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Section 1 | Introduction 
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) addresses the environmental effects of a 
proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone, which would add the Housing Opportunity (HO) Overlay 
to 2.36 acres at 201 New Morning Court in Placerville, California (“Proposed Project” or “Project”). It is 
assumed that up to 56 multi-family dwelling units could be developed, consistent with the HO Overlay. 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et. seq. The City of Placerville (City) is the CEQA lead agency 
for this Proposed Project. The Proposed Project and the Project Site are described in detail in Section 2. 

1.1 REGULATORY INFORMATION 
An IS is a document prepared by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment. In accordance with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Chapter 3, 
Section 15000 et seq. (also known as the CEQA Guidelines), Section 15064(a)(1) states that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared if there is substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record that the proposed project under review may have a significant effect on the environment and 
should be further analyzed to determine mitigation measures or project alternatives that might avoid or 
reduce project impacts to less than significant levels. A negative declaration (ND) may be prepared instead 
if the lead agency finds that there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment. An ND is a written statement describing the reasons 
why a proposed project, not otherwise exempt from CEQA, would not have a significant effect on the 
environment and therefore does not require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15371). 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a ND or mitigated ND (MND) shall be prepared for a project 
subject to CEQA when either: 

a. The IS shows there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that 
the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, or 

b. The IS identified potentially significant effects, but: 
1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant before 

the proposed MND and IS released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate 
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur is prepared, and 

2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the 
proposed project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. 

1.2 DOCUMENT FORMAT 
This IS/MND contains four chapters plus appendices. Section 1, Introduction, provides an overview of the 
Proposed Project and the CEQA process. Section 2, Project Description, provides a detailed description of 
Proposed Project components. Section 3, Determination, identifies the environmental factors potentially 
affected based on the analyses contained in this IS and includes the Lead Agency’s determination based 
upon those analyses. Section 4, Impact Analysis, presents the CEQA checklist and environmental analyses 
for all impact areas and the mandatory findings of significance. A brief discussion of the reasons why the 
project impact is anticipated to be less than significant or why no impacts are expected is included. 
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Section 2 | Project Description 

2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
2.1.1 Project Title 
City of Placerville General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning Map Amendment – Housing Opportunity 
(HO) Overlay - 201 New Morning Court. 

2.1.2 Lead Agency Name and Address 
City of Placerville 
3101 Center Street 
Placerville, CA 95667 

2.1.3 Contact Person and Number 
Kristen Hunter 
Associate Planner 
City of Placerville Development Services Department 
(530) 642-5252 

2.1.4 Project Location 
The Project Site consists of one parcel that totals 2.36 acres, within the City of Placerville, California with 
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 325-240-016 (201 New Morning Court), as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 
2. The Project Site is accessible from New Morning Court which runs along the eastern boundary of the 
site. New Morning Court intersects with Ray Lawyer Drive which runs adjacent to the southern boundary 
of the site. 

2.1.5 General Plan Designation 
The existing general plan designation is C, Commercial. The proposed general plan designation is C-HO, 
Commercial – Housing Opportunity Overlay. 

2.1.6 Zoning 
The existing zoning is C, Commercial. The proposed zoning is C-HO, Commercial–Housing Opportunity 
Overlay. 

2.1.7 Description of the Project 
The City of Placerville identified a housing need in the City’s General Plan 2021-2029 Housing Element 6th 
cycle. Program A-3 is to complete implementation of high-density development land inventory and 
objective design standards. The program would increase the City’s inventory of parcels for high-density 
residential development conducive and appropriate to accommodate housing affordable for low-income 
households at a minimum density of twenty units per acre and a maximum density of twenty-four units   
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per acre in the HO Overlay Zone. The HO Overlay includes affordability provisions that ensure a minimum 
of fifty percent (50%) of all housing on the site must be affordable to very low and low income households, 
with very low income households comprising a minimum of thirty percent (30%) of the total units and low 
income households comprising a minimum of twenty percent (20%) of the total units in the development. 

The Proposed Project is to amend the General Plan and rezone the Project Site to add the HO overlay, 
which would allow for the proposed development of up to 56 multi-family units. As discussed in the 
Housing Element, the Project Site is not necessary to accommodate Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
for the 2021-2029 Planning Period but would provide additional inventory in the event that existing high 
density classified HO parcels are not developed with affordable housing. 

2.1.8 Surrounding Land Use and Setting 
The site is bordered by commercial (Big 5 Sporting Goods) and undeveloped land to the north, multi-
family residential to the east (Placer Village Apartments), Ray Lawyer Drive and commercial (Raley’s) to 
the south, and a commercial plaza to the west. New Morning Court is located along the eastern project 
site boundary, and Ray Lawyer Drive is located along the southern project site boundary. 

