates to Conditions
of Approval 1, 10, 12, 20, 59, 82, 83, 84, 144 and 155 as shown with track changes in
Attachment E.” “…Conditions 82, 83 and 84 were modified to reflect new fee amounts”.



Condition 10 - “The applicant shall submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in
the amount of 110 percent of an approved engineer's estimate using the County’s
current Plan Check and Inspection Fee Spreadsheet for winterization and permanent
erosion control work prior to Improvement Plan approval to guarantee protection
against erosion and improper grading practices.
o This fee will leverage current fee structure.
Condition 82 – “Pursuant to County Code Sections 15.34.010, 16.08.100 and/or
17.54.100 (D), a fee must be paid to Placer County for the development of park and
recreation facilities. The fee to be paid is the fee in effect at final map
recordation/building permit issuance. (For reference, the current fee for a single family
dwelling is $615 $776 per lot to be paid at final map and $3,240 $4,142 per unit due
when a building permit is issued.) (PLN / DPW)”
o This fee will leverage current fee structure.
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Examples from attachment E include:
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Condition 84 – “The project shall be subject to the payment of traffic impact fees that
are in effect in this area (Granite Bay Benefit District), pursuant to applicable Ordinances
and Resolutions… The current total combined estimated fee is $7,442 $7,728 per singlefamily residence. The fees were calculated using the information supplied. If either the
use or the square footage changes, then the fees will change. The actual fees paid will
be those in effect at the time the payment occurs. (MM 16-5(b)) (DPW)”
o This fee will leverage current fee structure.
In the County’s permitting application system, a current sewer fee (Sewer permit FAC0026403) shows paid amount of $203,721 on 6/10/2021. Is this a current sewer fee rate
or one that was based on 2010 fee structure?

Examples of fees that seem to be held consistent with 2010 fee structures, over a decade ago,
are inclusive but not exclusive from Attachment E:

Other factors such as housing price and property value have also changed since the time of the
original project approval. The housing sale price in Granite Bay is by far magnitudes higher
today than at the time of project approval. Appropriately calculated tree impact fees have far
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Condition 85 – “The project shall be subject to the one-time payment of drainage
improvement and flood control fees pursuant to the ‘Dry Creek Watershed Interim
Drainage Improvement Ordinance’ (Ref. Chapter 15, Article 15.32, Placer County Code).
The current estimated development fee is $775 per single family residence, payable to
the Engineering and Surveying Division prior to each building permit issuance. The
actual fee shall be that in effect at the time payment occurs. (MM 16-10(a)) (ESD)”
o Why has this fee remained constant?
Condition 118 – “The proposed project exceeds the cumulative air quality thresholds as
established by the APCD (a maximum of 10 pounds per day of ROG and/or NOx). The
estimated total amount of excessive ROG and Nox for this project is .26 tons per year. In
order to mitigate the projects contribution to long-term emission of pollutants, the
applicant shall participate in the Placer County Air Pollution District Offsite Mitigation
Program by paying the equivalent amount of money, which is equal to the projects
contribution of pollutants (ROG and NOx), which exceeds the cumulative threshold of 10
pounds per day. The estimated payment for the proposed project is $1,859 based on
$14,300 per ton for a one year period (183 day year). The actual amount to be paid shall
be determined, and satisfied per current California Air Resource Board guidelines, at the
time of recordation of the Final Map. (APCD)”
o Why has this fee remained constant?
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less financial impacts on the project economic feasibility than in 2010. Per the Placer County
Housing Element 2021-2029 adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May 2021, the median
sales price for homes in the unincorporated County (excluding the Tahoe Basin) was $487,000.
Sale prices varied greatly among the different communities in the County. For example, the
median sales price for homes in Granite Bay was $1,040,000. A reasonable person might
conclude that even with an increase in materials and labor, the developer’s profit margin will
have grown significantly due to the average home sale prices in Granite Bay on comparable
parcels. Therefore, could bear more current reasonable tree impact fees to adequately assess
and mitigate for the significant impacts.
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The benefits of oak trees and oak woodland habitat is well documented for its economic,
environmental and aesthetics values. The City of Folsom recently adopted a Tree Preservation
Ordinance that went into effect April 2020 and it sum up the value of trees, “Trees are both
community and environmental assets, unique in their ability to provide a multitude of benefits
that appreciate over time. In addition to many others, these benefits include life-giving oxygen,
filtration of air pollutants, protection from heat and ultra-violet radiation, energy savings,
reduced Heat Island effect, habitat for wildlife, carbon sequestration, and improvement of
property values. The purpose of this chapter is to advance these aesthetic, economic,
environmental, and social contributions of the City's Urban Forest through the creation and
preservation of tree resources. In order to promote the public health, safety and general
welfare, enhance the beauty of Folsom and to complement and strengthen zoning, subdivision
and land use standards and regulations, while at the same time recognizing individual rights to
develop private property, the City Council finds it necessary to establish standards and
measures for the preservation of trees.” (January 2020, Resolution No. 10377 – A Resolution
Amending Resolution No. 4792 To Increase the City’s Tree Mitigation Fees).
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The fair market value of property values in today’s market should be factored into the
conservation easement calculations. In Condition 59, it states that the oak woodland mitigation
payment “shall be equivalent to the fair market value of a conservation easement on oak
woodland property in Placer County…”. The fair market value of a conservation easement
calculated in 2010 ($4,058.52/acre) which was the basis of the mitigation payment is by far less
than the fair market value of acquiring or conserving the comparable land in today’s market.
Why are the oak woodland mitigation fees not revised to represent fair market value in 2021?
Full mitigation for the project including oak woodlands and without this value, the impacts have
not been mitigated to a less than significant level as required in the FEIR.
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Oak trees and oak woodland have many benefits environmentally, economically and
aesthetically. Oak woodlands are critical components of healthy terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems, providing habitat, preventing erosion, moderating water quantity and
supporting water infiltration, sequestering carbon, filtering out air and water pollutants,
moderating temperatures, and supporting watershed function. These are but a few of
the potential ecosystem service values that can be quantified using a variety of tools. In
addition to the quantification of various services provided by oak woodlands, it is
important to recognize the role of ecosystem processes and how strongly that
influences their value. For example, oak trees survive summer drought because of
hydrologic processes that move water through the soils and substrates where oaks
occur, and symbiotic processes allow oaks to move water into their roots. However, if
the pathway of this process is disrupted, then woodlands are unlikely to remain intact.
Recognizing and calculating the cost of replacing this critical landscape scale process
should be incorporated into the valuation effort. It is important to note that landscape
scale processes like the hydrologic cycle extend far beyond the canopy of oak trees. The
relationship between the woodland and its watershed must be considered in defining an
oak woodland and hence are important in estimating oak woodland values. While the
value of oak woodlands is linked directly to the land price (and subsequent management
costs) and endowments to manage replacement woodlands, the non-use and ecosystem
service values contribute to the overall value of the resource (2015, Economic Incentives
for Oak Woodland Preservation and Conservation).
Oaks are an important tool for sequestering carbon dioxide, with each mature tree
capable of sequestering 9 metric tons of carbon in a 50 year lifespan (Sacramento
Municipal Utility District Tree Benefits Estimator 2015).
Over 900 species of Lepidoptera (an order of insects that includes butterflies and moths)
use all species of oaks and there is no other native plant/tree genus that comes close.
This is important because caterpillars transfer more energy from plants to other animals
including birds which have suffered severe population declines (March 2021, Douglas
Tallamy’s The Nature of Oaks: The Rich Ecology of Our Most Essential Native Trees).
California's oak woodlands sustain higher levels of biodiversity than virtually any other
terrestrial ecosystem in the state. More than 300 species depend on oak woodlands for
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The value of trees in communities such as Folsom or Granite Bay provides many benefits and
therefore it is critically important to assess reasonable fees to incent the preservation of this
critical habitat.
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food and shelter (Species Dependent upon Oak Woodlands for Food and Shelter,
California Oaks a project of California Wildlife Foundation).
Why is this a concern? More than one million acres of California's oak woodlands are
developed and approximately 750,000 are at risk of development before 2040. Twenty percent
of California's oak woodlands are facing rapid and increasing urbanization by 2040. The oak
woodlands of the Central Valley and Sierra Foothills face the most immediate threats. Eighty
percent of California's oak woodlands that are at risk of development are located in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin regions. In Placer County, there are an estimated 166,403 total
acres and El Dorado County 216,888 total acres of cover where oaks dominate the woodland
(Oaks 2040- The Status and Future of Oaks in California, California Oaks a project of California
Wildlife Foundation).
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The value of oak woodland habitat has been acknowledged and incorporated into the Placer
County Conservation Program (PCCP). The oak woodland habitat at a landscape level is valued
and part of the ecosystem identified to protect in the recently adopted PCCP. Even though the
Rancho Del Oro Estates project is not required to comply with the PCCP Fees because of the
approval of entitlements was over ten years ago, it can be used as a proxy and point of
reference for “fair market values” of this land. If you were to abide by the PCCP impact
assessment, the impacts would be based on the per acre woodland impact and a per unit fee to
cover ongoing management fees representing approximately. The PCCP Land Conversion fee
schedule (as seen below) for this property would be based on 2,279 per dwelling unit fee +
7,560 per acre fee equating to ~ $1,105,495 (September 2020, PCCP Land Conversion and
Special Habitat Fees). Since the PCCP is premised on: first avoid, then minimize, and then
mitigate, if the application were to come in today the County would work with the applicant to
hopefully reduce their impacts (applying the PCCP’s avoidance and minimization measures) and
potentially be able to net out of the fees some avoidance areas that met the PCCP’s avoidance
criteria. It is evident that there is a difference in the value assigned using PCCP rates compared
to the Rancho Del Oro Estates project calculations.
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Even if you do not abide by the PCCP fee schedule, the oak woodland impact mitigation per
Condition 59 states that the payment shall be equivalent to the fair market value of a
conservation easement on oak woodland property in Placer County. The fair market value for
conservation easements should be based on today’s cost for acquisition and management fees.
The prime oak woodland on this parcel supports the landscape habitat along Miner’s Ravine
which is a priority of protection as part of the PCCP from an ecosystem service and habitat
value perspective. However, the conservation easement calculation assumes there is no
acquisition cost that the like property would be gifted by the landowner. Outright purchase of
vacant land with prime oak woodland in today’s market in western Placer County would be
$700K+ for the acquisition of an equivalent 80+ acres (see map below for blue and mixed oak
