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October 7, 1998 

Table E-12 
VALLEY VIEW STUDENT GENERATION AT BUILDOUT 

Elementary School Middle School 
Units (K-6) Students1 (7-8) Students2 

2,708 single-family 1,273 379 
132 multi-family 22 8 

Total: 1,295 387 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.E. Public Facilities and Services 

Page IV.E-74 

High School 
(9-12) Students3 

569 
9 

578 

SOURCES: Joyce Flanigan, Superintendent, BUSD, written communication, November 25, 1997; and 
r EDUHSD, Developer Fees Justification Document. May 1994; and William M. Wright, Attorney at Law 
r (representing BUSD and EDUHSD), written communication, August 5, 1998 .. 

r 1 The elementary school (K-6) student yield factor is 0.47 students per single-family dwelling unit. The 
r elementary school (K-5) student yield factor is 0.165 students per multi-family dwelling unit. 
r 2 The middle school (7-8) student yield factor is 0.14 students per single-family dwelling unit. The 
r middle school (6-8) student yield factor is 0.058 students per multi-family dwelling unit. 
r 3 The high school (9-12) student yield factors are 0.21 students per single-family dwelling unit and 0.07 
r students per multi-family dwelling unit. 

r 

Table E-13 
COMPARISON OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CAPACITY PROVIDED ON THE VALLEY 
VIEW SITE TO STUDENTS GENERATED BY THE VALLEY VIEW PROJECT 

Number of Student Excess 
Schools Capacity Students Capacity 
Provided2 Provided Generated1 Provided 

2 1,440 1,295 145 

SOURCE: Wagstaff and Associates, 1997. 

1 From Table E-12, herein. 
2 Assumes a capacity of 720 students per elementary school based on multi-track year round schools. 
New schools being built in the district are currently being built to house students year-round. If the 
schools were operated on a nine-month schedule, they would accommodate 600 students each, or 
1,200 total. 
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■ contain hazardous waste; or 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.E. Public Facilities and Services 

Page IV.E-n 

■ contain one or more surface or underground pipelines carrying hazardous substances 
unless the pipeline is a natural gas pipeline used only to supply natural gas to that 
school or neighborhood. 

c. Significance Criteria 

The project may be considered in this EIR to have a significant impact on schools if it would: 

(1) Conflict with applicable environmental plans pertaining to schools as adopted by the 
agencies with jurisdiction over the project, or policies of the community.1 

(2) Result in a need for new or altered school services. 2 

(3) Propose a school site that fails to meet applicable State of California site selection 
standards (listed in section b.2 above) or BUSD standards for school facilities. 

d. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

1. Project Impacts on the BUSD. As indicated on Figure 8 and in Table E-13, the project 
would include two elementary school sites: one 13-acre site in White Rock Village and one 
11-acre site in West Valley Village. It is assumed that each elementary school would provide 
space for 720 students, based on the schools being built as year-round facilities.3 

Tables E-12 and E-13 present information regarding the estimated number of students that 
would be generated by the project over its estimated nine-year buildout period, in comparison 
to the capacity available in the school sites that are planned onsite. As shown in the tables, 
at buildout the schools would provide space for 134 more students than the project would 
generate K-6 school site capacity. No middle school sites would be provided onsite. As 

r indicated in Table E-12, the project would generate 387 middle school students. 

1CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Item a. 

2CEQA Guidelines, Appendix I, Item Xl(c). 

3New schools currently being built in the district are being constructed to house students year­
round. 
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School fees would most likely be collected in the amounts permitted by State law; however, it 
is not anticipated that these State-limited fees would be adequate to fund the complete site 
preparation and facility construction costs for the needed elementary and middle school 
facilities. The Valley View Specific Plan (September 1997) includes a Specific Plan 
Administration chapter which calls for a Project Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) that identifies 
potential financing mechanisms for school facilities. Unless the PFFP includes provisions for 
those elementary and middle school construction costs which exceed the impact fee revenue, 
elementary school facilities could not be constructed as needed onsite, middle school capacity 
could not be provided offsite, and capacities would therefore be inadequate. General Plan 
policy 5.8.1 .1 requires an applicant to enter into a written agreement with the school districts 
affected to mitigate the project impacts to school facilities or demand thereof. 

WP51\542\FEIR\IV-E-R.542 
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Cumulative Capacity Impacts on the BUSD. Development anticipated in the rest of the 
BUSD would contribute to cumulative needs for additional elementary and middle school 
capacity in the district. However, because the Valley View project will have to fully mitigate its 
own impacts on the BUSD pursuant to general plan policy 5.8.1.1 (as outlined in Mitigation 
Measure PF-9 above), the Valley View Specific Plan will not contribute to the existing 
cumulative need. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PF-9 would reduce project 
contributions to cumulative school impacts; no cumulative Impact is anticipated. 

Mitigation: No significant adverse impact has been identified; no mitigation is required under 
CEQA. 

2. Project Capacity Impacts on the EDUHSD. As indicated in Table E-12, the project would 
r generate 578 high school students at buildout of the project 

r 

The project would contribute to the need for a new high school in El Dorado Hills. Unless the 
project's fair-share of funding for construction of a new high school were provided and unless 
it were demonstrated that adequate school capacity would be available by the time of 
occupancy of units to be constructed in the various phases of the project, capacity for project­
generated high school students would be inadequate, 

WP51 \542\FEIR\IV-E-R.542 
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(a) White Rock Village Site. The 13-acre proposed elementary school site in White Rock 
Village would not meet State standards due to its location on the west branch of the Bear 
Mountains fault, a potentially-active earthquake fault. In addition, the proposed site would not 
meet local school district standards because it is not square or rectangular in shape, which 
would present site planning difficulties for the BUSD. The BUSD requires square or 
rectangular-shaped sites in order to provide adequate classroom and outdoor recreation 
space.1 

(b) West Valley Village Site. The 11-acre proposed elementary school site in West Valley 
Village is irregular in shape (it is not square or rectangular) which, as discussed above for the 
White Rock Village site, would present site planning difficulties for the BUSD. 

(c) Sites chosen for schools should comply with Public Resources Code 21151.8, which 
specifies that ultimately, the lead agency must be able to determine whether a school site is 
any of the following: (1) the site of a current or former hazardous waste disposal site or solid 
waste disposal site, and if so, whether the wastes have been removed; (2) a hazardous 
substance release site identified in a list of sites for which "removal or remedial action" is 
planned, compiled by the Department of Health Services ("OHS") pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code section 25300 et seq.; or (3) a site which contains one or more pipelines, 
situated underground or aboveground, which carries hazardous substances, acutely 
hazardous materials, or hazardous wastes, unless the pipeline is a natural gas line which is 
used only to supply gas to that school or neighborhood. 

Choosing a school site also requires that facilities within one-quarter mile of the proposed site, 
which might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 

r materials, be identified. The El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District has determined 
r that five such sites exist within one-quarter mile of the project boundaries. 

1Joyce Flanigan, Superintendent, BUSD, written communication, November 25, 1997. 
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7. SOLID WASTE 

a. Settlng1 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.E. Public Facilities and Services 

Page IV .E-82 

1. Solid Waste Disposal and Capacity. The Valley View site is located within the West 
Slope Waste Management region within El Dorado County, which encompasses the area from 
Echo Summit to the Sacramento County line. Solid waste transport demands within the West 
Slope area currently average approximately 220 tons per day. The waste is transported to the 
Lockwood Landfill in western Nevada. 

The Lockwood Landfill currently has 555 acres (36 percent of its total 1,535 acres) permitted 
for disposal. Future expansion into adjoining canyons is expected to allow the disposal area 
to triple in size as additional landfill space is needed. The facility's current capacity is 
expected to be available for more than 60 years. The landfill receives approximately 75,000 
tons of trash annually from the El Dorado Disposal Service area.2 

The Lockwood Landfill is located in an arid region subject to high evaporation and low 
(average eight inches) annual rainfall. The landfill is underlain by a thick layer of unsaturated, 
low permeability, clay-rich bedrock material ranging from 100 to 500 feet deep. This layer 
separates the base of the existing and proposed landfill area from the uppermost groundwater 
aquifer. Due to favorable climatic and soil conditions, the landfill has been constructed without 

1Unless otherwise noted, the solid waste setting information is based on the Draft EIR on the El 
Dorado County General Plan Update, December 1994; and the Draft EIR on the Promontory Specific 
Plan, June 1997. 