2.1.9 Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
The Project may be required to file a Notice of Timber Operations that are Exempt from Conversion and 
Timber Harvesting Plan Requirements (Less Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption) with the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for the conversion of timberland (see Section 4.2 for further 
discussion). 

2.1.10 Consultation with California Native American Tribes (Public 
Resources Code Section 21080.3.1) 

On May 12, 2023, the City sent a consultation invitation letter via email to the following five tribes: 

 Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians 
 Tsi Akim Maidu of Taylorsville Rancheria 
 United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
 Washoe Tribe of Nevada California 
 Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe 

 
No responses requesting formal consultation have been received as of March 2025. 

2.2 PROJECT COMMITMENTS 
The following measures are considered to be part of the Proposed Project as they are required by law or 
statute. These commitments would be undertaken by the Project Developer to reduce environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

AES-1: The Proposed Project shall conform with Zoning Ordinance Section 10-5-24(D) and (E) which 
pertains to density, minimum parcel area, maximum building height, and specific regulations having to do 
with affordability provisions and accessibility amongst others. These measures include, but are not limited 
to: 
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 Maximum building height of 40 feet 
 Minimum parcel frontage of 60 feet 
 A minimum of fifty percent of all housing must be affordable to very low- and low-income 

households, i.e., 30 percent very low income, and 20 percent low income 

AES-2: The Proposed Project shall conform with Zoning Ordinance Section 10-4-16 which pertains to 
exterior lighting regulations encompassing glare, light pollution, shielding, and types of illumination 
amongst others. These measures include, but are not limited to: 

 Outdoor light fixtures for new multi-family development shall be fully shielded with the exception 
of porch lights. 

 Automatic timing devices shall be required for all new outdoor light fixtures on multi-family 
residential development with off hours between 11 pm and 6 am with the exception of hours of 
operation of corresponding use, security purposes, or to illuminate walkways, roadways, and 
parking lots. 

AQ-1: Construction of the Proposed Project shall comply with the Air Quality Management District’s 
(AQMD’s) Rule 223-1. The general contractor for development under the Proposed Project shall be 
required to submit a Fugitive Dust Plan prior to the start of construction. This plan would be subject to 
the approval of the AQMD.  

BIO-1: The Proposed Project shall comply with the City of Placerville Municipal Code Chapter 13 Woodland 
and Forest Conservation, which protects trees that are at least 7.5 inches in diameter or 20 feet tall and 
ensures that residential subdivision and development adheres to canopy retention standards. A 
Woodland Alteration Permit is required to significantly alter forest or woodland. Creation of a Woodland 
Alteration Plan is required to establish conservation of existing woodland resources and to replace 
impacted woodland resources during construction or development.  

ENERGY-1: The Proposed Project shall comply with CCR, Title 24, Part 6, known as the Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards. 

GEO-1: The Proposed Project shall conform with the City’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control 
regulations (Chapter 7 Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control). 

GHG-1: The Proposed Project shall implement the following measures consistent with the California 
Building Code and regional efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions:  

 The current CALGreen Tier 2 standards shall be implemented, with the exception that all electric 
vehicle capable spaces shall instead be electric vehicle ready (provided with powered receptacle 
or charger). 

 New development on the Project Site shall be designed and constructed without natural gas or 
propane infrastructure. 

 Water consumption shall be reduced through low-flow appliances and drought resistant 
landscaping. 

 Energy efficient lighting and appliances shall be installed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 Recycling facilities shall be installed for glass, cans, and paper products.  
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HAZ-1: Site plans shall be submitted to the Placerville Development Services Department and El Dorado 
County Fire Protection District for review and approval prior to construction. These plans shall adhere to 
the applicable requirements of the California Building Standards Code (CCR, Title 24), as amended by the 
City Municipal Code. 

HYDRO-1: A Notice of Intent to Comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Construction General Permit shall be filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, prior to 
construction. As part of the NPDES Permit, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan shall be prepared, 
implemented, and maintained throughout the construction phase of the project, and shall include best 
management practices to minimize stormwater effects to water quality during construction. 

HYDRO-2: The Proposed Project shall conform with the City’s Stormwater Quality regulations (Chapter 15 
Stormwater Quality) and the requirements of the City’s MS4 Permit. 

PUBSERV-1: All applicable development fees established by Resolution #7625 (July 8, 2008) shall be paid, 
including but not limited to development fees for fire protection services, schools, and parks. 

TRAFFIC-1: The Proposed Project shall conform with applicable requirements of the City’s Title 8 Public 
Ways and Property regulations, which include but are not limited to, Chapter 9 (Street Improvement) 
requirements and Chapter 15 (Traffic Mitigation Fee). 