woodland property values on Big Hill Rd as of April 30, 2021 when listing was active). The oak
woodland mitigation fee needs to incorporate the appropriate acquisition cost of comparable
habitat in Placer County.
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If you have the fortune of getting oak woodland land gifted, there is still an ongoing
maintenance fee of ~$150K-$200K for any 10+ acre parcel (June 2021, Placer Land Trust
conservation easement management estimate). Using these two examples makes it easy to see
that acquiring 80 acres of woodland to mitigate the area impacted by the Rancho Del Oro
Estates project would be higher than the current $320,257.94 fee calculated for the oak
woodland impact.
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Factoring in that Granite Bay property has a premium value compared to other areas in Placer
County. Therefore, the cost to acquire comparable land in Granite Bay needs to be factored in.
For comparison, two similar lots or sale in Granite Bay as of June 17, 2021 with oak studded
vacant lots (but without the riparian area) is $450K for a 1.5 acre adjacent to the Rancho Del
Oro Estates project site off Olive Ranch Road. Another property located on Cavitt Stallman
listed at $750K for 5 acres (see both Zillow listings below).
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The project calculation for significant tree impacts evaluates only significant trees that are >24
inches in diameter at breast height and at $100 per inch is much lower than what is suggested
by local arborists and landscape ecologists. In the opinion of local arborists and landscape
ecologists, the fee level should be an amount that encourages tree preservation rather fee
payment. The value of $100 per inch is low based on comparable jurisdictions identified in
more recent Nexus studies conducted for the City of Folsom. From that study, they concluded,
“…the in-lieu fee levels in the prior Resolution, which average approximately $114 per inch,
have long lagged behind cost increases and no longer cover the actual cost of planting and
maintaining a tree. Based on staff’s review of tree removal costs, a fee of $250 per inch
appears reasonable and appropriate” (January 2020, Resolution No. 10377 – A Resolution
Amending Resolution No. 4792 to Increase the City’s Tree Mitigation Fees).
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Jurisdictions surveyed in our region which use the per inch measure, charge fees ranging from
$100 to $459 per inch for large heritage oaks. The average tree in-lieu fee is approximately
$221 per diameter inch. In the Folsom Nexus study, they indicated that “…it is important to
note that in some cases the in-lieu fees have not been updated in many years, especially in
those jurisdictions with lower fees. This is particularly true in rural jurisdictions and/or smaller
communities.” This can be seen in the diagram below showing all neighboring jurisdictions.
Placer County has the lowest fee structure and has not been updated since 2007.
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In El Dorado County, an oak management plan was adopted in 2017 (September 2017, El
Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan; October, 2017, Resolution No. 129-2017
Adopting an Oak Resources Management Plan and Ordinance No. 5061 Adopting an Oak
Resources Conservation Ordinance to implement the Oak Resources Management Plan). The
revised fee schedules was based on a Nexus study that outlined both individual tree fees and
woodland mitigation fees (June 2016, El Dorado County Oak Resources In-Lieu Fees Nexus
Study). With the adoption of the new plan and fee schedule, the fees were revised to more
appropriately reflect current value/costs; however, there are still key gaps based on community
member’s feedback regarding the inadequate conservation estimates. The problem many in El
Dorado County have with the study is that the direct land acquisition fee is a mere $4,400 per
acre of the $8,285 total fee per acre. The fee remainder is dedicated to management and
monitoring of the mitigation site. This low land acquisition fee of $4,400 per acre generally
allows only for the acquisition of land in remote areas of the county. The problem is, the
protection of wildlife often requires preservation of lands in portions of the county where land
prices are significantly higher. For instance, rare or endangered species—whose distribution
and life cycle requirements are specific to specific areas or land types—are not necessarily
found only in remote areas of the county. Similarly, wildlife often requires movement corridors
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that may span the county and include higher value properties proposed for residential or
commercial development. Therefore, as part of the evaluation of an updated Tree ordinance in
Placer County and project mitigation fees that do not participate in the PCCP, need to reflect
acquisition costs that span land in rural remote areas as well as suburban areas, just like in
Granite Bay.
In addition, the current Placer County mitigation requirement and tree ordinance for individual
trees is inconsistent with state law as for the fair measurement of an oak tree. Placer County’s
Tree Ordinance encourages avoidance of oak tree removal and requires a tree permit to
remove oak trees > 6 inches with a replacement factor of 1:1. The Rancho Del Oro Estates
project tree mitigation fee accounts for only “significant” trees >24 inches, which excludes
many more trees from the tree impact both in the subdivision improvement and lot
development. In the El Dorado County oak mitigation fee structure, there is a 3:1 ratio for >36
inch heritage oaks and a 1:1 ratio for >6 to 36 inch native oaks. The mitigation fees are $459
and $153 respectively (September 2017, El Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan).
By what rationale is the Rancho Del Oro Estates project not being brought to more reasonable
mitigation requirement for significant trees?
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It is disheartening that the fees in Placer County are the lowest in the region (even compared to
communities within Placer County). Placer County has many similarities to El Dorado County
based on size, population, pressure for residential development, and oak woodland habitat
coverage and wildland-urban interface communities. In 2017 a writ of mandate filed against El
Dorado County for inadequate evaluation of the oak resources with judgements acknowledging
the importance of oak woodlands and mapping them appropriately (July 2020, El Dorado
Superior Court Case No. PC20170536). Why would Placer County not make it a priority to
update its own Tree ordinance at the time of the PCCP or take an action to direct staff to
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It seems that the Placer County Tree Ordinance and the Rancho Del Oro Estates project is not
consistent with state policy. California Public Resources Code 21083.4 stipulates “(a) For
purposes of this section, “oak” means a native tree species in the genus Quercus, not
designated as Group A or Group B commercial species pursuant to regulations adopted by the
State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection pursuant to Section 4526, and that is 5 inches or
more in diameter at breast height.” Even though it is acceptable for Counties to develop their
own mitigation measures typically done in development projects, by what justification is the
Rancho Del Oro Estates project not being brought to more realistic mitigation requirements for
significant trees?
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update it to be consistent with recent Nexus studies, valuation for the benefits of oak trees, and
consistent with state policy?
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Placer County should reevaluate the mitigation fees for existing projects that do not fall under
the PCCP, and should update the dated Tree Ordinance to be in line with other jurisdictions and
consistent with state policy. Residents have submitted detailed comments in the past for
previously approved projects but it seems that no action has been taken for any of the
residential projects in Granite Bay (and likely elsewhere in the County). Consequently, the
County is currently approving projects (including modifications) with potentially significant
biological resource impacts that are not being mitigated to a less than significant level because
of outdated methods and fees required to secure like property.
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Question 4: Have appropriate mitigation and monitoring measures been identified to account
for construction at the end of May rather than the original construction start in Fall?
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Starting grading/ground disturbance activities now could have a significant impact on several
protected species that have been identified onsite. The mitigation and monitoring measures in
the EIR mentioned various impacted resources including the White-tailed Kite and other raptor
species which are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Other species such as
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle were identified onsite as a species of concern. The surveys are
stipulated to be carried out a set time ahead of any ground disturbance (e.g. within 30 days, no
more than 2 weeks). How can it be confirmed that this level of survey is complete and that
Conditions 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75 and 76 have been met? Alternatively, vegetation removal
could be scheduled to avoid impacts. Per the Staff Report, Conditions 73, 74, 75 and 76, state
that “vegetation removal conducted between September 1 and January 31 will prevent impacts
to nesting birds and unfledged young.” Is there a compelling reason that this couldn’t be
deferred until after September?
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Question 5: The Granite Bay community plan explicitly recognizes the value of oak trees for
the natural resource or ecosystem value and aesthetics. To minimize the overall wildlife
impact in our area, how can the mitigation fees be used to preserve open space and wildlife
corridors in Granite Bay?
Biodiversity in Granite Bay is diverse and evident along wildlife corridors and throughout the
community and our beautiful and diverse natural resources should be protected. Wildlife such
as coyote, bobcats, fox, raccoon, skunks, gray and ground squirrels, many song bird species,
many raptors including Great Horned owl, White-tailed Kite, Red-tailed, Red Shouldered and
Coopers Hawks, many reptiles and amphibians reside in Granite Bay. The diverse natural
resources can be preserved if the appropriate actions are taken to protect important habitat
and critical corridors and by working together to find the necessary resources and funding. It
seems from the community plan that the community would appreciate that the mitigation fees
from this project be allocated for projects in Granite Bay.
The Granite Bay Community Plan makes it very clear the importance of the habitat and
aesthetic value of oak habitat. Related general goals include:






Protect and preserve the unique rural character of the community and maintain the
identity of Granite Bay as a scenic, tranquil, family-oriented rural/residential community
compatible with the area’s physical constraints and natural features.
Manage land thoughtfully as a resource so that its future use will be beneficial to the
community.
Conserve and protect, as valuable assets to the community and the County, the natural
environment, open space and significant historical resources.
Conserve the visual and aesthetic resources of the community including significant
vistas, oak woodlands and grasslands, and minimize the disturbance of the natural
terrain.





Preserve and protect the natural features and resources of the community, which is
essential to maintaining the quality of life within the community.
Protect the quality of air and water resources consistent with adopted federal, state and
local standards.
Ensure that land use planning contributes to the protection, improvement, and
restoration of water resources and that all new development has a minimum impact on
the established natural environment.
Pursue and implement sound storm water management practices and sustainable
management practices to help ensure protection from flooding and erosion and
maintain, and where feasible, improve water quality.
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Going further, the natural resources section outlines specific goals:
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Work closely with state and federal agencies, watershed groups and adjacent
communities on watershed plans and strategies to provide a comprehensive approach
to environmental planning.
Encourage public and private stewardship and partnerships directed to restoring,
enhancing, and maintaining the natural environment.

In the May 2021 Granite Bay MAC meeting, county staff shared the residential development
pipeline and acknowledged the significant amount of activity happening at the same time.
Comparing the current pipeline of 479 lots across 15 development sites to only 446 new homes
built since 2004, demonstrates a staggering increase and significant impact to natural resources
(see overview and map below).
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Due to the impact of the Rancho Del Oro Estates project and the many other projects in Granite
Bay, it seems reasonable that the mitigation fees identified for this project be allocated to
Granite Bay. The funds should be used to preserve remaining open space and critical wildlife
corridors. How can the mitigation fees be used to preserve key natural resource areas?

Amber Beckler

6/18/21
118

Page

24

Supporting Information: Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning
Commission Decision

Amber Beckler

6/18/21
119

Supporting Information: Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning
Commission Decision
References Cited
May 13 2021, Placer County Planning Commission Meeting Agenda
May 13 2021, Placer County Planning Commission Meeting Staff Report (RANCHO DEL ORO ESTATES

(PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP MODIFICATION
(PLN21-00058) ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (SCH #2008092101))
Placer County Conservation Program
Placer County Tree Ordinance and Fee Schedule
Placer County Tree Mitigation Fee Schedule
Placer County GIS Parcel Search Application

July 2020, El Dorado Superior Court Case No. PC20170536
November 2019, Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, & 15384
Rancho Del Oro Estates FEIR and DEIR
July 2012, Rancho Del Oro Estates (PSUB 20070032) – Oak Woodland/Oak Tree Mitigation – Calculation
June 2021, Placer County Building and Project Permitting Application - Sewer permit FAC00-26403

May 2021, Placer County Housing Element 2021-2029
January 2020, Resolution No. 10377 – A Resolution Amending Resolution No. 4792 To Increase
the City’s Tree Mitigation Fees
2015, Economic Incentives for Oak Woodland Preservation and Conservation
Sacramento Municipal Utility District Tree Benefits Estimator 2015