2County of El Dorado, Missouri Flat Area MC&FP and Sundance Plaza and El Dorado Villages 
Shopping Center Projects DEIR, April 1998, page 4.15-5. 
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I a synthetic liner. Even so, the Lockwood Landfill meets the federal alternative design criteria 
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programs to reduce the amount of waste that is landfilled. Examples of programs currently in 
use include backyard composting, curb-side recycling, carclxlard and office paper collection. 

The County is making substantial progress toward fulfilling the requiremen1s of AB 939. 
r According to Disposal Reduction Trends in the Unincorporated El Dorado County (Department 
r of Environmental Management, October 1997), the County has accomplished solid waste 

volume reductions of 33.91 percent in 1995, 37.06 percent in 1996, and 37.78 percent in 
1997. In December 1996, the Western El Dorado Recovery Systems, Inc. Materials Recovery 
Facility (MRF)/transfer station was opened. The facility includes a 68,691-square-foot 
warehouse located on 7.14 acres in the Diamond Springs arE1a. The MRF serves all self­
haulers and franchised waste generated in the western slope of El Dorado County, including 
El Dorado Disposal's service area. The facility is a certified ~,rocessor of recycled materials 
and provides a certified community drop-off/collection program. The MRF also houses a 
California certified recycling redemption facility and operates a second-hand store. 

The MRF is designed to accommodate 400 tons per day of waste and is currently handling an 
average volume of.200 tons (50 percent of capacity) of munic:ipal solid waste per day. To 
date, the MRF has diverted an average of 628 tons of waste per month. An Economic 
Analysis for Facility Modifications and Revised Operations Plans was completed for the MRF 
and submitted to the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors on June 7, 1997. This report 
was approved by the Board (via Resolution). The facility modification approved by the Board 
allows Western El Dorado Recovery Systems to haul loose refuse to remote landfills such as 
the Lockwood Landfill. Western El Dorado Recovery Systems completed the required facility, 
which is awaiting a final inspection, for loading loose materials. Another modification to the 
originally approved plans being sought for the MRF includes allocating three acres of the 
existing ten acres of the site to a large materials sorting and storage area. This area would 
accept large, bulky waste, such as concrete, stone, pipe, ancl other materials often generated 
through demolition and construction, particularly in the spring and summer months. The 
design for this three-acre portion of the site is complete and Western El Dorado Recovery 
Systems is currently meeting with the El Dorado County Planning Department to finalize the 
site plan. 

The volume of wastes diverted to the MRF is monitored at least monthly and based on the 
types, seasonal variations, and volumes of materials that are received, future facility 
modifications/adjustments are determined. 

c. Significance Criteria 

The project may be considered in this EIR to have a significant impact on solid waste services 
if it would: 

WP51 IS421FEIRIJV-E-R.542 
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(1) Conflict with applicable environmental plans pertaining tc, solid waste collection, transport, 
and disposal, as adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project, or policies of the 
community.1 

(2) Result in a need for new solid waste systems, or substantial alterations to solid waste 
disposal services;2 or 

(3) Breach published national, state, or local standards relating to solid waste or litter 
control.3 

d. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Project Solid Waste Impacts. Based on a solid waste generation factor of 3.7 pounds per 
person per day, the project (which would have an estimated buildout residential population of 
7,764 residents) could generate up to approximately 14.4 tons per average day. Additional 

r waste would also be generated by the project commercial, R&D, park, and school uses; the 
r total of approximately 107,000 square feet of commercial and R&D floor area would generate 
r approximately five cubic yards of waste per day, or approximately 1,860 cubic yards per 
r year.4• The bulk of the solid waste generated by the project would-be transported to 

Lockwood Landfill. The landfill is expected to have adequate capacity to receive this waste. 
No inconsistencies with relevant County General Plan and other solid waste provisions are 
anticipated. The project would therefore have a less-than-s(gnlficant Impact on solid waste 
services. 

Mitigation. No significant adverse impact has been identified; no mitigation is required under 
CEQA. 

1CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Item a. 

2cEQA Guidelines, Appendix I, Item Xll(f). 

3CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Item e. 

r 4Basec:I on a solid waste generation factor of 0.04759658 cubic yard per day per 1,000 square feet 
r of commercial space, multiplied by 365 days per year to obtain annual estimate (County of El Dorado, 
r Missouri Flat Area MC&FP and Sundance Plaza and El Dorado Villages Shopping Center Projects 
r DEIR. April 1998, page 4.15-7). 
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8. OTHER FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

a. Setting 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.E. Public Facilities and Services 

Page IV.E--85A 

Other County-provided public services and facilities include libraries, hospitals, detention 
facilities, superior and municipal courts, general administrative services, and services and 
facilities for elderly residents. The federal government provides local postal services. In 
addition, other non-governmental non-profit and for-profit entities provide other facilities and 
services, such as hospitals and other medical facilities and services, electricity and gas 
service, telephone service, and cable television service. 

WP51\542\FE/RIIV-E-R.542 
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Electricity and gas, telecommunications, and cable television services would rely on 
infrastructure (cables, pipelines, etc.) that must be installed when project roads and other 
utilities are constructed. Protocol for the funding of these infrastructure improvements varies 
with each service. All are "enterprise• services funded by user fees and charges. Onsite 
infrastructure costs borne by Pacific Gas & Electric, the electricity and natural gas utility, and 
Pacific Bell, the telecommunications utility, are governed by ,Buie 15 and Rule 16 of the Public 
Utility Commission. For telecommunications infrastructure, Pacific Bell pays for trenching and 
line costs within public rights-of-way, and, with the exception of individual connection lines to 
residential structures (which are also paid for by Pacific Bell), the developer pays for all 
necessary infrastructure improvements on private property.1 PG&E has stated that the 
project developer(s) would be responsible for paying to have existing PG&E facilities relocated 

r or undergrounded if such actions are required to accommodate the project.2 Media One, 
Cable, the cable provider for El Dorado County would providEt cable television service to the 
project. 

Development of the specific plan area will increase the net p<>wer generation in the West. 
However, it is too speculative to predict either the power sources that will ultimately be used 
to supply the project or the impacts that might be associated with those power sources. 

The project's impacts on "other" facilities and services would therefore be considered less­
than-significant (see criterion #1 under "c. Significance Criteria" above). 

Mitigation for Project Impacts on Other Facilities and Services. No significant 
environmental impacts have been identified; no mitigation measures are required under 
CEQA. 

9. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The project contribution to cumulative public facilities and services impacts has been 
addressed where necessary under the various subsections of this chapter (Water Service, 
Sewer Service, Police Protection, Fire Protection and EMS, Parks and Recreation, Schools, 
Solid Waste Management, Road Maintenance, and Other Public Services). In addition the 
impacts of cumulative local, subregional and regional public facilities and services impacts, of 
which this project is a part, are addressed in the Public Services and Infrastructure and Water: 
Resources, Quality and Hazards chapters of the County-certtfied El Dorado County General 
Plan Update EIR (EIR section V.4 and 4.5). The EIR identifiE!S policies that have been 

1Dave Francis, Public Works Coordinator, Pacific Bell, June 5, 1996. 

2Tony Luna, Senior New Business Representative, written communication, September 17, 1997. 
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Table F-2. SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS AND PLANTS THAT HAVE BEEN REPORTED 
OR COULD OCCUR IN THE VALLEY VIEW VICINITY 

Species Status' Habitat Occurrence on the Project Site2 

Listed Special Status Animals 

American peregrine falcon FE,CE Individuals breed on cliffs in the Siffla Unlikely. Large aggregations of prey 
Fa/a, peregrinus anatum Nevada or in coastal habitalS; occurs in probably do not occur on site, providing 

many habitats of the state during marginal foraging habitat. Probably 
migration and winter, occurs only as a transient during 

migration. 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp FE Vernal pools of California's Central V:alley, Pmsible. Project site is within the known 
Lepidurus packardi and seasonal pools of Alameda Courity. range of 1he species, which has been 

found in seasonal pools similar to those 
on the project site. 