UTILITY-1: Should the Proposed Project include an aggregate landscape area equal to or greater than 500 
square feet, it shall comply with the Water Efficient Landscape Regulations (Zoning Ordinance Section 10-
6) that requires landscaping plans that promote the selection, planting, and maintenance of water 
efficient and water conserving landscaping. 
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Section 3 | Determination 

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY 
AFFECTED 

As indicated by the discussions of existing and baseline conditions, and impact analyses that follow in this 
Section, environmental factors not checked below would have no impacts or less than significant impacts 
resulting from the project. Environmental factors that are checked below would have potentially 
significant impacts resulting from the project. Mitigation measures are recommended for each of the 
potentially significant impacts that would reduce the impact to less than significant. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agricultural/Forestry 
Resources 

☐ Air Quality 

☒ Biological Resources ☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Energy 

☒ Geology/Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

☒ Hydrology/Water Quality ☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 

☒ Noise ☐ Population/Housing ☐ Public Services 

☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☒ Utilities/System Services ☒ Wildfire ☒ Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

The analyses of environmental impacts in Section 4 results in impact statements, which shall have the 
following meanings. 

Potentially Significant Impact: This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that an effect 
may be significant, and no feasible mitigation measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination 
is made, an EIR is required. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: This category applies where the incorporation of 
mitigation measures would reduce an effect from a “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than 
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measure(s), and briefly explain how 
they would reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses 
may be cross-referenced). 

Less Than Significant Impact: This category is identified when the proposed project would result in 
impacts below the threshold of significance, and no mitigation measures are required. 

No Impact: This category applies when a project would not create an impact in the specific environmental 
issue area. “No Impact” answers do not require a detailed explanation if they are adequately supported 
by the information sources cited by the lead agency, which show that the impact does not apply to the 
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specific project (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be 
explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will 
not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

3.2 DETERMINATION 
On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency): 

☐ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

☒ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

☐ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

 

   

Signature  Date 
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Section 4 | Evaluation of Environmental 
Impacts 

4.1 AESTHETICS 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

4.1.1 Environmental Setting 
The southern edge of the Project Site is visible from Ray Lawyer Drive. Trees and topography obstruct 
offsite views of most of the site as the site is located at a higher elevation than the surrounding roadways 
(see Photograph 1). The Project Site slopes up to the northeast, with the lowest points of the Project Site 
at the northwestern corner (1740 feet above mean sea level [amsl]) and southwestern corner (1770 feet 
amsl) and the highest point at the northeastern corner (1815 feet amsl). The site is currently vacant and 
undeveloped with the exception of New Morning Court which is paved and runs along the eastern 
boundary. An unpaved roadway is located in the central portion of the site. The northern half of the site 
is covered with trees associated with mixed oak/conifer forest and foothill chaparral habitats. 

Nighttime light emitting sources in the vicinity of the Project Site include traffic along surrounding 
roadways, as well as neighboring residential and commercial uses.  

There are no Eligible or Designated Scenic Highways under the State Scenic Highway Program in the 
vicinity which would have views of the Project Site (Caltrans, 2023). Much of the Placerville area has views 
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of the Sierra Nevadas to the east; however, residences and vegetation in the area block views of the Sierra 
Nevadas from the Project Site.  

 

Photograph 1 - View of the Project Site, facing northwest from Ray Lawyer Drive, with New Morning Court 
visible in the foreground.  

The City of Placerville’s City Council established residential historical districts in 1981 upon the adoption 
of Ordinance 1280. These non-contiguous historic districts include four areas within the City including 
Spring Street/Coloma Street; Bedford Avenue/Clay Street; Cedar Ravine; and Sacramento 
Street/Chamberlain Street. The Project Site is not within the boundaries of any of the designated 
residential historic districts.  

Therefore, designated scenic highways, roadways, and resources do not occur within viewing range of the 
Project Site. 

4.1.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located near a designated scenic vista. The Project Site is not visible 
from any scenic vista. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located along or visible from a State-designated Scenic Highway 
(CalTrans, 2023). Furthermore, there are no notable trees, rock outcroppings, or historical buildings on 
the Project Site that would be affected. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact. 
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c) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would be consistent with urban development 
surrounding the Project Site. Implementation of Project Commitment AES-1 includes consistency with 
City Zoning Ordinance Section 10-5-24(D) and (E) which pertains to density, minimum parcel area, and 
maximum building height. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 
visual character. 

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would introduce new sources of nighttime lighting to 
the Project Site for safety and security purposes, such as porch lights and lighting of walkways and parking 
areas; however, lighting would be similar to the sources of light from other nearby residential and 
commercial developments. Project Commitment AES-2 would ensure that the Proposed Project lighting 
would be consistent with City Zoning Ordinance 10-4-16, which regulates lighting to balance the safety 
and security needs for lighting with the City’s desire to preserve the nighttime skyscape and to ensure 
that light trespass and glare have negligible impacts on surrounding properties. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 

4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as 
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project 
and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology provided 
in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use 
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 
Agriculture 

According to the 2017 Census of Agriculture, a total of 91,006 acres in El Dorado County are used for 
farming purposes (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], 2017). The Project Site is not identified as 
Farmland per the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) (DOC, 2022a). The FMMP identifies 
the Project Site as Urban and Built-Up land. Additionally, the Project Site and surrounding areas are within 
the Placerville--Diamond Springs, CA Urban Cluster a designated Urban Area by the Census Bureau (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2015). The Project Site is zoned for development and there are no historic or current 
farming operations on the site. 