Oaks 2040- The Status and Future of Oaks in California, California Oaks a project of California
Wildlife Foundation
Amber Beckler

6/18/21
120

Page

Species Dependent upon Oak Woodlands for Food and Shelter, California Oaks a project of
California Wildlife Foundation

25

March 2021, Douglas Tallamy’s The Nature of Oaks: The Rich Ecology of Our Most Essential
Native Trees

Supporting Information: Appeal to May 13th, 2021 Planning
Commission Decision
June 2021, PCCP Land conversion estimate from September 2020, PCCP Land Conversion and
Special Habitat Fees
June 2021, Placer Land Trust conservation easement management estimate
May 2021, Bill Hill Rd vacant oak studded property real estate listings
June 2021, Granite Bay vacant oak studded property real estate listings
September 2017, El Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan; October, 2017, Resolution No.
129-2017 Adopting an Oak Resources Management Plan and Ordinance No. 5061 Adopting an Oak
Resources Conservation Ordinance to implement the Oak Resources Management Plan

September 2017, El Dorado County Oak Resources Management Plan
June 2016, El Dorado County Oak Resources In-Lieu Fees Nexus Study

California Public Resources Code 21083.4
July 2020, El Dorado Superior Court Case No. PC20170536
February 2012, Granite Bay Community Plan

Page

26

May 2021, Granite Bay MAC meeting staff presentation, Residential Development Update

Amber Beckler

6/18/21
121

ATTACHMENT K
Angel Green
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Monday, June 28, 2021 5:49 PM
EJ Ivaldi
Angel Green
[EXTERNAL] Re: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision
Modification (PLN21-00058)

Hi EJ,
Got your note last week and following up to thank you very much for sharing the info.
Amber

From: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 6:30 PM
To: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Cc: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification (PLN21‐00058)
Hi Amber,
On Tuesday, the County had both our ESD inspector on‐site and Angel Green (Planning).
The approved improvement plans depicts a substantial amount of grading (mounds, swales, walkways, landscaping)
along the Olive Ranch Road frontage, extending +/‐ 70’ back from existing edge of pavement. A number of specimen
oaks were in this zone and marked for removal. The ESD inspector confirmed a prodigious amount of protection fencing
was in place prior to any site disturbance. There was also a consultant biologist onsite providing direction regarding tree
removal in relation to the presence/absence of nests. All work thus far has been tree and brush removal with grading
to follow, and found to be in conformance with the approved plans.
Also on Tuesday, Angel met with the lead foreman who confirmed that both a biologist and archeologist were on‐
site. The lead foreman indicated that he walked the site with the biologist and discussed the mitigation requirements
prior to any site disturbance. He also had in hand an exhibit showing the location of the active nests and confirmed
required protection fencing was up.
As with any construction project, site disturbance activities are ongoing and require constant monitoring. Our ESD
inspectors are really good about monitoring things so let me know if you see/hear different.
E.J.
From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 12:46 PM
To: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification
(PLN21‐00058)

Hi EJ, just following up to see if you've heard anything back from the inspectors. There are many community
members concerned about the clearing.
1
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Thanks
Amber

From: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2021 1:14 PM
To: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification (PLN21‐00058)
Hi Amber,
Thank you for the heads up! I’ve notified ESD and they have inspectors that we are waiting to hear back and they’ll be
able to tell us if construction activities are in accordance with the approved Improvement Plans. There are significant
frontage improvements which will be very noticeable but there should be orange construction fencing up that identifies
the protected areas. I’ll let you know what I find out.
I’m at the BOS meeting most of the afternoon but will be checking emails.
E.J.
From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2021 11:49 AM
To: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification
(PLN21‐00058)

Hi EJ,
I know you mentioned that because the subdivsion improvements (road, infrastructure) were not part of the
project modification (lot grading proposal), they did not have to halt construction activity. I just drove by Olive
Ranch Road and it appears to me that the clear cutting along Olive Ranch Road isn't part of the roadway from
the tentative map and in the map showing where the trees would be impacted, I don't see anything along the
frontage‐ it's listed as open space. So why would they be clearing all of the trees there? The level of
destruction is disheartening and even hearing a red shouldered hawk circling overhead screeching.
Can you please confirm that the frontage is excluded from my appeal? Also, I would like to have the outcomes
of the bio surveys that were stipulated prior to any ground disturbance. I can't get in touch with any of your
planning staff as many are on vacation. Please let me know asap.
Thank you,
Amber

From: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, June 18, 2021 4:32 PM
To: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification (PLN21‐00058)
Received. Thank you!
2
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From: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 18, 2021 4:11 PM
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification
(PLN21‐00058)

Hi Sue and EJ,
Attached is the supporting documentation for my appeal. I have confirmed with Megan that the hearing is
scheduled for Monday July 26th at 9AM in Auburn.
I welcome the opportunity to sit down with Planning staff to discuss my supporting information.
Thanks and have a great weekend!
Amber

From: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2021 1:38 PM
To: Marcus Lo Duca <mloduca@loducalaw.com>; Robert Parish <rob@parish‐associates.com>; Gregg D. Jones
<gregg.jones@tsakvest.com>; ecrow@msce.com <ecrow@msce.com>
Cc: Michele Nichols <MNichols@placer.ca.gov>; EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>; Steve Pedretti
<SPedretti@placer.ca.gov>; Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>; Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>; Clayton
Cook <CCook@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: APPEAL: Rancho del Oro Estates (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) Subdivision Modification (PLN21‐00058)
Good Afternoon,
Please find the attached appeal regarding the project noted above. The item must be heard by the
Board of Supervisors within 90 days (no later than Wednesday, August 18th, 2021). The appellant has
30 days to submit additional documentation (by June 19th).
The date of the hearing to be coordinated by the Planning Director.
Best regards,