Bald eagle FT,CE Wintering populations congregate around Unlikely. Aggregations of prey 
Haliaeetus Jeucocepha/us some reservoirs of central Cafifomia. (waterfowl) probably do not occur on 1he 

project site. Known wintering site at Bass 
Lake about 2 miles from project location. 
May occur only as a transient during 
migration. 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp FT Vernal pools of California's Central Valley, Possible. Project site is within the known 
Branchinecta lynchi and interior valleys of the central and range of the species, which has been 

south Coast Ranges. found in seasonal pools similar to those 
on the project site. 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle FT Elderberry shrubs and trees in the Qffltral Possible. Suitable habitat exists onsite 
Desmocerus ca/ifomicus dimorphus Valley and western Sierra foothills, often (elderberry shrubs); evidence of presence 

in riparian communities not observed during surveys conducted in 
1997. 

California red-legged frog FT, CSC Rivers, creeks, and stoc:kponds of the Absent. None were observed during site 
Rana aurora draytonii Sierra foothills and central Coast Rar,ge, assessment or subsequent field surveys 

preferring pools with overhanging conducted by WRA in 1997. 
vegetation. 

5wainson's hawk CT Forages and nests in open grasslands Unlikely. This species occurs further 
Buteo swainsoni and agricultural lands of the Central west in the valley. Vagrants may 

Valley. occasionally visit the site. 

Non-Listed Special 
Status Animals 

California tiger salamander FC,CSC Breeds in vemal pools. Aestivates during Absent. None were observed during field 
Ambysloma ca/ifomiense the dry season in rodent burrows. surveys conducted by Sugnet & 

Associates in March 1998. 

Western spadefoot FSC,CSC Breeds in vemal pools. Aestivates during Absent. None were observed during field 
Scaphiopus hammondii the dry season in rodent burrows. surveys conducted by Sugnet & 

Associates in March 1998. 

Foothill yellow-legged frog FSC,CSC Requires shallow, flowing water, Unlikely. This species was not observed 
Ranaboy6i apparendy in small to moderate-sized during surveys conducted in 1997 by 

stream with at least some cobble-sized WRA. Seasonal flows and presence of 
substrate. bullfrogs further indicate low probability of 

occurrence. 

California homed lizard FSC,CSC Found in many scrub habitats, gener'ally in Not probable. Site is within known range 
Phrynosoma CIORfflalllm frontale areas containing sandy loam soils. of species, but none were observed 

during field work conducted in 1997. 
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Mitigation for General WildlHe Impacts. No significant general wildlife impacts have been 
identified; no mitigation measures are required under CEQA. 

2. Impacts on Special Status Wildlife. Reconnaissance level field surveys, and special 
status species surveys following CDFG and USFWS guidelines, were conducted by WRA in 
order to document general wildlife use of the site and habitats immediately adjacent to it, and 
the presence/absence of protected species. WRA biologists assessed the habitat types and 
quality, and based on these observations, compiled a list of special status species that could 
occur on the project site. The majority of these possible onsite special status species are 
CDFG Species of Special Concern and federal Species of Concern, and several are legally 
protected. If a determination is made that such protected species occur on the project site, 
Section 7 consultation must be undertaken and appropriate mitigation determined by resource 
agencies provided to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Loss of Habitat for Other Special Status Animals. Eighteen other special status animal 
species occur regionally in habitats similar to the project site, but either do not occur on the 
site or are rare, incidental visitors. Two additional special status animals may occur on the 
site occasionally, but the habitats they occupy would not be significantly affected by the 
project. The project would therefore have a less-than-significant impact on these animals. 

Several special status animals occur regionally in habitats similar to those of the Valley View 
project site (see Table F-2). The following species either do not occur on the site, or are only 
rare, incidental visitors primarily due to absence of suitable habitat: 

American peregrine falcon 
bald eagle 
Swainson's hawk 
ferruginous hawk 
mountain plover 
foothill yellow-legged frog 1 

northwestern pond b.Jrtle 1 

tricolored blackbird 
spotted bat 

western burrowing owl1 

greater western mastiff bat 
long-eared myotis 
golden eagle 
California tiger salamander2 
Townsend's big-eared bat 
prairie falcon 
short-eared owl 
American badger 

Two special status animals may occur on the site occasionally, or may even breed on the site, 
but the habitats they occupy would not be significantly affected by the project. Most habitat 
used, or potentially used, by these species would remain in open space, or exists adjacent to 
the site. The Cslifomia yellow warbler, if present onsite, would occur primarily in riparian 
habitats that will not be developed. The loggerhead shrike is locally common, and large areas 
of suitable habitat for this species are adjacent to the site. 

1Reconnaissance level surveys targeting these species were conducted April-June 1997 by 
Wetlands Research Associates. 

r 2Not observed dUling field surveys conducted in March 1998 by Sugnet & Associates. 
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Mitigation for Loss of Habitat for Other Special S1atus Anlmals. Since occurrence of 
these species is either absent or occasional, no significant impacts have been identified; no 
additional mitigation measures are required under CEQA. 
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f. Impacts Due to Increase Human Presence Onsite 
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General Plan EIR. In addition, cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this project 
r is a part, is anticipated and provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 
r 1996. The cumulative impacts of that growth on countywide biological resources are 

addressed in section V.8, Biological Resources, of the County-certified 1995 El Dorado County 
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This section describes the geology and soils implications of the proposed Valley View Specific 
Plan, including potential impacts associated with the topographic, slope, landslide, and seismic 
characteristics of the site; associated General Plan policy relationships; and mitigation 
measures warranted to address potentially significant effects.. The section represents the 
results of a study performed by the EIR engineering geologist, Youngdahl & Associates, 
based on field reconnaissance and technical review of geologic and geotechnical reports 

r pertaining to the site.1 The evaluation has been prepared in accordance with the California 
_ Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) 

Note 46 regarding the Guidelines for Geologic/Seismic Considerations in Environmental 
Impact Reports. 

1. SETTING 

a. Topography 

The project site is located within the western foothills of the c:entral Sierra Nevada Mountains 
within portions of Sections 7, 11, 12, 13, 18, 19 and 24 of Tc1wnship 9 North and Ranges 8 
and 9 East of the Mount Diablo Base and Meridian. The topography of the site essentially 
consists of three main subparallel elongated northwest-trending ridges. Elevations range from 
about 1,120 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) within the highest area of the central-most ridge, to 
approximately 550 feet along Latrobe Road. Primary drainages occupy the valleys between 
the ridges and secondary drainages locally incise the ridge flanks. 

b. Geology 

1. Regional Geologic Setting. The project site is located within the western fringe of the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains. Rock types found in the area include volcanic and metamorphic 
rocks and local intrusions of plutonic rocks. Ultramafic rocks are also locally present. The 
Foothills Fault System trends northwesterly through the area. This fault system includes the 
West and East branches of the Bear Mountains fault and the Melones fault (see subsection d, 
"Potential Earthquake Hazards," below). 

2. Site Geologic Setting. Project site geology is mapped cm Figure G-1. As shown, 
bedrock underlying the site consists of Mesozoic age Copper Hill Volcanics, Salt Springs Slate 

r 1Youngdahl and Associates, Inc., Geologic/Geotechnical Considerations for the Valley View 
r Environmental Impact Report, January 25, 1995. 
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3. Soils. Project site soil types are mapped on Figure G-2. Soils across the site tend to 
vary in accordance with differences in parent material, drainage, and age or degree of 

r development since their deposition. The U.S. Soil Conservatic>n Service (USCS) has mapped 
the eastern portion of the site as Auburn very rocky silty loam (AxD). The southern portion of 
the ridge occupying the central portion of the site is mapped as Auburn very rocky silty loam 
(AxE). To the west of this ridge various soil categories includE! Auburn silt loam (AwD), 
Argonaut very rocky loam (AmD), Auburn extremely rocky silt lloam (AyF), Placer Diggings 
(PrD), Perkins gravelly loam (Pg_B), and Rescue clay, clayey variant (Rk) (see Figure G-2).1 

The USGS attributes the following characteristics to the above mentioned soils: 

■ Auburn very rocky silt loam (AxD): 2 to 30 percent slopes, well drained, erosion hazard 
is slight to moderate, permeability is moderate. 