Forestry 

Forest land is defined by Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) as land that can support 10-percent 
native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for 
management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, 
water quality, recreation, and other public benefits. Timberland is defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526 as land, other than land owned by the federal government and land designated by the board 
as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a commercial 
species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. 

The Project Site may or may not meet the definition of “forest land” and “timberland” as defined above. 
While the Project Site contains mixed oak/conifer forest habitat (habitat is discussed further in Section 
4.4), the small size of the site, designation/zoning for urban development, and location adjacent to 
existing commercial, residential, and community/institutional uses, make it unsuitable for forest resource 
management or timberland production 
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4.2.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. The FMMP identifies the Project Site as Urban and Built-Up land. The Project Site and 
surrounding areas are zoned for development and there are no historic or current farming operations on 
the site. Therefore, there would be no impact to farmland. 

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The property is not enrolled in a Williamson contract and is not in an existing zone for 
agricultural use. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact. 

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site is not zoned for forestry, timberland, or conservation uses. 
The Proposed Project would add an HO Overlay but would not alter the underlying zoning which is C, 
Commercial and thus the impact of the rezoning is considered less than significant. 

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would result in the removal of mixed oak/conifer 
forest. The removal of trees would be regulated by Chapter 13 (Woodland and Forest Conservation) of 
the City of Placerville Municipal Code and may also require filing of a Notice of Timber Operations that 
are Exempt from Conversion and Timber Harvesting Plan (Less Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption). The 
2.36-acre Project Site is considered adjacent to urban development and is zoned for commercial use. The 
removal of trees would represent a small loss of forest land in comparison to available forest land in the 
region and has already been anticipated by the existing C zoning. For these reasons, the loss of forest land 
would be a less-than-significant impact. 

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. As described above, there is no farmland, agricultural uses, forest, or timberland adjacent to 
the Project Site, therefore the Proposed Project would not involve other changes in the existing 
environment that could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, there would be no impact to agricultural resources or forest land. 
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4.3 AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established 
by the applicable air quality management district or 
air pollution control district may be relied upon to 
make the following determinations. Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

  
4.3.1 Environmental Setting 
Air Basin 

The Project Site is located within the jurisdiction of the El Dorado County AQMD. It is also located within 
the approximately 11,000 square miles Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB). This basin is located along 
the northern Sierra Nevada mountain range and is bordering or close to the State of Nevada border. The 
Counties of Plumas, Sierra, Nevada, Placer (except for the portion within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin), 
Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne, Mariposa, and El Dorado (except for the portion within the Lake Tahoe Air 
Basin) constitute the MCAB. Local conditions tend to determine the effect of emissions in the MCAB due 
to topographical and meteorological conditions in the basin. The hills and mountains influence regional 
airflows. These influences direct surface air flows, cause shallow vertical mixing, and hinder dispersion. 
These factors create areas of high pollutant concentrations, and these pollutants are often trapped to the 
ground because inversion layers, where warm air overlays cooler air, frequently occur. During the 
increased daylight hours and temperatures of summer in addition to stagnant air, these conditions 
provide the circumstances and energy for the photochemical reaction between reactive organic 
compounds (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) that results in the formation of ozone (El Dorado County 
Air Pollution Control District, 2002). 

Regulatory Setting 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) per the Clean Air Act (CAA) classifies air basins as 
“attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant based on whether they meet the 
thresholds set forth in the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). “Unclassified” is defined by 
the federal CAA as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or 
not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. 
Furthermore, an area may be designated attainment with a maintenance plan (also known as a 
maintenance area), which means that an area was previously in nonattainment. The California Air 
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Resources Board (CARB), a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for the 
coordination and administration of both federal and State air pollution control programs within California. 
In addition to administering the NAAQS standards, CARB is also responsible for overseeing the California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).  

The MCAB is currently classified as a nonattainment area for ozone and particulate matter less than 2.5 
microns (PM2.5) under the NAAQS (Table 1). The MCAB is also a nonattainment area for ozone and 
particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) under the CAAQS. The MCAB is designated as attainment, 
maintenance or unclassified for all other pollutants under the NAAQS and CAAQS. 

The MCAB portion of El Dorado County lies within the area designated by the USEPA as the Sacramento 
Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area (SFNA), comprised of Sacramento and Yolo counties, and parts of El 
Dorado, Solano, Placer, and Sutter counties. In 2017, the regional air districts developed the Sacramento 
Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan to address how the region 
would attain the 2008 8-hour ozone standard. 