Sue Colbert
Sue Colbert
Senior Board / Commission Clerk
Community Development Resource Agency
Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3113 | (530) 745-3080 fax | scolbert@placer.ca.gov
Out of the office every other Friday: 5/21, 6/4, 6/18, 7/2, 7/16, 7/30
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Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Angel Green
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jen Lee <northstar4winds@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 30, 2021 3:41 PM
Angel Green
[EXTERNAL] Re: Rancho Tree Analysis (2009)

Good afternoon, Angel,
I was just wondering if the Improvements Plans for Rancho del Oro are available yet.
Janice Lee

On Thu, Jun 24, 2021 at 12:33 PM Jen Lee <northstar4winds@gmail.com> wrote:
Angel,
Thank you for taking the time to answer my questions. It was a real pleasure talking with you this morning,
and thank you for the requested documents.
The questions that may need some further research include:
* Who is the project manager/on‐site foreman;
* Hours of construction;
* Who is the "disturbance coordinator" for the project, with contact info;
* How many trees will be left on the project (and their mapped locations);
* Availability of the updated Helix survey;
* Will curbs and gutters be installed on both sides of Olive Ranch Road;
* What any streetlights and/or lighting be installed on Olive Ranch Road;
* Will lots be Mello‐Roos;
* Construction Timeline
* Are rumors of roundabouts true (with special property tax assessments on surrounding existing homeowners).
When the Improvement Plans are finalized with the Board of Supervisors, I would like a copy.
I would appreciate being added to the notification list for this project using my email address at
Northstar4winds@gmail.com.
Once again, thank you for your timely assistance.
Regards,
Janice Lee
8015 Cobble Court
Granite Bay, CA 95746
Mobile: (623) 606‐0651
Email: Northstar4winds@gmail.com

On Thu, Jun 24, 2021 at 11:15 AM Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
1
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 Rancho Del Oro Estates DEIR
 Rancho Del Oro Estates Final EIR (certified October 5, 2010)

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator
in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data.
Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Angel Green
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Angel Green
Monday, May 24, 2021 9:35 AM
Jeff Ornellas
RE: [EXTERNAL] Final EIR
Rancho Del Oro Final EIR.pdf

Jeff,
Please do accept my apologies for taking this long to get back to you. I was pretty busy last week.
Regarding your question:
Do you happen to know what was determined regarding the protected elderberry bushes on the property? I saw
something about creating a 100 ft fenced off area around them, but then didn’t see that on the actual lot plans.
Or maybe these were going to be mitigated in a different way and I missed it somehow?

On page 4-4 of the FEIR, the MMRP provides the following mitigation:
Impacts to valley
elderberry longhorn
beetle.
5-4 Prior to the initiation of any construction
activities that could impact elderberry
shrubs, ground disturbance activities shall be
restricted by constructing a 100-foot buffer
around any existing elderberry shrubs onsite. The 100-foot buffer shall include
installation of protective fencing around
existing elderberry shrubs. Should avoidance
of one or more of the shrubs be infeasible, the
applicant(s) shall consult with the USFWS to
determine if authorization is needed to
remove the elderberry shrubs.

The improvement plans (currently under review) will need to provide fencing for any existing shrubs.
I was also able to locate the following response provided in the FEIR to a comment that was received on the
DEIR. It would appear that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will require additional measures shall any of the
elderberry shrubs be identified during construction. The applicant has obtained the necessary permits, and has
made significant modifications to address U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s concerns. I am not aware if any
shrubs needed to be moved.
Response to Comment 3-28
Elderberry shrubs are only afforded protection under the federal Endangered Species Act if they
are occupied by the federally listed Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Impacts to elderberry
shrubs without beetles wound not constitute a significant impact.
The Draft EIR requires that a determination of beetle occupancy be made if any of the shrubs
will be impacted by project development and that would require coordination with the U.S. Fish
1
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and Wildlife Service. Should occupied shrubs need to be impacted, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service typically requires relocation of elderberry shrubs, if such relocation is feasible.
Please let me know if you have any other questions I can help to answer.
Have a wonderful week.

Angel Green | Senior Planner| Planning Services Division
Community Development Resource Agency
p. 530.745.3084 | f. 530.745.3080 | placer.ca.gov

From: Jeff Ornellas <jeff.ornellas@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 2:46 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Final EIR
I will do a double check of those chapters in case I overlooked it. If you could look into it when you return that would be
appreciated. Have a great weekend!
Jeff

On May 14, 2021, at 2:02 PM, Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Jeff,
I am not familiar with RDO’s required mitigation to address impacts to the elderberry bushes. Fencing
seems appropriate, but I will need to look more closely at the mitigation to confirm. There is a report,
Chapter 2 or 3 I believe, which contains the MMRP ‐Mitigation Monitoring Report Program, which
provides a summary of all mitigation requirements.
I am heading out the door for the weekend, but would be happy to look further into this next week.
Angel
From: Jeff Ornellas <jeff.ornellas@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 1:55 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Final EIR
Ah I see. My apologies, I had assumed the final would just be a new version of the draft and include
revisions etc.
Do you happen to know what was determined regarding the protected elderberry bushes on the
property? I saw something about creating a 100 ft fenced off area around them, but then didn’t see that
on the actual lot plans. Or maybe these were going to be mitigated in a different way and I missed it
somehow?
Please let me know, thanks,
2
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Jeff

On May 14, 2021, at 1:44 PM, Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