■ Auburn very rocky silt loam (AxE}: 30 to 50 percent slopes, well drained, erosion hazard 
is slight to moderate, permeability is moderate. 

■ Argonaut very rocky loam (AmD): 3 to 30 percent slopes, well drained, erosion hazard is 
slight to moderate, permeability is very slow. 

■ Auburn silt loam (AwD): 2 to 30 percent slopes, well draJined, erosion hazard is slight to 
moderate, permeability is moderate. 

■ Auburn extremely rocky silt loam (AyF): 3 to 70 percent slopes, well drained, erosion 
hazard is slight to moderate, permeability is moderate. 

■ Perkins gravelly loam (PgB): 3 to 30 percent slopes, well drained, erosion hazard is 
slight, permeability is moderately slow. 

■ Placer diggings (PrD}: commonly occupies creek beds and consists of stony cobbly and 
gravelly material. 

■ Rescue Clay, clayey variant (Rk): less than 2 percent slc>pes, well drained, erosion 
hazard is none to slight, permeability is slow. 

c. Potential Earthquake Hazards 

1. Regional Seismic Considerations. The project site lies in1 central California, an area that 
has historically experienced relatively low seismic activity. The Foothills Fault System has 
been studied extensively following the 1975 Oroville Earthqualke of 5. 7 Richter Magnitude, and 
is believed to be capable of generating a 6.5 Richter Magnitude earthquake with a recurrence 
interval of approximately 65,000 years (see •3_ Fault Movemeint (Foothills Fault System)" 
below). According to the California Division of Mines and Gec,logy (CDMG), faults that have 
produced earthquakes within Quaternary time (the last two to three million years) are 

1U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, 
California, 1974. •• 
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that would expose people and improved property to significant geotechnical hazards and 
that would last beyond the short-term construction period; or 

(2) the project would expose people and improved property 'to significant hazards or would 
present significant engineering or construction limitations due to factors such as 
underlying geologic soils conditions or regional seismic conditions. 

4. IMPACTS AND MmGATION MEASURES 

a. Potential Geotechnlcal Hazards 

The field reconnaissance revealed a moderate potential impacx from soil creep and/or 
landslides within the west-facing slope in the central_ portion o·f White Rock and West Valley 
Villages. The slope to the east of the abandoned landfill in the south part of West Valley 
Village also has minor landsliding and creep. Landslides may also be present within the 
wooded areas of East Ridge Village, along the western flank of the ridge that traverses this 
portion of the site. Areas of oversteepened slopes undergoing soil creep and/or landsliding 
must be addressed during project grading operations, as cut slopes could alter current slope 
stability. 

WP51\542\FEfRllV-G-R.542 
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Utility trenches would be excavated during project constructic>n. Subsurface conditions 
encountered may be somewhat variable, ranging from competent to weak. The weaker soils 
can be expected nearer the creek channels, swale areas, and within the few feet of the 
ground surface. Trench walls in these areas may be unstable. In addition, shearing and high 
groundwater associated with the Bear Mountains fault could cause trench wall instability. 

b. Potential Earthquake Hazards 

While the potential for ground rupture at the project site is low, occupants of the White Rock 
and West Valley Villages could be exposed to this hazard. 

WP51\542\FEIR\IV-G-R.542 
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A low to moderate potential for severe ground shaking exists at the site. White Rock, West 
Valley and East Ridge Villages would be subject to this hazard. The severity of shaking 
would depend on the location of the earthquake epicenter and the magnitude of the 
earthquake. 

The California Health and Safety Code requires that building1; be designed to resist stresses 
developed by earthquakes. Accepted seismic design criteria are presented in the Uniform 
Building Code, Chapter 23. Although wood-frame buildings C>f not more than two stories in 
height in unincorporated areas are exempt under the California Earthquake Protection Law, it 

•is recommended that, at a minimum, structures adhere to the design factors presented for 
UBC Zone 3. To address the increased potential for impact from the local Foothills Fault 
System, compliance with the design factors presented for UBC Zone 4 may be appropriate for 
essential service buildings. This recommendation should be considered preliminary, pending 
a detailed geologic and geotechnical analysis of proposed building sites. 

The exact location of the Bear Mountains fault should be determined prior to placement of 
schools, hospitals, fire stations and other essential service buildings near this feature. All 
potential home buyers should be infonned of the potential seismic risk associated with the 
Foothills Fault System. 

WP51 \542\FEIR\JV-G-R.542 
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Waves generated by seismic energy may affect strucbJres near the El Dorado Hills Waste 
Water Treatment Plant pond or near the pond located near the eastern property boundary. 
The ponds are not large in size and the hazard would probably be limited to minor flooding. 
In the case of the treatment plant pond, however, flooding co,uld cause the spread of 
infectious biological agents. A seiche developing within the 11,000,000-gallon water tank could 
cause the tank to fail, resulting in flooding in the area below the tank {see Figure G-1). 

The likelihood of a flood event occurring because of failure of structures is considered low. 
However, failure of the farm pond dam to the east of the project site would result in flooding 
along the Plunkett Creek drainage in East Ridge Village. Currently this fann pond is not large 
and flooding would probably be minimal. Failure of the water storage tank in the north central 
portion of the site (see Figure G-1) could cause flooding in the area immediately downslope of 
the tank. 

Flooding could occur along drainages in the proposed White Rock and West Valley Villages, 
and along Plunkett Creek in the proposed East Ridge Village, during periods of heavy rainfall; 
this potential impact is addressed in section IV .I, Hydrology. 

WP5115421FEIRIIV-G-R.542 
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Naturally occurring asbestiform minerals have been identified in regional serpentine bodies 
r and along fault traces near the site. Asbestos fibers can be released into the air by earthwork 
r activities. Exposure to asbestos fibers is associated with a number of diseases. Geologic 
r mapping has not identified asbestiform mineral deposits on or adjacent to the site. However, 

earthwork activities such as grading, drilling, or footings excavation may uncover previously 
r unidentified deposits of asbestiform minerals. Dust control measures and monitoring may be 
r required where asbestiform minerals are identified. 

r 

r 

r 

The County of El Dorado recently adopted an ordinance establishing special guidelines and 
requirements for grading and construction activities in areas designated as serpentine Rock in 
the Soil Survey of El Dorado County. The ordinance1 establishes dust mitigation practices to 
be used when construction occurs in areas with serpentine soil, and additionally authorizes 
the El Dorado County Environmental Management Department and the El Dorado Air Pollution 
Control District to require an "Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan" for review and approval 
prior to the commencement of any grading or construction activities. This ordinance, unless 
extended, will only be in effect until October 20, 1998. 

1County of El Dorado, Ordnance No. 4489, April 20, 1998. 
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Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this projec:t is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 1996. The cumulative soils, 

geology, and mineral resources impacts of that growth are addressed in section V.7, Soils, 
Geology, and Mineral Resources, of the County-certified 1995 El Dorado County General Plan 
EIR. The EIR states that, with implementation of the measures listed in the EIR, which have 
been incorporated as General f>lan policy, there would be noI significant unmitigated 
cumulative soils or geologic impact. However, the Findings c>f Fact of the Board of 
Supervisors of El Dorado County for the El Dorado County General Plan (January 23, 1996, 
revised January 26, 1996; pages 196 and 21 O) identified effects associated with seismic 
hazards and loss of areas available for mineral resource extraction as significant and 
unavoidable. 
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maintenance problems.1 Even so, during the November 1997 site reconnaissance, it was 
r observed that warning contamination bulletins had been posted at the Latrobe Road bridge on 

Deer Creek. The bulletin stated that the water in Deer Creek: is frequently contaminated due 
to improperly treated sewage from the DCWWTP and that the drinking of water or simple body 
contact may result in serious illness or life threatening disease. EID is in the process of 
conducting environmental review for a proposed expansion of the DCWWTP; this 
environmental review will likely identify means to improve the quality of effluent discharged 
into Deer Creek. 