The Project Site also lies within the area designated by the USEPA as the Sacramento Federal PM2.5 
Nonattainment Area. In 2017, the USEPA found that the area had attained the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. 
This determination of attainment did not constitute a redesignation to attainment. Rather, the State must 
meet additional criteria including approval of a State Implementation Plan (SIP) demonstrating 
maintenance of the air quality standard for 10 years after redesignation. 

Table 1: Air Quality Attainment Status - Federal and State 

Pollutant NAAQS CAAQS 

Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment 
PM10 Attainment Nonattainment 
PM2.5 Nonattainment Unclassified 

CO Maintenance Unclassified 
SO2 Attainment Attainment 
Pb Attainment Attainment 

Notes: CO: carbon monoxide; SO2: sulfur dioxide; Pb: lead 
Source: CARB, 2022; USEPA, 2023 

In 2002, the AQMD adopted a Guide to Air Quality Assessment. This guide evaluates project specific 
impacts and helps determine if air quality mitigation measures are needed, or if potentially significant 
impacts could result. The Guide provides quantitative and qualitative significance criteria for both 
construction and operational emissions from a project.  

4.3.2 Impact Assessment 
Methodology 

Impacts are evaluated based on CEQA Appendix G criteria and the AQMD’s Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2020.4.0, was used to 
estimate emissions as a result of potential development for the Proposed Project. The model quantifies 
direct emissions from construction and operations (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, 
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such as GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and 
water use. The detailed output model files generated for this analysis are included in Appendix A.  

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The MCAB is currently designated a nonattainment area for the federal 8‐
hour ozone standard. The applicable air quality plan is the 2017 Sacramento Regional Ozone Air Quality 
Attainment Plan (AQAP), which outlines how the SFNA, including western El Dorado County, will meet the 
2008 ozone NAAQS.  

The AQMD considers a proposed project consistent with the AQAP if the project satisfies the following 
criteria. A discussion of the Proposed Project’s compliance is provided under each criterion:  

1. The project does not require a change in the existing land use designation (e.g., a general plan 
amendment or rezone), and projected emissions of ROG and NOx from the proposed project are equal 
to or less than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land use 
designation.  
 
The Proposed Project would add a Housing Opportunity Overlay to the Project Site. To determine if 
ROG and NOx emissions from the Proposed Project would be equal to or less than commercial 
development allowed under the existing zoning, the potential emissions of the Proposed Project were 
compared to potential emissions of a commercial development. The modeling of potential emissions 
from commercial development assumed a building coverage of 60 percent. As shown in Table 2, the 
Proposed Project would result in less construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions as 
compared to commercial development. CalEEMod output files are provided in Appendix A. 

Table 2: Estimated Construction and Operational Air Pollutant Emissions 

Phase/Development 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 

Proposed Project 18.3 13.9 7.7 4.0 

Alternative Commercial Development 20.0 13.9 7.7 4.0 

Operation 

Proposed Project 3.5 2.3 2.8 0.8 

Alternative Commercial Development 11.2 8.0 9.0 2.5 

EDCAQMD Threshold 82 82 — — 

Significant? No No No No 
Source: El Dorado County AQMD, 2002; Appendix A. 

2. The project does not exceed the “project alone” significance criteria. 
 
As shown in Table 2, emissions of ROG and NOx would not exceed the AQMD’s threshold of 82 lbs/day 
for construction and operational emissions. 
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3. The lead agency for the project requires the project to implement any applicable emission reduction 
measures contained in and/or derived from the AQAP.  
 
Appendix E of the AQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment identifies measures that can be 
incorporated into a project to ensure consistency with the AQAP. These measures include increasing 
residential density above 7 dwelling units per acre and providing electric vehicle charging facilities. By 
design and through required compliance with the California Building Code (CBC), the Proposed Project 
will comply with these measures. The Proposed Project would have a residential density of 24 dwelling 
units per acre and would be required to provide electric vehicle charging facilities consistent with the 
CBC. 

4. The project complies with all applicable district rules and regulations. 
 
Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable 
AQMD rules and regulations. The Proposed Project does not include any components that would 
conflict with AQMD rules and regulations. 

