From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Angela Moskow
Megan Wood
[EXTERNAL] Fw: 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
Friday, July 23, 2021 10:16:20 AM
CaliforniaOaks_CaliforniaWildlifeFoundationLetter7_23_21Rancho_del_Oro.pdf

Dear Megan Wood,
It was suggested that I forward an email sent earlier this morning to you to ensure that
members of the Board of Supervisors receive the attached in advance of Monday's meeting.
Thank you so much,
Angela

From: Angela Moskow
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 10:08 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <BOS@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Janet Cobb <jcobb@californiawildlifefoundation.org>; zagnut@hotmail.com
<zagnut@hotmail.com>; agreen@placer.ca.gov <agreen@placer.ca.gov>; zarah@sactree.com
<zarah@sactree.com>; Tiffany Yap <tyap@biologicaldiversity.org>
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

Greetings,
Please find attached and please acknowledge receipt of the attached letter for members of
the Board of Supervisors.
Thank you so much, and wishing you an enjoyable weekend.
Best,
Angela
Angela Moskow
California Oaks Information Network Manager
California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks
201 University Avenue
Berth H-43
Berkeley, CA 94710

www.californiaoaks.org
Telephone: (510) 763-0282

California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks, 201 University Avenue, Berth H-43 Berkeley, CA 94710, (510) 763-0282

July 23, 2021
Members of the Board of Supervisors
Placer County
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
RE: 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
Transmitted via email: bos@placer.ca.gov, Attn: Board of Supervisors
To the Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors:
The California Oaks program of California Wildlife Foundation (CWF/CO) works to conserve
oak ecosystems because of their critical role in sequestering carbon, maintaining healthy
watersheds, providing wildlife habitat, and sustaining cultural values. A concerned citizen
reached out to CWF/CO requesting that we send a letter in advance of the hearing next week
regarding the Planning Commission’s Approval of the Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative
Map Modification (PLN21-00058) Addendum to Previously Certified Environmental Impact
Report.
While the scope and scale of the oak woodland impacts of the project are alarming, we
understand that the Environmental Impact Report was certified in 2010. Nonetheless, CWF/CO
identified a provision of the project that is contrary to state law: The establishment period for
trees planted for mitigation purposes must be seven years, not five years. Additionally, CWF/CO
disagrees with Placer County’s determination that the project aligns with the Natural Resource
chapter of the Granite Bay Community Plan. CWF/CO also urges the County to ensure that
mitigation rates and in-lieu fees are appropriate, especially for valley oaks. Lastly, CWF/CO
urges Placer County to refine the definition of oak protection zones.
Five-year monitoring period: Public Resources Code Section 21083.4 applies to mitigation for
the removal of oaks that are not commercial species, which are five inches or more in diameter
as measured at a point 4.5 feet (breast height) above natural grade level. Senate Bill 1334
(Kuehl), which brought the conversion of oak woodlands under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), states: The requirement to maintain trees in compliance with this
paragraph shall terminate seven years after the trees are planted.
Appropriate protection of Placer County’s oaks: Provision 13 of Policy 5.3 of the Granite
Bay Community Plan states; Protect sensitive habitats such as wetlands, riparian areas, and oak
woodlands against any significant disruption or degradation of habitat values. As such,
CWF/CO respectfully disagrees with the County’s conclusion articulated on pages 3-85 and 3-86
of the FEIR, and quoted below, that the project is not counter to this provision and fully
mitigated:

While the Granite Bay Community Plan and Placer County General Plan do
contain policies focusing on the preservation of oak stands, as can be seen from
the Draft EIR policy analysis contained in Table 4-2, the County has also
established policies for those situations when loss oak woodlands would occur.
This is in recognition of the fact that the County, while placing a high value on its
oak woodlands, has also identified a certain amount of development in its General
Plan and Community Plans, which would, in some cases, require the removal of
oak woodlands.
Given the County’s long-standing policies requiring mitigation for loss of its
valuable oak woodland resources, the County has the experience needed to
determine appropriate mitigation fees and other mechanisms to ensure that
impacts to oak woodlands are successfully mitigated for the long-term in the
County. In the case for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project, the County has used a
combination of in-lieu fees and direct replacement to fully mitigate impacts to oak
woodlands….
The County’s Oak Woodland policy recommends payment of in-lieu fees to be
deposited into the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. The Fund is used for the
purchase of conservation easements within the County where existing oak
woodlands that form a contiguous habitat can be permanently set aside. This
method of conservation is consistent with the provisions of Senate Bill 1334 and
with requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.4.
CWF/CO recommended that Placer County consider adopting a no-net loss policy for oak
woodlands in prior communications. 1 Without such a policy in place, the long-term health of
Placer County’s oaks will continue to be degraded. It is also important that mitigation formulas
are appropriate to achieve the desired conservation and restoration of oaks, and that in-lieu fees
are sufficient to cover conservation costs. The absence of adequate measures means the language
about oak protections in the Granite Bay Community Plan and Placer County General Plan is just
aspirational words.
Further, reliance on contiguous habitat that is not proximate to oak removal is less climate smart
than maintaining connected landscapes, which can support adaptation and resilience to climate
change for both ecosystems and local communities.
Stronger protections for valley oaks are also needed, in part because protections have not been
adequate and the species has experienced severe declines. The International Union for
Conservation of Nature Red List of US Oaks (http://www.mortonarb.org/scienceconservation/global-tree-conservation/projects/iucn-red-list-threat-assessments-priority) reports
on distributions, population trends, and threats facing the 91 native oak species in the United
States, including nine California oak species, which the report designates as of conservation
concern. The valley oak is evaluated as near-threatened. As such, a greater rate of protection for
valley oaks is needed and mitigation for valley oak impacts should be at a sufficient level to
recover populations.