In western Et Dorado County, there is a natural weather pattE,m of a tong dry period from May 
to October. Rapid runoff during storms, particularly during the first rainfall event or after an 
extended dry period, may generate ·slugs• of polluted water which quickly pass through the 
hillside drainages into Carson and Deer Creeks and eventually into the Cosumnes River. 
Runoff in the wetter months causes higher suspended sediment concentrations and turbidity 
as a result of erosion. Consequently, this runoff tends to be higher in concentrations of 
bacteria and nutrients. During dry weather, the quality of surface runoff may be affected by 
spills or leakage of chemicals, wash down of pavements, and leakage of sanitary sewers. 

According to the State Water Resources Control Board, past construction activities within El 
Dorado County have had poorly developed, implemented and monitored stormwater pollution 
prevention plans resulting in uncontrolled onsite sediment erosion and discharge into 
downstream tributaries draining to the Cosumnes River.2 

f. Existing County/State Regulations 

(1) NPDES Permit. El Dorado County is required to comply with National Clean Water Act 
regulations regarding the reduction of non-point source pollutants. This compliance is 
mandated by NPDES permit regulations (final rule, November 1990) administered by the 
federal Environmental Protection Agency. Land development and construction activities of five 
or more acres are included under this legislation. The State Water Resources Control Board 
has the authority to issue NPDES permits but generally delegates this responsibility to the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The State Board has issued two types of stormwater 
permits in the project region. A general permit has been issued for non-point municipal and 
industrial stormwater discharges, excluding construction activities. A second permit applies to 
all construction activity. 

Since the proposed development consists of residential and c::ommercial land uses, site 
development associated with the Valley View project would fall under the general construction 

1EIP Associates, Marble Valley Rezone and Subdivision Draft lill!, prepared for El Dorado County 
Planning Department, July 1996. 

2Kathleen Gritty, Environmental Specialist Ill, California State Water Resources Control Board; 
personal communication, April 28, 1998. 
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■ The applicant shall prepare an El Dorado County DOT-approved drainage plan that is 
consistent with the DOT-approved Carson Creek Drainage Study. The applicant shall 
coordinate with the El Dorado County DOT and conbibute a proportionate share of the 
cost for downstream channel capacity improvements associated with any increases in 
discharge from the proposed project. Onsite detention basins will be permanently 
maintained. 

■ The drainage plan shall be prepared by a certified Civil !Engineer and in conformance 
with the El Dorado County Drainage Manual (adopted by DOT in March 1995 and 
available for review at the El Dorado County Planning Department). 

■ At a minimum, the drainage plan shall include: 

- Written text addressing existing conditions; 
- Effects of project improvements; 
- All hydrologic and hydraulic calculations; 
- Watershed Map; 
- Potential increases in downstream flows; 
- Proposed onsite improvements; 

r - Proposed schedule of drainage improvemen1s to assure that the necessary facilities 
r are in place to mitigate the effects of each development phase as it occurs; and 
r - Necessary drainage easements to accommodate flows from the site and 

implementation/maintenance responsibilities. 

■ All onsite drainage facilities shall be constructed according to El Dorado County DOT 
standards and satisfaction. At a minimum this will require compliance with the following 
performance standards: 

- Those watercourses set forth in an adopted master plan of drainage for the County 
of El Dorado shall be designed and constructed. not to exceed the quantities of 
water indicated in such master drainage plans when said plans are adopted. All 
other watercourses and drainage ways shall be designed by a civil engineer in 
accordance with DOT criteria. 

- Drainage facilities for areas greater than 100 acres shall be designed to safely 
convey the storm runoff of the 100-year flood. All available headwater depth of the 
culvert may be used for these facilities. Flooding e1ffects from backwater shall be 
analyzed when available headwater depth is incorporated into the design. 

"'-- WP51\542\FEIR\IV-H-R.542 
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- Drainage facilities for less than 100 aaes shall be designed to safely convey the 
storm runoff of the 10-year flood. Without the headwater depth exceeding the 
culvert barrel height. Exceptions will be considered on a case-by-case basis when 
upstream ponding is required for the attenuation o1r flood peaks. 

WP51\542\FEIR'I/V-H-R.542 
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urban area ultimately depends upon such factors as the land use, the rainfall intensity, and 
the number of dry days prior to the rainfall event. 

For the proposed project, the types of pollutants which are likely to be found in greater 
concentrations than currently occurring in the Carson Creek and Deer Creek drainages include 
suspended solids and floating debris, litter, nutrients associated with landscape fertilizers, 
heavy metals (especially copper, lead, and zinc) from automobiles, hydrocarbons associated 
with fuels and crankcase oil, pesticides, commercial land use related pollutants and chemicals, 
and trace organics from household solvents. 

The project applicant shall develop specific stormwater mana1gement plans for each major 
r sub-area of the project The stormwater management plan fcir each sub-area shall be subject 
r to review and approval by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation and the Central 
r Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. At a minimum, the plan shall: 

(a) identify specific types and sources of stormwater pollutants; 

{b) determine the location and nature of potential impact; and 

{ c) specify appropriate control measures to eliminate any p<>tentially significant impacts to 
receiving water quality from stormwater runoff. 

Control measures may include vegetated buffer strips, water quality detention basins, site 
development restrictions, public education, street sweeping, and other design or source 
control management practices, as appropriate, to mitigate adverse potential water quality 
effects. Educational information should be distributed explainiing that dumping oil, automotive 
products, household products and other toxics into the storm drainage system is illegal and 
damaging to the environment. Storm drain inlets should be marked with signs proclaiming 
•No Dumping-Drains to Local Streams." As each individual subdivision is built within the 
project, a regular community street sweeping program shall be implemented. 

The Bottorff study proposes three stormwater detention ponds associated with the Valley View 
Specific Plan to reduce the projected increase in project site runoff from entering Carson 
Creek and/or its tributaries. The design details of these ponds have not been provided. 
Detention facilities will also be required to reduce anticipated increased flows in Plunkett 
Creek. These proposed and anticipated detention facilities could also be utilized as water 
quality ponds. Water quality ponds have been shown to reduce concentration of heavy metals 
and oil and grease ... By retaining storm water, suspended solids are allowed to settle. Since 
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many of the typical urban storm pollutants are attached to suspended solids, the proposed 
ponds would remove a portion of these pollutants. 

e. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this project is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 1996. The cumulative impacts 

of that growth on hydrology and water quality are addressed in section V.5, Water: 
Resources, Quality and Hazards, of the County-certified 199S El Dorado County General Plan 
Update EIR. The General Plan EIR indicates that most of thE3 anticipated cumulative impacts 
will be mitigated to less than significant levels through implementation of related General Plan 
policies, but that the following cumulative impacts, to which the project would contribute, would 
remain significant and unavoidable: 

Impact 5.2.3: Increase in Surface Pollutants: The impact due to cumulative increases 
in surface water pollutants, which being substantially reduced through implementation of 
the General Plan policies, would be presumed to be cumulatively significant with the 
anticipated year 2015 level of development. 

This impact is also identified as significant and unavoidable in the Findings of Fact of the 
Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County tor the El Dorado County General Plan 
(January 23, 1996, revised January 26, 1996; page 171). In addition, the Findings of Fact 
(page 174) identified Impact 5.2.4 (Increase in Groundwater Pollutants) as significant and 
unavoidable. 

WP51\542\FEIR\IV-H-R.542 
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To ensure that these construction period mitigations are implemented, contractors shall 
develop, prior to the start of construction, a construction dust control program. This program 
shall include the following commitments: 

■ Suspend dust-producing activities during periods of high winds when dust control 
measures are unable to avoid visible dust plumes. 

■ Enclose, cover or water twice daily all soil piles. 

■ During the dry season provide equipment and staffing 1:or watering of all exposed or 
disturbed soil surfaces at least twice daily. 

■ Conduct daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site. 