My apologies. I thought you were looking for the Final EIR. The one you’ve provided
below is for the Draft EIR.
The Final contains only the revisions that were made to the Draft, which would explain
why it is shorter.
Angel
From: Jeffery Ornellas <jeff.ornellas@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 1:30 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Final EIR
No worries. I did receive it, thanks for sending. However this version looks quite a bit
shorter than the draft (attached below). The draft had 17 chapters and was over 500
pages whereas this version of the final only contains 4 chapters? Is there another more
full final report by chance?
Thanks again!
Jeff
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/51810/Rancho‐Del‐Oro‐Estates‐
Draft‐EIR?bidId=

On May 14, 2021, at 12:44 PM, Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
wrote:
Jeffery,
So sorry for the delay. I am going to attempt to attach the document
here. These documents are always so hard to find online.
Please let me know that you have received. I am also happy to answer
any questions if I am able.
Thanks so much,
Angel
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jeffery Ornellas <jeff.ornellas@icloud.com>
3
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Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2021 12:56 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Final EIR
Hi Angel,
Could you please send me a copy of the final EIR for the Del Oro Ranch
Estates development in Grabite Bay? I only see the draft online. Thanks
so much,
Jeff Ornellas
510‐506‐3287

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is
confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and others authorized
to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of
this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been
automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service
(SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human
generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out
more Click Here.

<Rancho Del Oro Final EIR.pdf>
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Angel Green
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Angel Green
Monday, May 24, 2021 10:03 AM
'Sandra H. Harris'
RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho del Oro Hearing
13006_Entry Features.pdf

Sandy,
So sorry for the delay in getting back to you. Regarding your questions and comments…
When the plan was approved the public had access from dawn to dusk. The creek area was of particular interest to me
at the time. However, when I look at the map, I don’t see a trail to access that area and I was going to ask that you point
it out.
I did quite a bit of research on this item. Access to the ravine became a question for our mapping folks during the review
of the Final Map. For this Modification, Staff had suggested a few additions to the conditions to make more clear that
the ravine was to be accessible by the public. The applicant disagreed and provided a copy of their Army Corps permit
which essentially put the open space lots into a conservation easement, along with a number of restrictions to protect
resources. I went back to listen to both the PC and BOS hearings and it was not clear if the intent was to provide a trail
to the ravine, but was clear that the public should have access to public roads leading to the ravine. We were successful
at modifying the COAs to make note that the public could access the subdivision from dusk to dawn. The public will be
able to walk along the public road to enjoy the view of the ravine. There are no trails on the southern portion of the
ravine.
I also wanted to stress that since this project has so much road frontage that the visual should be as rural as
possible. Please look at trail along Berg from Olive Ranch to Macargo. The GBCA, neighbors and developer really worked
together to get a project that fits with development on east side. The new homes are barely visible from the street even
though the project has open fencing. I believe the fence is 25 feet from road and there is 25 feet of landscaping on
homeowner’s side where development is not supposed to occur. If you look over the fence you will see the iron fencing
extends 25 feet on interior property line so homeowner knows it is to be undeveloped. Tom Thompson was the planner
who worked out the landscaping and it is a very popular walk for the area. Also, I wondered if some of the oak trees
could be mitigated along the long stretch of Olive Ranch Road. Another alternative is that the trail along Berg saved
many of the Olive trees that were part of the Olive orchard. You will notice that the homeowner at corner of Barton and
Olive Ranch had Olive trees planted along the Barton frontage and it is very attractive.
The County is expecting the next submittal for the Improvement Plans. EJ was the planner who reviewed these last,
although I have been included for this next round. I’ll be sure to take a closer look to see how they are mitigating the
oaks along Olive Ranch Road. The plans also include some detail for landscaping. I will be sure to take a look at these as
well. The applicant did provide a rendering for the wall, open fencing, and gates (see attached). I would image that the
homes most definitely will be visible from the road. These homes will range between 3,500 – 5,000 sqft.
Please let me know if you have any other questions. As always, I will do my best to respond quickly.
Thanks so much,

Angel Green | Senior Planner| Planning Services Division
Community Development Resource Agency
1
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p. 530.745.3084 | f. 530.745.3080 | placer.ca.gov

From: Sandra H. Harris <sandyhar@surewest.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 8:15 AM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho del Oro Hearing
Thank you for looking into this.
Sandu
From: Angel Green [mailto:AGreen@placer.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 8:39 AM
To: Sandra H. Harris <sandyhar@surewest.net>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho del Oro Hearing
Good morning Sandy,
I hope you had a wonderful, cool weekend.
I wanted to respond to your email first thing this morning to let you know I’ve received it, but haven’t had a chance to
get back to you with a response. I talked to ESD last week and they shared with me that the improvement plans have not
yet been approved. I asked them to take a closer look at the next submittal so that I can verify that all fence, wall, and
landscaping requirements are met. I know EJ provided comments some time ago to correct a few items, and I imagine
the issues were corrected, but I thought it would be good to give it one more glance over.
I am happy to share with you any progress made. I appreciate you providing me with these details, as it has taken some
time to read all previous staff reports and listen to hearing tapes to see what was ultimately decided on . A few details I
still need to confirm. One neighbor shared with me that trees were removed along Olive Ranch Road. I need to look into
this because the County has not yet issued a grading permit to allow for tree removal.
Well I hope you have a wonderful week. Be sure to enjoy the nice breeze before the hot weather arrives.
Thank you again,
Angel
From: Sandra H. Harris <sandyhar@surewest.net>
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 8:21 AM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Rancho del Oro Hearing
Hi Angel,
I wanted to comment at hearing yesterday, but was cut off when it was my turn and never got recognized
again. Anyway, good presentation. When the plan was approved the public had access from dawn to dusk. The creek
2
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area was of particular interest to me at the time. However, when I look at the map, I don’t see a trail to access that area
and I was going to ask that you point it out.
I also wanted to stress that since this project has so much road frontage that the visual should be as rural as
possible. Please look at trail along Berg from Olive Ranch to Macargo. The GBCA, neighbors and developer really
worked together to get a project that fits with development on east side. The new homes are barely visible from the
street even though the project has open fencing. I believe the fence is 25 feet from road and there is 25 feet of
landscaping on homeowner’s side where development is not supposed to occur. If you look over the fence you will see
the iron fencing extends 25 feet on interior property line so homeowner knows it is to be undeveloped. Tom Thompson
was the planner who worked out the landscaping and it is a very popular walk for the area. Also, I wondered if some of
the oak trees could be mitigated along the long stretch of Olive Ranch Road. Another alternative is that the trail along
Berg saved many of the Olive trees that were part of the Olive orchard. You will notice that the homeowner at corner of
Barton and Olive Ranch had Olive trees planted along the Barton frontage and it is very attractive.