1

See August 2019 and June 2020 comment letters by CWF/CO on Placer County Conservation Program (PEIR
20050226) State Clearinghouse No. 2005032050.
2

Protected zone of oaks: Section 19.50.020 of article 19.50 Woodland Conservation provides the
following definition: “Protected zone” means a circle, the radius of which is equal to the largest
radius of a protected tree’s dripline plus one foot. Oaks should have no disturbance within the
root protection zone (RPZ). RPZ is the area that extends beyond the dripline to a distance that is
half the distance between the trunk and the dripline—an area that will require a much larger
protection area one foot beyond the dripline. Many problems for oaks are initiated by disturbing
the roots within this zone. Care of California’s Native Oaks, which is downloadable from
http://californiaoaks.org/oak-tree-care/, provides additional guidance.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Janet Cobb
Executive Officer
California Wildlife Foundation

Angela Moskow
Manager
California Oaks Coalition

cc: Amber Beckler, zagnut@hotmail.com
Angel Green, Community Resource Agency, agreen@placer.ca.gov
Zarah Wyly, Sacramento Tree Foundation, zarah@sactree.com
Tiffany Yap, Center for Biological Diversity, TYap@biologicaldiversity.org
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kayte Miller
Megan Wood
[EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro Project - tree fees
Friday, July 23, 2021 8:42:25 AM

Re: Rancho Del Oro Project
From:
Brian & Kayte Miller
8124 Cantershire Way
Granite Bay, CA
Dear Ms. Wood,
I’m writing to you to express my opinion about the Rancho Del Oro project which is down the
street from my neighborhood.
I am aware that nothing can be done about this project from going through at this point since
it was approved over 11 years ago and many of us being affected by it didn’t have a voice at
that time. I would like to have a voice now in having the developer pay for the tree fees at
the current values and bring those fees up to the current rate that other counties are
requiring. Since the developers are making millions at the expense our of our livelihood by
destroying the trees and environment, increasing traffic, overcrowding schools, and requiring
more water and public services, this should be the least of what they should have to do!
Please help bring back trust to our community and give us a voice on at least having the
developers pay their fair share!
Best,
Kayte Miller

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cheryl Berkema
Megan Wood; Angel Green
[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Rancho Del Oro appeal
Friday, July 23, 2021 5:13:43 PM

My apologies,
I was racing to get my feedback in on time.
Hope you both have a great weekend.
Cheryl
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Jul 23, 2021 at 5:01 PM
Subject: Rancho Del Oro appeal
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors <bos@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Amber Beckler <zagnut@hotmail.com>, Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com>
July 23, 2021
Supervisors Gore, Weygandt, Holmes, Jones and Gustafson,
Please accept my public comment in support of the appeal filed on Rancho Del Oro tree mitigation
fees and impacts.
This project has a long-troubled history with a morphing project scope with corresponding impacts:
·        Several extensions were granted to this project. The latest extension, beyond what was
legally permissible by state was granted by Placer County to the applicant subjectively
stating the reason that the permit took so long for the government agency to process. I
would argue that the permit took so long because of the mass level of destruction and
significant environmental impacts took long for the agency to process.
·        The public was heavily involved in the EIR process and associated meetings. Subsequent
changes have been made to the project and approved by the county outside of
environmental review. Because the applicant continues to request changes to the project,
the door has been opened to evaluate current State and County codes in effect. These
changes should be included in a supplemental EIR.
o   Changes from Custom to Semi custom homes, custom to mass grading, changes
from LOS to VMT, temporal changes in the environment (tree size, species, and
habitat), and State affordable housing requirements should all be assessed.
o   Affordable Housing is urgent in Placer County. In lieu fees for this project should
be required.
o   Economic changes over the past decade including fair market value for the oak
woodlands should be evaluated. CDRA has failed to provide a nexus study for Placer
County and surrounding counties keeping the value for tree and habitat artificially
low. This not only encourages destruction of trees and habitats, but does not
provide adequate funds for monitoring and restoration.
o   The grading activity lacked data. It is the responsibility of planning to provide the
impacts of proposed changes and their severity.
o   It is troubling that the Lead agency has allowed grading to begin onsite while the
project is under appeal. The appeal distinctly questions the surveying activity
performed to date versus what was described in the EIR.

I request that the appeal is upheld, current market value rate fees are applied to mitigate all
impacts to less than significant levels as required by law, and that a supplemental EIR is
required for this project.
Cheryl Berkema

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Cheryl.FMR@comcast.net
Megan Wood; Angel Green
Suzanne Jones; Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Cindy Gustafson; Bonnie Gore
[EXTERNAL] Public Comment--July 26, 2021 BOS Meeting
Friday, July 23, 2021 8:50:35 AM
Rancho_del_oro_Hearing_7.26.2021.FNL_V3.pdf

Board Members and Staff—
I’ve attached comments for the July 26, 2021 Board of Supervisors meeting agenda item: Third Party
Appeal of the Planning Commission's Approval of the Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map
Modification (PLN21-00025). Addendum to Previously Certified Environmental Impact Report.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.
Cheryl Langley

Public Comment
Cheryl Langley
Board of Supervisors Meeting
July 26, 2021
Agenda Item: Third Party Appeal of the Planning Commission's Approval of the
Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map Modification (PLN21-00025).
Addendum to Previously Certified Environmental Impact Report
To: mwood@placer.ca.gov; agreen@placer.ca.gov
cc: suzannejones@placer.ca.gov; rweygand@placer.ca.gov; jholmes@placer.ca.gov; cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov
BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov
Subject: Support of the Appeal Responding to Planning Commission’s Approval of the Rancho Del Oro Estates Project
Modification
Supervisors:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rancho Del Oro Estates project modification. I support the appeal
submitted in response to the Planning Commission’s approval of the revised grading plan for Rancho Del Oro Estates.
Removal of mature oak woodland on the project site is a matter of serious concern to community members. Updated
estimates reveal approximately 55 acres will be impacted during project implementation. Blue oak, live oak, and valley
oak will be removed. The value of these trees—both in terms of community aesthetics and ecosystem function—is
significant, and their removal deserves serious consideration. Removal of all, or part, of the oak woodland requires
adequate mitigation.

Mitigation for Oak Woodland Removal

While the presence of oaks on a project site can entail development challenges, it also provides economic opportunity.
According to the Napa County Voluntary Oak Management Plan:1
Woodlands contribute to increased property values and a subsequent increase in property tax revenues.
One study in Southern California showed that a 10% decrease in the distance to an open space preserve
increased the value of 4,800 surrounding lots by over $20 million dollars, significantly increasing tax revenue
to the county. In addition, lots containing native oaks have been found to be valued at a 27% premium over
properties having no trees. Individual trees of large size or landmark status within a community were found
to increase property values by an additional $18,000 to $50,000 each (Standiford 1999).
Oak retention is good for the economy, good for the residents of the community (that have chosen to live in a woodland
setting), and good for woodland dependent wildlife. Oak woodlands support at least 300 vertebrate species (including
at least 120 mammal, 147 bird, 60 reptile and amphibian species), and 1,100 plant species,2 some of which are
threatened/endangered species. Oak woodlands aid in flood and erosion control, enhance water and air quality, and
sequester carbon. And—last but not least—oaks are enjoyed simply for their beauty.
--------------1

Napa County Voluntary Oak Management Plan, 2010. Avaiable at:
https://www.countyofnapa.org/DocumentCenter/View/953/Voluntary-Oak-Woodland-Management-Plan---October-26-2010-PDF.
2
Ibid.