■ Limit the speed of all haul trucks to 15 miles per hour while on site. 

■ Cover or wet down materials transported by truck to control dust. 

■ Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

■ Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

■ Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at any one 
time. 

The above measures would need to be enforced during all construction, although watering for 
dust control would not be necessary when soil moisture is high during the winter months. 

WPS1\5421FEJRI/V-I-R.542 
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The following additional mitigation measures would reduce project impacts on the regional 
scale by further reducing automobile travel or reducing direct emissions from residences: 

■ Develop a bikeway and pedestrian trail system along major roadways to connect 
residences to the Village Center and existing commercial centers and a park-and-ride lot 
north of the site. 

■ Require the installation of secure bicycle parking facilities at project schools, commercial 
areas and parks. 

■ Require that residential garages have electrical service that would allow installation of 
electric car recharge outlets at a later date. 

■ Wire each housing unit to allow use of emerging electronic communication technology. 

■ Implement feasible travel demand management (TOM) measures for a project of this 
type. This would include a ride-matching program (i.e., an informational service for 
residents interested in carpooling) and a public education program to inform residents of 
ridesharing and transit opportunities. 

■ Do not allow wood-burning open-hearth fireplaces. Use of EPA-certified woodstoves/ 
fireplace inserts, pellet stoves or decorative natural gas- or LPG-fired fireplaces should 
be encouraged. 

• Require outdoor outlets at residences to allow use of electrical lawn and landscape 
maintenance equipment. 

■ Electrical or alternatively fueled equipment should be used by any Community Services 
District for maintenance of the area under its jurisdiction. 

r ■ If and when the El Dorado County APCD establishes an air pollution mitigation measure 
r trust fund, the applicant would contribute a pro-rata share to the trust fund to help 
r improve the air quality of the District. 

The effectiveness of the above measures in reducing project impacts would be important but 
relatively small. The project's location on the urban fringe irnsures that automobiles will be the 
primary means of transportation. The hilly, steep character of much of the site is a 
disincentive for walking and bicycle use for short trips. Transportation Demand Management 
(TOM) measures are primarily focussed on the work end of vehicle trips rather than the 
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IV .I. Air Quality 
Page IV.l-13A 

residential end of vehicle trips, so TDM measures such as staggered work schedules, flexible 
work hours, and compressed work weeks are not feasible for the proposed project. 

The above-described mitigation program has the potential to reduce project impacts on 
regional air quality by 5-1 O percent. There is currently no practical way to reduce the project 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.I. Air Quality 

Page IV.1-18 

Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this projec1t is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 1996. The cumulative impacts 

of that growth on air quality are addressed in section V.10, A;r Quality, of the County-certified 
1995 El Dorado County General Plan Update EIR. The GenE~ral Plan EIR indicates that the 
anticipated cumulative air quality impacts will be reduced through implementation of related 
General Plan policies, but that the following cumulative impac:ts would remain significant and 
unavoidable: 

Impact 10.2.1: Increase in short-term emissions. Construction related exhaust 
emissions, mobile source, fugitive dust, and volatile organic emissions would remain 
significant after mitigation. 

Impact 10.2.2: Increase in long-term emissions. Stationary point source and area 
emissions, mobile emissions, would remain potentially siignificant after mitigation. 

Impact 10.2.3 and Impact 10.2.4: Increase in toxic air emissions and exposure of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Impact 10.2.5: Conflicts with APCD air quality attainment plan programs. Would remain 
significant until a jobs/housing balance of 1.0 is achieved. 

The Findings of Fact of the Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County for the El Dorado 
County General Plan (January 23, 1996, revised January 26, 1996; pages 284,298,302,306, 
and 310) also identified Impacts 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.2.4, and 10.2.5 as significant and 
unavoidable, but determined that Impact 10.2.3 (increases in toxic air emissions) could be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level (e.g., through compliance with State law and El 
Dorado County Air Pollution Control District rules regulating fugitive dust emissions). 
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Page IV .J-23 

Traffic volumes along White Rock Road are predicted to incrttase substantially as a result of 
the proposed project and other development in the area (see Figure D-17 in section• IV .D.4 of 
this EIR). White Rock Road is proposed to be improved to a four-lane divided road west of 
Latrobe Road and a six-lane divided road east of Latrobe Road (see section IV.D.3.a(2) of this 
EIR). Th.El cumulative traffic noise increase is predicted to be 10 to 15 dBA at existing 
sensitive receptors adjacent to this roadway. This would be a significant cumulative noise 
impact. 

One possible funding mechanism would be to amend the El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Road 
Impact Fee (RIF) to include this and other required noise mitigation improvements for 
construction concurrently with the roadway widenings, since both types of improvements have 
been identified as necessary to accommodate projected cumulative traffic volume increases. 

Other Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this project is 
r a part, is anticipated and provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 1996. 

The cumulative impacts of that growth on environmental noise are addressed in section V.11, 
Noise, of the County-certified 1995 El Dorado County General Plan Update EIR. The General 
Plan EIR indicates that most of the anticipated cumulative noise impacts will be mitigated to 
less than significant levels through implementation of related General Plan policies, but that 
the following two cumulative impacts, though reduced, would remain significant and 
unavoidable: 

Impact 11.3.1: Increase in traffic noise. It is recognized that in many instances, 
increases in traffic noise levels will occur as a result of growth. In some cases, 
particularly at existing noise-sensitive uses, the General Plan policies and recommended 
additional mitigation measures will not reduce the impacts to a less than significant level 
and additional mitigation measures may not be feasible. Therefore, the impacts may be 
considered significant and unavoidable. 
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K. PUBLIC HEAL TH AND SAFETY 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV .K. Public Health and Safety 

Page IV.K-1 

This section addresses the potential for soil and groundwater contamination on the project 
site. In particular, potential contamination associated with the closed landfill and past mining 
activity onsite, related project health and safety risks, and measures necessary to mitigate any 
significant impact potentials, are described. The description i.s based on: (a) review of 
available documentation, (b) communication with regulatory agencies, (c) discussions with 

r people knowledgeable about the property, and (d) a site reconnaissance. (Please note that 
r issues related to potential asbestos in onsite serpentine soils are addressed in section IV.G, 
r Geology and Soils.) 

1. SETTING 

a. Potential Onsite Contamination Sources 

1. El Dorado Hills Landfill. An abandoned solid waste landfill is located within the southern 
portion of the project site (see Figure G-1 in section IV.G, Geology and Soils). The El Dorado 
County Department of Public Works operated the landfill undi:!r a State of California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Forestry Rubbish Dump Permit. The landfill 
reportedly received waste from the early 1960s until 1971. llhe "El Dorado Hills Landfill" 
(Facility No. 09-CR-0005) is listed on the State of California Integrated Waste Management 
Board's inventory of active, closed, and/or inactive solid waste landfill or disposal sites. 
Refuse deposited at the landfill was reportedly burned. The landfill does not have a liner or 
cap and has not been closed in accordance with California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
guidelines. Based on a backhoe and geophysical investigaticm,1 it was estimated that the 
extent of the landfill was approximately two acres and that refuse thickness varied from 
approximately six to 13 feet, producing an estimated landfill volume of about 20,000 cubic 
yards. Testing of three samples for meta.ls found that the test results did not exceed CCR­
established Total Threshold Level Concentrations, and that the concentrations did not vary 
significantly from background levels. 

The Placer County Environmental Health Department (the Local Enforcement Agency under 
contract to El Dorado County) conducts monthly inspections c>f the landfill, including gas 
detection. No gas has been detected at the surface of the site.2 

1Voungdahl & Associates, Phase II Environmental Assessment on E.O.H.I. Southside, January 30. 
1990. 