The Proposed Project meets the AQMD’s criteria for consistency with the AQAP and thus this impact is 
less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed above, the MCAB is in nonattainment for ozone for both 
NAAQS and CAAQS, nonattainment for PM2.5 for NAAQS, and nonattainment for PM10 for CAAQS. As 
shown in Table 2, the Proposed Project would not exceed the thresholds set forth by the AQMD for ROG 
and NOx. Likewise, the AQMD considers projects that do not exceed the ROG and NOx thresholds to also 
have less than significant CO, PM10, PM 2.5 and SOx emissions. Therefore, the potential increased 
development under the Proposed Project compared to existing conditions would have a negligible impact 
and would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to nonattainment criteria pollutants levels 
in the MCAB. As such, this impact is less than significant. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are generally defined as land uses that house or attract 
people who are susceptible to adverse effects from air pollution emissions and, as such, should be given 
special consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from projects. Sensitive receptors include 
facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially 
sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Hospitals, schools, convalescent homes, parks and recreational 
facilities, and residential areas are examples of sensitive receptors. The Placer Village Apartments and 
Ashby House youth shelter located east and northeast of the Project Site are considered sensitive 
receptors.  

During construction, sensitive receptors could be adversely affected from both emissions of criteria 
pollutants and fugitive dust from heavy equipment. The AQMD has implemented Rule 223 and 223-1 to 
reduce fugitive dust through requiring control measures. Rule 223-1 specifically addresses ambient air 
impacts due to construction fugitive dust creation and includes general requirements. These general 
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requirements include not exceeding 20% opacity from the point of origin, limiting vehicle speeds, and 
suspending dust generating activities during windy conditions. A Fugitive Dust Plan, required by AQMD 
Rule 223-1, shall be developed prior to the start of construction, which is included as Project Commitment 
AQ-1. This plan would be subject to the approval of the AQMD before commencing construction activities 
(El Dorado County AQMD, 2013). With implementation of Project Commitment AQ-1, the impacts from 
fugitive dust during construction would be less than significant. With regards to other emissions, as 
discussed above, emissions from the potential development under the Proposed Project would not 
exceed AQMD significance criteria as shown in Table 2. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on sensitive receptors during construction. 

During operation, the Proposed Project would not be a source of substantial pollutant concentrations 
because residences are typically not heavy emitters, as shown in Table 2. These estimated emissions were 
below the significance thresholds for operation set by AQMD. Furthermore, the residences would not 
generate noticeable amounts of fugitive dust. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Types of operations that can produce noticeable odors waste include 
processing and heavy industrial facilities such as wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs), landfills and 
composting facilities, chemical manufacturing, and confined animal facilities. For qualitatively assessing 
odor impacts, the AQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment considers the project significant if the project 
“results in excessive odors, as defined under the Health & Safety Code definition of an air quality 
nuisance.” California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 states that no person can discharge air 
contaminants that cause injury, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the 
public, or discharge air contaminants that endanger the comfort, health, or safety of such persons. 

During construction, equipment exhaust and application of asphalt, structural coating, and other 
construction applications would emit odors. However, these construction-related odors would be 
temporary in nature and typical of construction-related activities. During operation, development would 
only consist of residences that are not considered sources of offensive odors. For these reasons, this 
impact is less than significant. 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.4.1 Environmental Setting 
Senior Biologist Dr. Geo Graening and Environmental Project Manager Jennifer Wade performed a 
conducted a biological resources survey of the Project Site on May 7, 2023 to identify habitat types, 
potentially occurring aquatic resources, and potentially occurring special-status species. The term ‘special-
status species’ is defined to include: 

 Designated rare, threatened, endangered, and candidate species for listing by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); 

 Designated threatened, endangered, and candidate species for listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS); 

 Species considered rare or endangered under conditions of Section 15380 of CEQA Guidelines, 
such as those identified on lists 1A, 1B, and 2 in the 2001 Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 
of California by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

 Other species considered sensitive due to limited distribution or lack of adequate information to 
permit listing or rejection for state or federal status, such as those listed as California Species of 
Special Concern (CSSC). Species designated as CSSC have no legal protective status under CEQA 
but are of concern to CDFW 

Database lists, a special-status species table, and a list of observed plant species are included in Appendix 
B. The following databases were queried: 

 USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) digital maps (Figure 3); 
 USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation list of threatened and endangered species with 

the potential to occur in the region of the Project Site; 
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 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query of rare plant and animal species with the 

potential to occur in the Placerville quadrangle (Figure 4); and 
 CNPS’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California with the potential to occur in the 

Placerville quadrangle 

The Project Site consists of vacant land with an existing partially paved/dirt road in the center. Topography 
is relatively flat throughout, with elevations between 540 meters amsl to 555 meters amsl. Surrounding 
land uses consist of residential and commercial development, and paved roadways. Vegetation 
communities within the Project Site include urban, mixed oak/conifer forest (young growth), and foothill 
chaparral (Figure 5). The mixed oak/conifer forest is dominated by blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and 
interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni). The foothill chaparral habitat is dominated by buckbrush (Ceanothus 
cuneatus), California buckeye (Aesculus californica), and manzanita (Manzanita). An existing stormwater 
drainage occurs along the northern and western perimeters.  