1

If the decision is made to remove oaks from the project site, the question becomes how to best mitigate for their loss.
Off-site or on-site replacement plantings are a common mitigation practice, but replacing mature trees with acorns,
seedlings or saplings doesn’t replace the habitat value of large trees. And, it takes a very long time to replace mature
trees. This project, for example, will potentially impact about 40 acres of blue oak woodland. Blue oaks are slow
growers; the blue oaks depicted in the following photos are 10-16 years old.3

Large blue oaks are likely 153 to 390 years old (White, 1966).4 The Standiford Study5 concluded it would take 50 years
for blue oak plantings to grow to 3.4 to 4.1 inches diameter at breast height (dbh).6 For valley oak—also present at the
Rancho Del Oro Estates development site—the growth rate is slightly greater than that of the blue oaks,7 and for live
oak, top-growth is slow under natural conditions with early development concentrated on rapid, early root growth.8
Thus, established oak woodland—and individual oaks—should be preserved whenever possible. This approach is
emphasized in the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) which concludes that when tree removal is being
contemplated, first avoid, then minimize and lastly mitigate. In support of this approach, mitigation fees should be
scaled to encourage tree retention rather than tree replacement.
For oaks that cannot be retained on the project site, the most sensible mitigation option is the purchase and
preservation of properties adjacent to the project site that support mature oak woodland. For the Rancho Del Oro
Estates project, this would entail the purchase of properties in Granite Bay. This is an expensive option, to be sure, but
one that ensures the area retains its character for the sake of the residents who have chosen to live in and around oak
woodlands. It also ensures property values remain stable, and resident wildlife is protected. Mitigation fees need to
reflect acquistion costs of these suburban properties, like those in Granite Bay. At a minimum, acquisition of land of
comparable habitat value, regardless of location and cost, should be a priority. Purchase of land across the county—in
both rural and suburban areas—is necessary to protect rare and endangered species whose distribution is tied to
specific areas. The same is true when it comes to the protection of wildlife corridors.
----------------4

White, In: Ritter, L.V. Blue Oak Woodland. California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, California Department of Fish and
Game, California Interagency Wildlife Task Group. Available at: https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=67340
5
Standiford, R., et al. 2001. Modeling the effectiveness of tree planting to mitigate habitat loss in blue oak woodlands. USDA Forest
Service General Technical Report PSW-GTR-184, 2002. Available at:
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/psw_gtr184/077_Standiford.pdf
6
Diameter at breast height (dbh) is the diameter measurement of the tree taken 4.5 feet from the ground.
7
McCreary, D. 1991. Seasonal Growth Patterns of Blue and Valley Oak Seedlings Established on Foothill Rangelands. Available at:
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/psw_gtr126/psw_gtr126_01_mccreary.pdf
8
Steinberg, Peter D. 2002. Quercus agrifolia. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online]. Available at:
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/queagr/all.html
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The purchase and preservation of oak woodland adjacent to development properties will mean mitigation fee estimates
need to be in line with the realistic acquisition cost of those adjacent properties. In the case of Rancho Del Oro Estates,
this means anticipated mitigation fees fall far short of what is needed for to mitigate impacts to less than significant.
Placer County’s oak woodland conservation easement and significant tree fees need to be updated to support
woodland/habitat mitigation that is efficacious in terms of satisfying both the needs of the residents of the community,
and the needs of wildlife dependent on mature habitat. Mitigation needs to be effective to be mitigation. It is
doubtful—given the low level of fees to be assessed under this project—that mitigation will produce a desired result.

A Revised Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Should be Prepared and Circulated

The Planning Commission’s approval of the tentative subdivision map modification and EIR addendum for the Rancho
Del Oro Estates should not be supported by the Board. The project has been modified to a significant degree, and
includes potentially new signficant impacts, making the previously certified Final EIR no longer representative of the
project and its impacts. The Board should now request that project approval be suspended and a revised EIR be
circulated. At a minimum, a supplmental EIR should be prepared to evaluate oak woodland and signifcant tree impacts
and associated mitigation.
The addendum to the certified Rancho Del Oro Estates EIR, supporting the concept that this project modification
conforms to the EIR and associated mitigation measures and modified Conditions of Approval, is flawed. It is stated that
the modification will not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts identified in
the EIR. In fact, Planning staff concludes that impacts would be lessened due to the reduction in the area to be
disturbed. Despite this declaration, the staff report identifies about 55 acres of direct impact to oak woodland based on
the revised grading plan, while the original EIR map identifies only 17 acres of oak woodland impact. This is a difference
of about 38 acres (more than 3 times the original estimate); the impacts of the revised plan appear to be greater and
significant. Even if clarification provided in the new staff report states that the 55 acres is inclusive of subdivsion
improvements and lot development, and was assumed in calculation of the woodland impact, wouldn’t it be necessary
to evaluate significant tree growth to make such a determination? The staff report from 2021 shows 110 and 92
signifcant trees impacted by subdivision improvement and lot development, respectively. Is this based on a revised tree
survey? If so, why isn’t that referenced in the staff report along with the map exhibit with updates to the mitigation fees
originally assesed? (Condition 59 states fees are calcuated as replanting of 69 trees due to subdivision improvements
and 2,131 inches of signifcant trees due to lot development.) This increase in impacts, coupled with the fact that
mitigation fees have not been updated to reflect the increase in land values, make it likely fees will fall short of
mitigating project impacts to less than significant. This makes it important to prepare and circulate a revised EIR.
In addition, the previously certified EIR does not take into account the increased fire risk California now faces. Much has
changed in the period between 2021 and 2010 in terms of fire awareness; California’s residents are now keenly aware of
the impacts of our changing climate, and this awareness is likely to impact both thought and action regarding project
densities. In fact, the California Attorney General recently challenged several developments in fire-prone areas. This
changing environment means officials across the state must now consider the serious risk of fire relative to project
building densities. The previously approved EIR does not address this important issue.
Circulation of a revised EIR will enable Board members—and the public—to understand the impact this project will have
on the environment, and enable a discussion—and possible adjustment—of mitigation measures and fees. This may
help guide mitigation efforts in a direction better geared to reducing oak woodland impacts, and hopefully, steer
mitigation efforts in the direction of acquistion and preservation of lands of comparable habitat value. As it stands, the
extent of the impact to the environment is a matter of debate, and there is a lack of confidence among members of the
public that the impacts will be adequately mitigated given the fee structure afforded to the project developer under the
original project approval.
Circulating a revised EIR for this project can have important benefits. According to Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of
Newport Beach, an EIR's function is to ensure that government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so
with a full understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the public is assured those
consequences have been taken into account. What is certain here is that there is not a full understanding of the
3