2Brian Jones, Environmental Health Specialist, Placer County Health Services, personal 
communication, November 19, 1997. 
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2. • Creeks and Drainages. Evidence of placer mining and/or dredging can be found within 
almost every drainage on the site {see section IV.L of this EIIR, "Cultural Resources"). Dredge 
tailings and damming are especially evident within the Plunkett Creek drainage. Mercury was 
often used during the mining process to amalgamate with the gold, and as a result, residual 
mercury can sometimes be found within wet alluvial sediments in these areas. Mercury is a 
hazardous metallic ore that vaporizes when not under water, but is stable when stored under 
water. 

b. Potential Offsite Contamination Sources 

The El Dorado Irrigation District Waste Water Treatment Plant is located immediately west of 
the project site {see Figure G-1 in section IV.G, Geology and Soils). According to the El 
Dorado Irrigation District {EID),1 there are no monitoring well.s or piezometers associated with 
the facility. While no serious spills have occurred within the last two years, there have been 
intermittent variances from the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit 

r conditions {see further discussion in section IV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality). According to 
EID and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board,2 discharges of treated 
effluent into Carson Creek do occur under permit only durin~I the winter months. 

One-ton cylinders of chlorine gas are kept on the treatment plant site for effluent treatment. 
r According to an EID representative, however, the treatment plant will be converted to a liquid 
r chlorination system by the end of 1998.3 Buried pipelines up to 36 inches in diameter, 

carrying effluent and partially treated effluent into and away from the north portion of the 
treatment plant, cross the site north of the plant. Odors are also reported to occur 
occasionally in the area. 

2. RELEVANT ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS AND POLICIES 

Relevant El Dorado County General Plan goals and policies regarding hazardous materials 
contamination are listed below. 

■ Recognize and reduce the threats to public health and the environment posed by the 
use, storage, manufacture, transport, release, and disposal of hazardous materials. 
(Goal 6.6, page 116) 

■ Prior to the approval of any subdivision of land or issuing of a building permit, it shall be 
determined whether the subdivision or parcel Is located on a contaminated site included 
in a list on file with the Environmental Management Department as provided by the State 
of Cs/ifomia. If contamination is found to exist, it shall be co"ected prior to the issuance 
of a new land use entitlement or building permit. {Polic:y 6.6.1.2, page 116) 

1Ken Roberts, El Dorado Irrigation District; personal communic:ation. 

2John Moody, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; personal communication. 

r 3Dale Bohnemberger, Engineering Director, EID; personal communication, September 16, 1998. 
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Plunkett Creek and other drainages on the site are likely to have been placer-mined, creating 
the potential for mercury contamination. 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 
IV.K. Public Health and Safety 

Page IV.K-5 

Independently from the proposed project, it is expected that "the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board will require the EID to (a) establish a monitoring system downgradient from the 
El Dorado Hills Waste Water Treatment Plant to detect existing soil and groundwater 
contamination and to provide warning of future events; and (b) provide containment measures 
for releases of hazardous materials. These measures would also assist in reducing potential 
health hazards to project construction workers and future occupants. 

c. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this projec:t is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted in 1996. The cumulative impacts 

of that growth are addressed in the County-certified 1995 El Dorado County General Plan 
Update EIR. The General Plan EIR does not identify any si~Inificant public health and safety 
impacts associated with this anticipated cumulative growth. 
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The historic claim markers (V-IF88 through V-IF90) do not pc,ssess a level of significance that 
meets CEQA criteria of significance. All of their potentially significant data has been 
recovered through recordation efforts conducted as part of this inventory study. No significant 
impacts would occur to these sites from project development. 

The survey monuments (V-IF1, V-IF7, V-IF13, V-IF14) do not pc,ssess a level of significance 
that meets CEQA criteria of significance. All of their potentiaJly significant data has been 
recovered through recordation efforts conducted as part of this inventory study. No significant 
impacts would occur to these sites from project development. 

Mitigation for Project Impacts on Isolates. Although project impacts on isolates would be 
less-than-significant and no mitigation is required under CEQA, these resources are of interest 
and they can be left undisturbed in place wherever possible within lots, open space or 
common areas. 

e. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this project is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted iIn 1996. The cumulative impacts 

of that growth on cultural resources are addressed in section V .12, Cultural Resources, of the 
County-certified 1995 El Dorado County General Plan Updat1:? EIR. The General Plan EIR 
indicates that the following cumulative cultural resources impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable due to increased disturbance through deve1lopment and other human 
activity: 

Impact 12.2.1. Disturbance or destruction of prehistoric or historic sits, properties, or 
areas of ethnic significance; nimportant archaeological resourcesn as defined in Appendix 
K of the CEQA Guidelines; and properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Impact 12.2.2. Indirect impacts on cultural resources through an increase in human 
activity. 

The Findings of Fact of the Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County for the El Dorado 
County General Plan EIR (January 23, 1996, revised January 26, 1996; pages 332 and 333) 
also identified these impacts as significant and unavoidable. 

5. REFERENCES 

Archeo-Tec 
1989 Cultural Resources Evaluation of the Marble Valley Property, El Dorado County, Ms. 

on file NCIC-CSUS. Sacramento. 
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Cumulative local and countywide growth, of which this projec:t is a part, is anticipated and 
r provided for in the El Dorado County General Plan adopted iin 1996. The cumulative impacts 

of that growth on energy use are addressed in section VI.C of the County-certified 1995 El 
Dorado County General Plan Update EIR. Energy Conservation. This section of the General 
Plan EIR indicates that anticipated cumulative energy impacts will be mitigated to less than 
significant levels through implementation of related General Plan policies, particularly those in 
the Public Services and Utilities, Circulation, and Conservation and Open Space elements of 
the plan. 
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Table Vl-3 
ALTERNATIVE C: MITIGATED PROJECT-LAND USE 

Land Use 

ER-LL Estate Residential (4 ac/du) 
ER-1 Estate Residential (1 du/ac) 

r ER-2 Estate Residential (2 du/ac) 
r SFR Single Family Residential (4 du/ac) 

CR Core Residential (6 du/ac) 
r MF Multi-Family (12 du/ac) 

MU Mixed Use Residential (1 O du/ac) 
MU Mixed Use Office/R&D1 

vc Village Center Residential (12 du/ac) 
VC Village Center Commercial2 

Elementary School Sites 
MOS (parkland) 
Subtotal 
Major Roads 
Open Space/Buffer 
Total 

SOURCE: Wagstaff and Associates, 1998. 

Acres 

220 
163 
645 
169 
53 
11 

5.5 
5.5 

12.6 
5.4 
24 
n 

1,391 
87 

559 
2,037 

1 Includes 24,000 sf of office space and 24,000 of R&D space. 
2 Includes 44,000 sf of retail space and 15,000 sf of office space. 
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Dwelling 
Units 

55 
163 

1,290 
676 
318 
132 
55 

151 

2,840 

2,840 
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9. Relocation of White Rock Village school site south to the proposed location of the Core 
Residential units, in- order to provide a rectangular-shaped site and avoid the potentially­
active west branch of the Bear Mountains fault (Mitigati,m Measure PF-11). 

10. Reconfiguration of the shape of the West Valley Village school site so that it is square or 
rectangular (Mitigation Measure PF-11). 

11. Avoidance of oak woodland areas with special status species use and cluster 
development to retain oak tree corridors (Mitigation Measure BR-3). 

12. Provision of a SO-foot buffer zone along Carson and Phmkett Creeks and construct creek 
crossings over Plunkett Creek in areas with little or no riparian vegetation (Mitigation 
Measure BR-5). 

13. Planting of locally-occurring native species (winows, alder, oaks) in riparian areas and 
adjacent buffer zones rather than non-native trees and i;hrubs (Mitigation Measure BR-6). 

14. Avoidance of wetland filling. This could be at least partially-achieved through use of 
clustering development (see Figure Vl-1, for example, which recommends clustering in 
the SFR- and CR-designated areas that include wetlands that would be affected by the 
proposed project) (Mitigation Measures BR-8 and BR-10). 

15. Establishment of adequate building setbacks from the on-site Bear Mountains fault 
(Mitigation Measure SG-6). 

16. Establishment of adequate building setbacks from nearby offsite ponds and any lakes 
planned onsite. Design a flood control system below the onsite water tank or evaluate 
the tank and improve it to substantially reduce the potential for failure (Mitigation 
Measure SG-8). 