4.4.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. No special-status species were observed during the survey and no 
known occurrences of special-status species have been recorded on the Project Site (Figure 4). An analysis 
of regionally occurring special-status species (Appendix B) determined that the Project Site does not 
suitable habitat to support special-status plant or animal species. No designated critical habitat occurs on 
the Project Site. 

The Project Site and adjacent trees may contain suitable nesting habitat for migratory bird and raptor 
species; however, no active nests were observed during the survey. Migratory birds and raptors are 
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC 703-711). The MBTA makes 
it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed under 50 CFR 10, 
including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations 
(50 CFR 21). The direct injury or death of a migratory bird due to construction activities or other 
construction-related disturbance that causes nest abandonment, nestling abandonment, or forced 
fledging would be considered “take” under federal law. Should construction activities begin during the 
nesting season (February 1 through August 31), potentially occurring nesting migratory birds and raptors 
could be directly impacted by tree removal or indirectly impacted by noise, vibration, and other 
construction-related disturbance. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 consists of a pre-construction nesting bird 
survey and avoidance procedures if active nests are observed.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to nesting migratory birds and raptors to a less-than-significant 
level. The Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If construction activities commence during the general nesting season 
(February 1 to August 31), a preconstruction nest survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist within 500 feet of proposed construction areas and within 3 days of initiating ground 
disturbance. If active nests are identified, the qualified biologist shall determine a suitable 
avoidance buffer based on the needs of the species observed. Avoidance measures may include  
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establishment of a buffer zone using construction fencing or the postponement of vegetation 
removal until after the nesting season, or until after a qualified biologist has determined the 
young have fledged. Avoidance buffers may vary in size depending on habitat characteristics, 
project-related activities, and disturbance levels. Should work activity cease for 14 days or greater 
during the nesting season, surveys shall be repeated to ensure birds/raptors have not established 
nests during inactivity. 

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site does not contain riparian habitat. Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would require tree removal within the mixed oak/conifer forest habitat. Oak woodland, 
forested oak habitat, and mature trees in general are protected under the City of Placerville Municipal 
Code. Therefore, Project Commitment BIO-1 ensures that the Proposed Project would comply with the 
City of Placerville Municipal Code Chapter 13 Woodland and Forest Conservation and obtain required 
permits prior to development. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. An existing stormwater drainage occurs along the northern and western 
perimeters. No wetlands or other aquatic resources were identified within the Project Site. Potential 
indirect impacts to aquatic resources could occur during construction through stormwater transport of 
sediment from disturbed soils or by accidental release of hazardous materials or petroleum products from 
sources such as heavy equipment servicing or refueling. As described further in Project Commitment 
HYDRO-1, a Notice of Intent to Comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit shall be filed with 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to the initiation of construction (for projects that disturb 
at least one acre of ground). In conjunction with the Construction General Permit, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Erosion Control Plan, and Hazardous Materials Management/Spill Response 
Plan would be implemented during construction to avoid or minimize the potential for erosion, 
sedimentation, and accidental release of hazardous materials. Implementation of these measures 
mandated by law would reduce potential construction-related impacts to water quality to a less-than-
significant level.  

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site does not contain rivers or streams that could support fish 
species or native wildlife nursery sites. The Project Site is located in a residential neighborhood and 
surrounded by residential and commercial development and roadways that impede wildlife movement. 
Thus, implementation of the Proposed Project would have a less-than significant-impact on fish and 
wildlife movement.  
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e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project may involve the removal of mature 
trees and forest protected under Chapter 13 (Woodland and Forest Conservation) of the City of Placerville 
Municipal Code. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the Code as 
noted in Project Commitment BIO-1 and thus this impact would be less than significant. 

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within the coverage area of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan and thus the Proposed Project would have no impact. 

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to § 
15064.5? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

4.5.1 Environmental Setting 
Background research related to cultural resources included a records search conducted by the North 
Central Information Center (NCIC) at Sacramento State University, a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search 
conducted by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), geoarchaeological sensitivity analyses, 
pedestrian survey of the 2.36 acre Project Site, and completion of a Cultural Resources Investigations 
report summarizing the findings, which is described throughout this analysis and attached as Appendix C.  

As described in Appendix C, the NCIC records search for the Project Site identified one previous survey 
for the Project Site, but did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources in it. The SLF search 
for the Proposed Project yielded negative results for the presence of sensitive Native American resources 
in the area. Geoarchaeological analysis determined that the sensitivity of the Project Site for the presence 
of buried deposits of cultural resources is very low. The pedestrian surface survey of the Project Site did 
not identify any prehistoric or historic cultural resources (e.g., prehistoric or historic sites or isolated 
artifacts) or any indication of buried deposits of cultural resources.  
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4.5.2 Impact Assessment 
a) and b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or 

archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. No historical or archaeological resources have been identified on 
the Project Site through background research, and no resources were found during pedestrian surveys of 
the Project Site. No existing buildings or signs of former structures or buildings that have the potential to 
be listed on the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, California 
Historical Landmarks or considered by the City to be a historic resource were identified There was nothing 
considered to be a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5 discovered at the Project Site. 