environmental consequences—there is confusion. Circulation of a revised EIR could help clear up confusion and help
define a path forward that is acceptable to community residents and development interests alike.
In Conclusion
The Planning Commission’s approval of the tentative subdivision map modification and EIR addendum for the Rancho
Del Oro Estates should be suspended and a revised EIR should be circulated. At a minimum, a supplmental EIR should be
prepared. The project has been modified to the extent that the previously certified Final EIR no longer accurately
represents the project to be implemented and its impacts. A revised EIR would provide clarity to the Board and the
public, and provide an an opportunity to revisit the issue of impact fees.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Defend Granite Bay - A Community Association
Megan Wood; Angel Green
GBCA; Alliance For Environmental Leadership; GB Preserve; Judy Isaman; public-interest@live.com; Amber
Bekler
[EXTERNAL] Comments on Rancho Del Oro Tree mitigation appeal being heard before the Board
Friday, July 23, 2021 2:27:02 PM
image.png
Rancho_Del_Oro_Appeal_Comments_DGB.pdf

DEFEND GRANITE BAy

July 23, 2021
Supervisors Gore, Weygandt, Holmes, Jones and Gustafson,
In support of the appeal filed on Rancho Del Oro tree mitigation fees and impacts, we
submit the following comments.
A logical person can conclude that over a decade, trees grow. To what extent trees grow,
cannot be determined without data. Without data, it is speculative to conclude that the
proposed grading changes would produce impacts equal to or less than those identified in
2010.
As explained by staff on pg 68
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
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:
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;
No evidence has been provided to support that those effects are not substantially more
severe than previously shown.
Fees for removed trees are meant to mitigate the significant impacts to less than significant
levels. It is fairly argued that based on the County’s establishment of substantially higher
fees through the PCCP and in comparison to neighboring jurisdictions, the proposed fees
are inadequate. Placer’s fees are more of a nuisance than a deterrent. As a biological
resource identified requiring CEQA analysis, it is your responsibility to promote
preservation above removal.
An in-lieu fee of $100 per inch is the among the lowest if not the lowest in-lieu fee when
compared to neighboring jurisdictions. El Dorado County fees are $458 per inch for
heritage oaks and the average fees in nearby counties and cities is $221 per inch. It is
reasonable to state that Placer is not mitigating tree loss to a less than significant level at
current market rates. There is substantial evidence that resident’s value native trees as

indicated by citizen’s filing Rural Communities United v. County of El Dorado 1/13/2016 PC
20160024, which challenged in part an Oak Resources Management Plan including an inlieu fee payment option.
Trees add value and their loss to aesthetics, wildlife, quality of life, property value and
more must be appropriately mitigated. At this time the question is “What is appropriate”?
The 2010 EIR identified 17 acres of direct impacted woodlands and 69 significant trees. In
2021, the staff report identified 92 trees impacted by development and 110 trees in
subdivision improvements and 54 acres of woodlands. This is a significant difference in
mitigation fees collected. This discrepancy needs to be resolved.
Of additional concern is the removal activity during nesting season as well as activity on
those lots currently under appeal. There seems to be a disconnect between departments
and enforcement issues.
Should tree fees not conform to those of the PCCP, this would make heavily wooded areas
outside of the PCCP jurisdiction for previously approved projects more vulnerable to
heavy tree removal as it would be significantly more economical to build outside those
borders. Equitable charges need to be in place to prevent disproportionate impact.
We request that the appeal is upheld and that current market value rate fees are applied to
mitigate all impacts to less than significant levels as required by law.
Respectfully
The Defend Granite Bay Board and members

DEFEND GRANITE BAY

July 23, 2021
Supervisors Gore, Weygandt, Holmes, Jones and Gustafson,
In support of the appeal filed on Rancho Del Oro tree mitigation fees and impacts, we submit
the following comments.
A logical person can conclude that over a decade, trees grow. To what extent trees grow, cannot
be determined without data. Without data, it is speculative to conclude that the proposed
grading changes would produce impacts equal to or less than those identified in 2010.
As explained by staff on pg 68
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
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:
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR;
No evidence has been provided to support that those effects are not substantially more severe
than previously shown.
Fees for removed trees are meant to mitigate the significant impacts to less than significant
levels. It is fairly argued that based on the County’s establishment of substantially higher fees
through the PCCP and in comparison, to neighboring jurisdictions, the proposed fees are
inadequate. Placer’s fees are more of a nuisance than a deterrent. As a biological resource
identified requiring CEQA analysis, it is your responsibility to promote preservation above
removal.
An in-lieu fee of $100 per inch is the among the lowest if not the lowest in-lieu fee when
compared to neighboring jurisdictions. El Dorado County fees are $458 per inch for heritage
oaks and the average fees in nearby counties and cities is $221 per inch. It is reasonable to state
that Placer is not mitigating tree loss to a less than significant level at current market rates.
There is substantial evidence that resident’s value native trees as indicated by citizen’s filing
Rural Communities United v. County of El Dorado 1/13/2016 PC 20160024, which challenged in part
an Oak Resources Management Plan including an in-lieu fee payment option.