17. Avoidance of disturbance of significant archaeological sites by clustering development 
r and, where required, eliminating lots (Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-5). It is 
r possible that the project could provide for greater densities at the western edge of the 
r site, allowing lots to be eliminated elsewhere, particularlly in archaeologically-sensitive 

areas while still providing the same number of residential units., 

(b) Feasibility. Alternative C would have an economic feasibility similar to the proposed 
project, but potentially reduced by the added development cc>sts associated with the listed 
mitigations. However, one of the most costly of the added mitigations, the per-development-

1Section 21085 of the California Environmental Quality Act sta1tes that a public agency shall not 
reduce the number of housing units as a mitigation measure or project alternative " ... if it determines 
that there is another specific mitigation measure or project alternative that would provide a comparable 
level of mtigation." ·-
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disposal impacts of Alternative D, in comparison to the proposed project, are shown in Tables 
Vl-9, Vl-10, and Vl-11, respectively. Due to a greater number of multiple-family residential 
units and fewer larger more expensive units that would create more tax revenue for the 
County and the fire district, the ability of this alternative to pay for its own additional police and 
fire protection and other public service needs would be mon~ limited.1 

f. Biological Resources. Because development onsite w<>uld be more limited under this 
alternative than the proposed project, opportunities for avoidance of sensitive resources would 
be increased, and impacts on vegetation, wildlife habitat, and wildlife use on the site would be 
correspondingly reduced. 

g. Geology and Soils. Under this alternative, changes to the existing topography would be 
reduced compared to the proposed project, since less of thei site would be graded and 
developed. Buildings, roadways, and infrastructure construc:ted under this alternative would 

• be subject to adverse soil and geotechnical risks similar to those identified in section IV.G.4 of 
this EIR; however, there would be greater site design flexibillity and ability to avoid such 
constraints, and there would be fewer residents onsite that <X>uld be exposed to geotechnical 
problems. 

h. Hydrology and Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, existing drainage and 
water quality conditions on and downstream from the Valley View site would change as a 
result of development under this alternative. The drainage impacts described in section IV.H.4 
of this EIR for the project would be reduced due to a reduceid level of development and 
reduced area of impermeable surface created. Similarly, as anticipated under the proposed 
project, water quality in Carson Creek, Plunkett Creek, and Screech Owl Creek would 
deteriorate, but to a correspondingly reduced degree. 

i. Air Quality. The air quality impacts of this alternative in comparison to the proposed 
project are shown in Table Vl-12. Under this "reduced density" alternative, air emissions due 
to onsite activities would be much less substantial than the air quality impacts described for 
the proposed project. However, significance thresholds for reactive organic gases, oxides of 
nitrogen, and particulate (PM10) would still be exceeded. 

j. Noise. Under this alternative, noise impacts would be similar to, but less substantial than 
those described for the proposed project. New onsite occupants could still be exposed to 
noise levels associated with traffic on adjacent roadways and with the treatment plant, but 
development could be more readily set back from these noii,e sources due to the substantial 
reduction in development intensity. This alternative would also contribute to increased traffic-

1Economic and Planning Systems, the authors of the Valley View Fiscal Impact Study prepared for 
r El Dorado County, determined that for a residential unit to "break even," i.e., result in revenues being 
r within five percent ot·expenses, it would have to sell for $300,000. 
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disposal (see Table Vl-9), police protection, fire protection, emergency medical service, parks 
and recreation, schools (see Table Vl-10), solid waste (see Table Vl-11), and other public 
services and facilities, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project. As shown in the 
tables, those impacts would be similar to Alternative E, and substantially less than those 
described in section IV .F of this EIR for the proposed project. Due to a greater number of 
multiple-family residential units and fewer larger, more expensive units (that create more tax 
revenue for the County and the fire district), the ability of this alternative to pay for its own 
additional police and fire protection and other public service needs would be more limited.1 

f. Biological Resources. Because the extent of development onsite would be substantially 
less under this alternative than the proposed project, opportunities for avoidance of sensitive 
resources would be increased and impacts on vegetation, wildlife habitat, and wildlife use on 
the site would be correspondingly reduced. 

g. Geology and Soils. Under this alternative, changes to the existing topography would be 
reduced compared to the proposed project, since less of the site would be graded and 
developed. Buildings, roadways, and infrastructure constructed under this alternative would 
be subject to adverse soil and geotechnical risks similar to those identified in section IV.G.4 of 
this EIR, however, there would be greater layout flexibility and ability to avoid such 
constraints, and there would be fewer residents onsite that could be exposed to such 
geotechnical problems. 

h. Hydrology and Water Quality. Similar to Alternative E, existing drainage and water 
quality conditions on and downstream from the Valley View site would change as a result of 
development. The drainage impacts described in section IV.H.4 of this EIR would be reduced 
due to a reduced level of development and reduced area of impermeable surface created. 
Water quality in Carson Creek, Plunkett Creek, and Screech Owl Creek would still deteriorate 
under this alternative, but to a lesser degree than under the proposed project. 

i. Air Quality. The air quality impacts of this alternative in comparison to the proposed 
project are shown in Table Vl-12. As shown in the table, air emissions due to onsite activities 
would be similar to, but less substantial than the air quality impacts described for the 
proposed project. However, the significance thresholds for reactive organic gases, oxides of 
nitrogen, and particular (PM1o) would still be exceeded. 

j. Noise. Under this alternative, noise impacts would be similar to, but less substantial than 
those described for the proposed project. New onsite occupants could still be exposed to 
noise levels associated with traffic on adjacent roadways and with the treatment plant, but 
development could be more readily set back from these noise sources due to the reduction in 

1Economic and Planning Systems, the authors of the Valley View Fiscal lnpact Study orepared for 
r El Dorado County, detennined that for a residential unit to "break even," i.e., result in revenues being 

within five percent of expenses, it would have to sell for $300,000. 
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development intensity. This alternative would also contribute to increased traffic-generated 
noise along Latrobe Road and White Rock Road, but to a substantially lesser degree than the 
proposed project. 

k. Public Health and Safety. Under this alternative as under the proposed project, there 
r would be a risk to occupants of contact with: (1) potential contaminants from the abandoned 
r El Dorado Hills Landfill; (2) potential mercury contaminants in site drainages; (3) potential soil, 
r surface water, groundwater, or air contaminants from the wastewater treatment plant; 
r (4) natural-occurring asbestos due to possible grading disturbance of serpentine soils; and 
r (5) herbicide and pesticide use, and other hazardous materials that may be handled or stored 
r onsite. However, similar to Alternative E, these risks would be substantially less than for the 
r proposed project due to the reduced development intensity and greater ability of this 

alternative to avoid risk-prone areas. 

I. Cultural Resources. Under this alternative, the potential for impacts on onsite prehistoric 
and historic cultural resources would be similarly reduced, since less of the site would be 
disturbed by development and avoidance of resources would be easier to achieve under this 
alternative. 

m. Energy. Compared with the proposed project, the energy impacts of this alternative 
would be reduced by approximately 68 percent, since fewer residential units would be 
developed- and fewer automobile trips would be generated. 

G. ALTERNATIVE SITES 

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines indicate that the EIR evaluation of alternatives may 
include alternatives to the location of the project. Section 15126(d)(5)(B)(1) of the CEQA 
Guidelines further states that "the key question and first step in analysis [of whether to 
prepare an analysis of alternative sites) is whether any of the significant effects of the project 
would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only 
locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project 
need to be considered for inclusion in the EIR." 

Under the County's 1996 General Plan Update, suburban developments of the scale and 
character proposed with the Valley View Specific Plan would be confined to designated 
Community Region areas of the County, including the El Dorado Hills area. There are still a 
number of remaining undeveloped sites in the El Dorado Hills area on which a development 
scheme similar to the proposed project could be developed. However, applications for 
development on these sites have either been approved or are currently pending (e.g., the 
carson Creek Specific Plan, the Promontory Specific Plan, the Marble Valley Project), and 
similar development on these sites would not be expected to reduce the impacts identified in 
this EIR to a greater degree than most of the onsite mitigations and alternatives described 
herein. In addition,.because the applicant for the Valley View Specific Plan has a 1985 

WP51\S42\FEIRIVI-R.542 