Sandy

Scanned by M cAfee and confirm ed virus-free.
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This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Angel Green
Jane Negri
Christopher Schmidt
RE: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro
Friday, April 9, 2021 1:05:00 PM
image001.png
image002.png

Jane,
Thank you for your email. I am out of the office today, but am happy to follow up with you early next week once I am back in the office.
I’ll be sure to incorporate your comments and questions into the project file.

Best,

Angel Green | Senior Planner| Planning Services Division
Community Development Resource Agency
p. 530.745.3084 | f. 530.745.3080 | placer.ca.gov

From: Jane Negri <grammynegri@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:24 PM
To: Angel Green <AGreen@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro
To Angela,
I’m sorry this is such a mess. I wrote it on my my phone and it didn’t go through so I took a picture and I’m sending that to you. I apologize for the overlap in the message . I’ll use my computer next time!
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Sent from my iPhone
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Angel Green
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com>
Friday, May 14, 2021 1:48 PM
Shirlee Herrington
Angel Green; Adam Anderson
[EXTERNAL] Rio Del Oro Estates & Dueling Dogs Brewery public comment Planning Commission
5/12/21

Hello Shirlee,
Please forward my public comments from the hearing 5/13 to the Planning Commissioners.

Placer Planning Commissioners,
RANCHO DEL ORO ESTATES (PSUB20070032 / PSM20130186) VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP MODIFICATION
(PLN21‐00058) ADDENDUM TO PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH #2008092101)
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 4 (JONES)
I oppose the Subdivision map modifications and addendum to the EIR for several reasons:



The project originally approved in 2010 was granted extensions beyond what is legally allowed by the State.
Extensions are not recognized as "retroactive." Special privilege has been granted to this project applicant.



When projects apply for extensions they are supposed to be evaluated for any changes that may have occurred
since the project was approved. The 2013‐2021 Housing element was ignored by the Housing Manager Shawna
Purvines when the latest extension was granted. This project has been granted special privilege by not
contributing to Placer County's affordable housing obligations. There are new VMT regulations in force
beginning in 2020 that should be evaluated for Granite Bay including this subdivision. VMT, LOS. and current Air
Quality emissions should also be evaluated.



The project is not paying adequate fees for tree preservation. Placer County has kept in lieu fees artificially low,
this encourages the removal of protected trees for individual profit. The tree preservation program has also not
shown that it has been effective by any means using these fees. Let's face it the trees are not going to be
adequately mitigated. The amount of mitigation was not clear and should be updated to reflect current
valuation. Because this project is requesting changes with the PCCP approved, it should fall under the PCCP.



The cumulative effects on wildlife since this project was approved have changed and need to be reevaluated.
There has been significant development since this project was originally approved, the impacts to wildlife should
be reevaluated. This project appears to want to straddle the old and new where convenient for the applicant.



Regarding the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Modification to allow for pad grading on lots for new home
construction preparation‐ The grading description for the project is incomplete and unclear. The applicant's wish
to rush the project is not a reason to approve the request. Again, appears as though special privilege is being
afforded the applicant.
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DUELING DOGS BREWERY CO. – ACCESSORY KITCHEN CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (PLN21‐00029) CATEGORICAL
EXEMPTION SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2 (WEYGANDT) Consider a request Earl and Adrianna Stephens on behalf of
Dueling Dogs Brewery Company for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to construct and operate a 220 square foot
fixed commercial kitchen and pizza oven as an Accessory Use ‐ Restaurant related to the approved Farm Brewery on‐
site.
I oppose the conditional use permit for several reasons:


The Governor has declared emergency drought for most of California's counties. Groundwater use is also
impacted. Adding to water usage while conservation measures are being requested in the Sacramento region
instills unnecessary risk for residents. https://www.kcra.com/article/state‐officials‐farmers‐preparing‐next‐
california‐drought/36414220



Resident feedback was ignored for the winery and brewery ordinance as evidenced by legal letters. Ag use was
considered primary use, with food trucks allowed. Restaurant use changes the property intensity of use and
should not be allowed.



VMT was also ignored as were noise complaints, traffic complaints, and lack of enforcement. These concerns are
still viable. The requested use adds to the intensity of usage burdening neighbors..



Vintners and Brewers were granted special privilege with the Winery and brewery ordinance. Evidenced by
letters received in public comment during the ordinance review process.

Please include my comments to the administrative record.
Thank you,
Cheryl Berkema
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