Trees add value and their loss to aesthetics, wildlife, quality of life, property value and more
must be appropriately mitigated. At this time the question is “What is appropriate”? The 2010
EIR identified 17 acres of direct impacted woodlands and 69 significant trees. In 2021, the staff
report identified 92 trees impacted by development and 110 trees in subdivision improvements
and 54 acres of woodlands. This is a significant difference in mitigation fees collected. This
discrepancy needs to be resolved.
Of additional concern is the removal activity during nesting season as well as activity on those
lots currently under appeal. There seems to be a disconnect between departments and
enforcement issues.
Should tree fees not conform to those of the PCCP, this would make heavily wooded areas
outside of the PCCP jurisdiction for previously approved projects more vulnerable to heavy tree
removal as it would be significantly more economical to build outside those borders. Equitable
charges need to be in place to prevent disproportionate impact.
We request that the appeal is upheld and that current market value rate fees are applied to
mitigate all impacts to less than significant levels as required by law.
Respectfully
The Defend Granite Bay Board and members

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dianna
Megan Wood; Bonnie Gore; Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Suzanne Jones; Cindy Gustafson
[EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro Appeal
Thursday, July 22, 2021 5:32:55 PM

Dear Megan Wood and Supervisors,
I am writing as a concerned resident of Placer County, Granite Bay, in regards to the tree fees and
the number of trees that will be destroyed for the Rancho Del Oro Estates subdivision. Now, more
than ever, we need to conserve and protect the trees in our community. These trees are not only
the essence of the beauty of this area, but they provide necessary benefits to the environment. The
trees fees for this project should be at current market rate. Going forward for all projects, the
county’s tree fees should reflect current values to prevent mass destruction of our precious
woodlands and heritage oaks.
I strongly urge you to not take this matter lightly. The developer stands to make huge profits with
the recent rising costs of homes but these trees and woodlands will be gone forever, forever
impacting our area.
Sincerely,
Dianna and Gordon Johnson    

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

hollyjesq
Sue Colbert; Megan Wood
zagnut@hotmail.com; Shirlee Herrington; Suzanne Jones; Angel Green
[EXTERNAL] Re: Rancho Del Oro Appeal
Thursday, July 22, 2021 7:41:27 AM

My apologies as the letter was sent late last night, and I did not have all of the correct e-mails,
which have been added to this response.
Holly Johnson
On Jul 21, 2021, at 11:14 PM, hollyjesq <hollyjesq@aol.com> wrote:
Dear Placer County Board of Supervisors,
It is my understanding that there is an upcoming appeal that is to be heard before
the Board of Supervisors on July 26, 2021. It is respectfully requested that these
comments be added to the administrative record and that the appeal be granted. I
echo the arguments that were made in the underlying appeal, and would like to
call further attention to the following points:
The original environmental impact report (“EIR”) was approved in 2010, over
eleven years ago.
The new grading proposal has a plan of mass grading, instead of the original
improved plan of custom lots built over time.
There has been no current tree survey completed, nothing that assessed over a
decade of growth. There is no evidence to determine the amount of additional
trees that are considered “significant”, and to include and add to the required
mitigation fees.
The tree mitigation fees were never updated. The tree mitigation fees reflect the
2010 rate, when the other fees have been updated. Why? The fees, all fees, need
to be current. If, as presented, the mitigation fees should be in excess of $1
million (and arguably should be further increased based upon the significant tree
number being updated), but yet the amount to be collected is less than $500,000
—and based upon an outdated rate—why is the County short changing itself and
its constituents?
The original EIR asserts 17 acres of woodland would be affected by this proposal.
Currently, there are now 57 acres of woodland directly affected. It cannot
logically be concluded that 40 additional acres affected has “equal or fewer
impacts”, when there has been no scientific study to support such an assertion.
There has been no current assessment of the affect on including, but not limited
to, drought, fire resistance, climate, air quality and costs—as reflected in the
current housing and lumber markets—based upon these acres, additional
significant trees and using current values for the mitigation rate to have an
updated total.
It is also my understanding that even though an appeal was filed, which should
stay the project, there has been grading of the project. The assessments can still
be conducted to obtain current data and information, and to ensure that the tree
mitigation fees are correct.
Thank you for your consideration.
Holly Johnson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jane Negri
Placer County Board of Supervisors; Megan Wood; agreen@placerca.gov; Amber Beckler; Sandy Harris
[EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro Tree mitigation appeal
Friday, July 23, 2021 6:26:43 PM

July 23, 2021
Supervisors Gore, Weygandt, Holmes, Jones and Gustafson,
I am writing to support the appeal by Amber Beckler of the Placer County Planning
Commission approval of a revised grading plan and tree removal for the Rancho Del Oro
Estates in Granite Bay which will be held July 23by the Board of Supervisors, at 9am.The
appeal includes inadequate mitigation fees for heritage oak trees and oak woodlands. It also
includes a question of the validity of the statement of the Placer County staff," that the new
grading proposal will have the same or fewer impacts as those identified over 10 years ago.
I am one of the many residents that has been involved with this project since the beginning.
There was an emphasis on keeping Olive Ranch Rd rural. As stated before taken from the Oct
5. 2010 Rancho Del Oro Estates (PSUB 20070032) .
RDOProject Description p55 middle of the paragraph states,"The frontage along Olive Ranch
Rd will include a 50 ft wide landscaped area (Open Space Lots A,B, and C) meandering
sidewalks, open iron fence along open areas and a solid wall( designated 3 ft in same
paragraph) along all residential property lines.The meandering sidewalk (originally a DG
pathway) was to go around oak trees left in the landscaped section by Olive Ranch Rd. so this
project would,"Ensure that development complements the natural setting and reinforces the
rural and natural identity of Granite Bay", Goal 3 of the GBCP. As I'm sure you are aware all
the oak trees along Olive Ranch Rd that would have been included in this natural walkway
were cut down. They weren't all dead or diseased.
Trees were to be preserved on each lot to maintain the country atmosphere. The issue of
complete tree removal on all lots was not the original intent of this project. The plan was to
leave the lots intact to preserve the area for birds, small woodland creatures and threatened
insects. We were assured that development lot by lot would be better for the environment.
Imagine our shock when County suggested clearing everything at once was the better way to
go. Maybe for the developer but not for the land and the wildlife.
Now over ten years later an Environmental Impact Report Addendum has been passed by our
Planning Commissioners on May 13. This is an affront to our GBCP. Yes, 89 homes are
coming when it should have been less than 76. Our Community Plan was developed to protect
Granite Bay. Goal 1,"Preserve the unique character of Granite Bay area which is exemplified
by the general rural environment, oak woodlands, mix use of land uses and densities, and high
quality of development." Goal 2."Require planning and design that ensures compatibility
among neighboring land uses."
When this Project first appeared the majority of Granite Bay spoke out against it. My
neighbors were very active attending meetings and speaking up to defend our GBCP. Now
they don't even realize that Tsakopoulas Investments is changing their promised development
plan for their benefit and not for the residents of Granite Bay.
I urge you to grant this appeal and return to what was originally promised to the community. It

is the honorable stance to take. Changing the development plan after it has sat in place for 10
years is an insult to Placer County residents and especially those of Granite Bay. Thank You
for your time and consideration. Jane Negri, 4502 Olive Ranch Rd, Granite Bay 95746

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Phillips
Megan Wood; Angel Green
Suzanne Jones; Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Cindy Gustafson; Bonnie Gore
[EXTERNAL] Public comment in support of the Appeal to Planning Commission"s approval of the Rancho Del Oro
Estates project modification
Tuesday, July 20, 2021 10:00:23 AM

Attn: Placer County Board of Supervisors I support the appeal of the Placer County Planning Commission's approval of a revised grading plan for the Rancho
Del Oro Estates subdivision in Granite Bay.
The mitigation fees for heritage oak trees and oak woodlands is inadequate and out-dated. A current tree survey
needs to be completed as 57 acres of woodland will be directly impacted. This is 40 acres greater than the 17 acres
identified in 2010.
I also request that Placer County oak woodland mitigation fees be updated to reflect comparable established fees of
surrounding counties and cities.
Sincerely,
Karen Phillips
Granite Bay

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Lynch
Megan Wood
[EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro Project
Friday, July 23, 2021 5:41:56 PM

Subject: Rancho Del Oro Project

Cindy Gustafson
Susan Jones
Jim Holmes
Robert Weygandt
Bonnie Gore
Placer County for way too long has not kept up with the times regarding our environment.
The 9 YEAR old proposal for the Rancho Del Oro project is out of date in every category
First of all, the tree survey NEEDS to be completed.
9 YEARS later it is likely that a number of additional trees that qualify for the 24 inch heritage
identifier.
The fees for cutting these trees that are listed are 9 YEARS out of date, ours are some of the lowest
in the region and state.
A large loss of income to our county.
Clarification of the grading exhibits, the ones they presented are confusing and again out of date.
Because there has been 9 YEARS since the grading exhibits-report was completed, a new one needs
to be completed.
The original EIR only addressed custom grading…the new proposal is for MASS grading
There is no evidence that the MASS grading that is now proposed AND being conducted would not
have DRAMATIC effect on the woodlands and our environment.
In one and only EIR report in the 9 YEARS identified ONLY 17 acers but…
The Staff for the county identified 55 acers that would be dramatically affected.
WHERE is the report for the additional acers??
There has been NO consideration on the effect of the current and repeated droughts that effect our
area.
There NEEDS to be a current analysis and report on the effect to the woodlands and OUR
environment, Rancho Del Oro project will cause.

Sincerely,

Kathleen and Robert Lynch
1881 Eagle Glen Dr.
Roseville, Calif. 95661

Michael W. Graf
Law Offices
227 Behrens St.,
El Cerrito CA 94530

Tel/Fax: 510-525-1208
email: mwgraf@aol.com
July 23, 2021

Via Email
Board of Supervisors Placer County
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
mwood@placer.ca.gov
Subject:

Subject: Third Party Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Approval of
the Rancho Del Oro Estates Vesting Tentative Map Modification
(PLN21-00025). Addendum to Previously Certified Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Mr. Vivaldi
I am writing in support of the appeal filed by Amber Beckler of the May 13, 2021
Planning Commission decision approving a modification to the vesting tentative subdivision map
(“VTM”) for Rancho Del Oro Estates. The main basis for the appeal is that in approving the
VTM modification, the County has not considered updating the mitigation measures required due
to the loss of oak trees and oak woodlands that are required by CEQA and by the County’s
original approval of the initial project back in 2010.
The appeal states that the County has failed 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. This includes the point that the number of significant oak trees (i.e., tree
with greater than 24 inches dbh) has likely increased substantially since the project was approved
over ten years ago.
This is required by the 2010 EIR conditions, which required the applicant to make an
in-lieu payment to the County to mitigate oak woodland losses within the development footprint
and to account for habitat fragmentation. The payment is to be equivalent to the fair market
value of a conservation easement (CE) 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 funding includes a conservation component and an in-perpetuity management
component, which shall be used by the County to purchase CEs to other in-kind oak woodlands
in the County.
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As CEQA mitigation, the County has an obligation to fulfill this enforceable mandate in a
manner which achieves the EIR’s goal, which is to replace lost oak woodland habitat with similar
habitat, including adequate funding for both purchase and maintenance of the CE protected
woodlands. However, as noted in the appeal, the costs to purchase and maintain in-kind oak
woodland habitat have increased significantly over the last decade, to the extent that the prior
fees calculated back in 2010 are no longer remotely adequate to mitigate the loss of oaks on the
property. Under the EIR, such fees are to be calculated according to the fair market value (FMV)
of such replacement lands, but considerable evidence in the record shows that the FMV in 2010
is not the FMV in 2021. As such, the Planning Commission’s approval of the VTM modification
without updating the in-lieu fees for clearing oak woodlands violates the mitigation conditions.
On this issue the County staff report takes the position that “[a]n analysis of the County’s
current Tree Impact Fee is not a project-related issue” because “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.” See County Staff Report for July 26, 2021 Board of Supervisors Hearing
(Staff Report), p. 15. This position is legally flawed for three reasons.
First, while the project and VTM was originally approved back in 2010, since that time
the VTM has been modified in 2013, extended numerous times and now seeks a further second
modification for a new grading plan, for which the Staff Report acknowledges requires a new
approval for the project to be implemented. For purposes of updating impact fee requirements
that act as mitigation, each of these changes to the original approval – whether it be changes to
the VTM or to its continued validity without expiring – require a reexamination of whether the
initially set mitigation continues to remain valid. As set forth in Kaufman & Broad Central
Valley, Inc. v. City of Modesto (1994) 25 Cal.App.4th 1577, the County retains this right to
update impact fee assessments in light of changed conditions where standards were put in place
at the time of initial VTM approval setting parameters on the extent of increased fees necessary
to fulfill the original mitigation requirements. See id. at 1589 ("We interpret section 66498.1 to
apply this general notice requirement to a local agency seeking to pass along a fee increase
imposed after a developer's rights have vested. That is, the ordinances, policies, and standards in
effect when the developer's vesting tentative map is deemed complete, must include not only a
general fee escalation provision but must also provide reasonable notice of the nature of the fee
and the manner of its calculation.”)
In this case the fee escalation option is implied when the VTM is required to be extended,
or as also true in this case. modified for adoption of a different grading plan. This approach is
consistent with the language of the Subdivision Map Act, which limits generally the ‘vesting’
nature of the VTM to two years, with an outside range of 10 years based on statutorily proper
extensions. See Govt. Code § 66452.6(a)(“An approved or conditionally approved tentative map
shall expire 24 months after its approval or conditional approval, or after any additional period of
time as may be prescribed by local ordinance, not to exceed an additional 12 months...The
extensions shall not extend the tentative map more than 10 years from its approval or
conditional approval.”) (emphasis added.)
2

Here, the County is proposing that the VTM has been extended until 2023, a period of 13
years, which violates the intent of the Subdivision Map Act to balance the need for developer
certainty in building projects with the public’s need to not allow older approved development to
be constructed based on out-of-date project and mitigation documents without local government
oversight and control. See e.g., North Murrieta Community, LLC v. City of Murrieta (2020) 50
Cal. App. 5th 31, 42 (“A vesting tentative map does not freeze regulations and fees indefinitely.
HN8[ ] The tentative map statute, which applies to vesting tentative maps, provides all tentative
maps expire 24 months after their initial approval, though that period may be extended by
ordinance up to 12 months. (§ 66452.6, subd. (a).)”)
Given the project cannot go forward as proposed in the absence of the requested
modification of the VTM, the plain language of the 2010 EIR requires that oak woodland impact
fees be updated to correspond to the FMV required for in-kind purchase and maintenance of CEs
on oak woodland parcels.
Second, for similar reasons, the County must update the fees originally assessed to
mitigate the impact of cutting down significant oak trees, which are those greater than 24' dbh.
The EIR requires this as a condition, stating that “significant” oak tree (24 inches diameter breast
height (dbh) or greater) identified for removal shall be replaced” according to parameters set
forth in the EIR This section of the EIR provides no qualification such as ‘trees existing at the
time of the initial VTM approval.” Instead, this section refers to tree removal, which must be
assessed at the time that trees are to be cut down. As noted in the Appeal, the tree survey was
done over a decade ago and since that time. many more oak trees, particularly fast-growing live
oaks, have grown to exceed 24" dbh, and that, for that reason, “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.”
The County’s response on this issue appears particularly convoluted in that it concedes
that no new surveys have taken place to accurately characterize the impact that will take place,
but instead that “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.” (emphasis added.) Besides the
absurdity of this response that a project clearing out dozens of mature oak trees and habitat is
‘overmitigated’ by requiring some planting of trees elsewhere, the County staff’s response is
unscientific and not evidence to cure the County’s failure to accurately identify the number of
large trees that will be taken out by this project. The County has no idea in this instance what the
decisions of individual homeowners will be with respect individual trees and the VTM
authorizing wholesale clearing of oaks makes such rank speculation besides the point. Beyond
these evidentiary points, the County fails to distinguish between the value of individual trees left
on a particular homeowner lot which may be cut at any time at the owner’s discretion compared
to the value of intact oak woodland habitat providing shelter, migration corridors and sustenance
to a host of local wildlife species who still rely on oak woodlands to survive in western Placer
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County. The County’s failure to conduct updated surveys to assess the extent of large trees
proposed to be removed is contrary to science, good planning and the requirements of the EIR.
Third, the County’ approach taken not to update any of the mitigation requirements or
prepare a supplemental environmental review document violates CEQA. Here, the evidence
submitted in the record shows that the impact mitigation fees are no longer adequate to
substantially lessen the adverse environmental impacts of cutting down oak woodlands, as is
required by CEQA, Public Resources Code § 21002. Instead, the fees required no longer
correspond to the FMV to obtain and maintain CEs for in-kind oak woodland habitat, particularly
oak woodlands near the project area that would lessen the cumulative habitat fragmentation
impacts being caused by projects such as this one.
As noted by the County, CEQA requires supplemental environmental review for a
previously approved project whenever there is “new information “that 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, which would require major revisions of the previously
certified EIR. See Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162. Here, there is new
information showing that the previous mitigation is woefully inadequate, which would require a
major revision to the EIR to determine the level of mitigation necessary. This required analysis
of necessary new mitigation is adequate to require supplemental CEQA review. See e.g., Katzeff
v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 601, 614 (review of
continuing need for CEQA mitigation cannot be done without formal CEQA review.)
An even bigger problem for the County here is that the prior mitigation adopted for the
project in the 2010 EIR was not found at that time to avoid the significant cumulative impacts to
oak woodlands caused by additional projects such as this one, and as a result the project was
adopted with a statement of overriding considerations. See e.g. Staff Report, p. 65 (“The
Approved Project was found to have a potential Significant and Unavoidable Impact on the
Cumulative Loss of Biological Resources.”)
In that circumstance, however, the County’s decision to prepare an addendum in light of
new information showing that increased in-lieu fees and preservation of oak woodlands might be
necessary to avoid or substantially lessen the significant cumulative impacts previously identified
in the 2010 EIR is contrary to CEQA. This is explained in Communities for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, which held that an
agency could not tier to a prior EIR to avoid doing further CEQA review for an impact that the
prior CEQA review had found to be significant and unavoidable. In Communities for a Better
Environment, the court was concerned about allowing an agency, in approving a later project that
has significant unavoidable impacts, to forgo making a statement of overriding considerations
specifically tied to that project. See Communities for a Better Environment v. California
Resources Agency, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at 124. The court also held that “[e]ven though a
prior EIR's analysis of environmental effects may be subject to being incorporated in a later EIR
for a later, more specific project, the responsible public officials must still go on the record and
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explain specifically why they are approving the later project despite its significant unavoidable
impacts." Id. at pp. 124-125.
Here, the County has not examined u,hether the prior mitigation is still adequate, nor has
it prepared a supplemental EIR which would be required to make a new finding that mitigation is
infeasible thereby justifying a new statement of overriding considerations. The County's
approach is contrary to Communitiesfor a Better Environment, whichalone warrants the granting
of this appeal.
The Appellant in this case is not asking for the original project approval to be set aside,
but rather that inJieu fees and other required mitigation be brought up to date so that the County
and the general public can be assured all feasible measures to avoid significant impacts on oak
woodlands are being implemented. [n contrast, for the County to adopt the position that it is
unable or unwilling to bring the prior outdated mitigation measures up to current and feasible
standards is unlawful, as well as bad public policy.
Sincerely,

{il} z

Michael W. Graf
t/

cc:

'

-/-

Supervisor Suzanne Jones (suzannejones@placer.ca.gov)
Supervisor Robert Weygandt (rwe), ga nd @ p I ac e r.ca. go v)
Supervisor Jim Holmes @)
Supervisor Cindy Gustafson (cindygustalson@placer.ca. gov)
Supervisor Bonnie Gore (BonnieGore@placer )
Megan Woods (mrvood@placer. ca. gov)
Angel Green (agreen@ptacer.ca )
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marilyn Jasper
Megan Wood; Angel Green
Suzanne Jones; Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Cindy Gustafson; Bonnie Gore
[EXTERNAL] Rancho Del Oro Estates Appeal—Support
Friday, July 23, 2021 10:46:16 AM
7-23-21-Rancho Del Oro Ests Appeal-PIC cmnt.pdf

Greetings,
Please accept the attached comments in support of the Rancho Del Oro Estates appeal
when it is heard at your special meeting on Monday, January 26, 2021.
If you can acknowledge receipt of this correspondence, it would be greatly appreciated.
Thank you,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
Public Interest Coalition

PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION
__________________________________________________________
July 23, 2021
[Sent via email to: MWood@placer.ca.gov; AGreen@placer.ca.gov; SuzanneJones@placer.ca.gov;
RWeygand@placer.ca.gov JHolmes@placer.ca.gov; CindyGustafson@placer.ca.gov;
BonnieGore@placer.ca.gov
Board of Supervisors, Placer County
Auburn, CA
Ladies and Gentlemen:
Subj: Rancho Del Oro Estates (RDO) Appeal—Support

When Placer County approved RDO’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) over a decade ago, at that time, mitigation of significant
impacts—including the wanton destruction of heritage oaks—were questionable. Now, with Placer
County citizens reeling from climate changes’ record-breaking temperatures, lengthy unhealthy and
dangerous air quality (heat and smoke), another unprecedented fire season, threats to sustainable
biodiversity, and so much more, a new grading proposal’s additional impacts are unjustifiable and
unacceptable due to many reasons that include new baselines and significant impacts due to
individual oak tree growth over time.
In the midst of critical environmental disruptions, this is not the time to rubber stamp project
modification proposals that obviously create new significant negative impacts. Instead, with recent
environmental life-threatening information, every effort should be made to reduce impacts to lifesaving woodlands, increase biodiversity, and reign in and/or re-analyze any long-ago-and-nowoutdated approved projects.
Placer County’s shamefully low tree mitigation fees are a stark reminder of another
development project’s egregious mass grading debacle, aka “clearcutting” of huge swaths of heritage
oak woodlands.1 What should have been an oak preserve as part of the Bickford Ranch project was
clearcut. The mitigation for heritage oaks would have been laughable had it not been so tragic. The
mitigation’s planted seedlings were left to die in place (aerial photographs are available upon
request), and the applicant subsequently declared bankruptcy. Had Placer County insisted only on
“custom lot grading over a period of time” (no mass grading), this devastation would likely not have
occurred. That same mentality applies to any “mass grading” (such as in RDO). When tree
mitigation fees are absurdly low, that in turn discourages context sensitive design around natural
features and encourages clearcutting. If the project, such as Bickford, runs into difficulties after the
ecosystem is destroyed, there are no consequences—meaning that mitigation was not successfully
achieved, and the County is left with an unmitigated significant impact.
The threshold for CEQA compels Placer County to require further biological surveys to
account for over a decade of significant tree growth and analyze new impacts due to baseline changes
(climate change, drought, air quality issues, fire hazards). Any type of mass clearing of oaks not only
risks citizens’ health by allowing mass clearing but also is reckless in terms of the County’s reliance
on a developer’s solvency and financing.
Thank you for considering our views,
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
1

Groups up in arms over Bickford Ranch tree cutting dilemma, Feb 10, 2005.
https://goldcountrymedia.com/news/70077/groups-up-in-arms-over-bickford-ranch-tree-cutting-dilemma/
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P.O. Box 671
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sherry Musgrove
Megan Wood; Angel Green; Suzanne Jones; Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Cindy Gustafson; Bonnie Gore
[EXTERNAL] Public comment in support of the Appeal to Planning Commissions approval of the Rancho Del Oro
Estates project modification
Friday, July 23, 2021 11:10:42 AM

Dear Supervisors,
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),my comments are as follow.
As a former Placer County Planning Commissioner from 1989-1992, I have the applicable
experience to request that you side with the appeal before you today. The Rancho Del Oro
subdivision was approved more than a decade ago. It is fairly argued that true impacts of tree
loss cannot be adequately mitigated to a less than significant level without current data
regarding total numbers and inches of trees to be used for fee calculations. Without current
data reflecting more than 10 years of growth, your decision is based on assumptions which
are speculative at best and unsupported by required evidence. This would set a precedent that
is not substantiated by fact.
Other fees associated with Rancho Del Oro have been updated to reflect current Placer fee
schedules. Updates to the tree fees should also be applied. Changes have occurred to existing
circumstances that would warrant additional environmental analysis. An unprecedented
number of projects are being simultaneously built in Granite Bay placing pressure on existing
wildlife and natural resources. As these actions could not have been anticipated in 2010, these
impacts need to be mitigated to a less than significant level. The cumulative loss of oak trees
of unknown diameter cannot be ignored.
Placer County’s failure to bring these fees in line with the new Placer County Conservation
Program equates to the granting of special privileges.
Sincerely,
Sherry Musgrove

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
From: Stan Nader
Date: 7-22-2021
Re: Appeal regarding May 13, 2021 Planning
Commission revised grading plan for the Rancho Del
Oro Estates subdivision

Oak trees have a long and storied past in the culture
of California. It is important to recognize the many
benefits oak trees provide, environmentally and
economically, when considering the action of the
Planning Commission. Oak woodlands are critical
components of healthy terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems, providing habitat, preventing erosion,
moderating water quality and supporting water
infiltration, sequestering carbon, filtering out air and
water pollutants, moderating temperatures, and
supporting watershed function.

When setting the

market value of oak trees, these benefits must be
taken into consideration.

Most of the information the Planning Commission
used to make their determination was generated ten
years ago. One area that needs updating is the tree

survey because some trees may now be listed in the
significant category. A lot has changed in ten years
and certainly property values have increased thus
the value of the oak trees that reside on those
properties. It should also be noted that the County’s
oak tree mitigation fee is the lowest of any of the
agencies in the region and should be brought up to
market values.

It would be informative for the public to know how
the County has used the Oak Tree Mitigation Fees
they have collected thus far? The reason I ask that
question is the City of Lincoln is currently being sued
for not using their Oak Tree Mitigation Funds as it is
called out for in the City’s Municipal Code. I would
hope the Board of Supervisors would ask their CEO
to provide the information of how the County has
used the monies they have thus far collected to
preserve the oak tree population as part of the
appeal presentation.

I would ask that the Board of Supervisors uphold this
appeal and ask County staff to provide information
that is more current and appropriate before this
project receives any future approvals.