It is possible that unknown buried historical materials or archaeological resources could be found during 
ground disturbing activities at the Project Site which is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation 
Measure CUL-1 ensures that if cultural resources are discovered, construction would halt until cultural 
resources are reported and assessed by an archaeologist. Potential impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and/or 
isolated artifacts) are discovered, all construction work within 100 feet shall halt and the City of 
Placerville shall be notified. An archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for Archeology (qualified archaeologist) shall inspect the findings within 
24 hours of discovery. If it is determined that the Project could damage a historical resource or a 
unique archaeological resource (as defined pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be 
implemented in accordance with PRC § 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4, with a 
preference for preservation in place. 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place may be accomplished 
through planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open 
space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation 
easement. If avoidance is not feasible, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a 
detailed treatment plan in consultation with the City. 

Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable requirements of PRC § 
21083.2. Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be limited to) consultation 
with applicable tribes (for resources of Native American origin), sample excavation, artifact 
collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the recovery of 
important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by 
the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, 
reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, 
and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories, libraries, and interested 
professionals. 

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. There are no known human remains located on or in the vicinity of 
the Project Site. However, it is possible that unknown remains could be found during ground disturbing 
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activities at the Project Site. This is considered potentially significant. To address unanticipated and 
accidental discovery of human remains, Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would require construction to halt 
until the discovered remains are properly assessed and a treatment plan is in place. With implementation 
of mitigation, this potential impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: If human remains are discovered, all construction work within 100 
feet of the find shall halt. The El Dorado County Coroner and City of Placerville shall be contacted 
to investigate and determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required. The Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be contacted within 24 hours if it is determined that 
the remains are Native American. The NAHC will then identify the person or persons it believes to 
be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American (PRC § 5097.98), who in turn 
would make recommendations to the City for the appropriate means of treating the human 
remains and any associated funerary objects [CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(d)]. 

4.6 ENERGY 

Would the project 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.6.1 Environmental Setting 
Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Appendices F and G require a description 
of the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy caused by a project. The production 
of electricity requires the conversion of energy stored in natural resources such as water, wind, oil, gas, 
coal, solar radiation, certain minerals (for nuclear power), and geothermal energy. Energy consumed in 
the vicinity of the Project Site is currently attributed to vehicles traveling on local roadways, the use of 
electricity and natural gas in nearby residences, and electricity used for other land uses such as the nearby 
school and associated football stadium. Production of energy and energy use both result in pollution and 
depletion of these renewable and nonrenewable resources. 

The City, including the Project Site, is served by PG&E for its natural gas and electrical energy demands. 
Pioneer Community Energy (PCE) is an alternative energy provider available in the City, which allows 
residents and businesses in the City to have a choice in electric service provider (PCE, 2023). PCE is a not-
for-profit Community Choice Aggregator (CCA) which began providing services in the City in January 2022.  

In El Dorado County, the California Energy Consumption (CEC) reported an annual electrical consumption 
of approximately 1,293.31 million kWh in 2021. Of the 1,293.31 million kWh consumed, approximately 
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842.03 million kWh was from residential use and approximately 451.28 million kWh was from non-
residential use (CEC, 2023). 

4.6.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would result in energy consumption. 
Heavy equipment used to bring materials to and from the Project Site, workers commuting to the Project 
Site, and tools used during construction would consume petroleum products. The use of this energy is 
necessary for Project Site development and would be utilized only when needed for construction progress. 
Construction would be temporary in nature and of a limited scale. Compliance with federal, State, and 
local regulations (e.g., limit engine idling times) would reduce short-term energy demand and prevent the 
wasteful or inefficient use of energy during construction to the extent feasible, ensuring there would be 
less-than-significant impacts due to energy use.  

Once operational, the Proposed Project would comply with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of 
Regulations, known as the Building Energy Efficiency Standards per Project Commitment ENERGY-1. 
Additionally, the Project Site is located less than 0.5 miles from US-50, so the Project Site would provide 
efficient vehicle access for residents. As a result, the Proposed Project would not result in wasteful or 
inefficient use of energy resources and would thus have a less-than-significant impact. 

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

No Impact. As previously discussed, the construction and operation of the Proposed Project would be 
subject to compliance with applicable CARB Regulations, California Code of Regulations, and Title 24 
standards, which include a broad set of energy conservation requirements. Thus, applicable State 
regulations and programs would be implemented to reduce energy waste. The Proposed Project would 
not conflict with any plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency and would therefore have no impact. 

4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv. Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

4.7.1 Environmental Setting 
Geological Setting 

The City is located within the Sierra Nevada Geomorphic Province (California Geological Survey [CGS], 
2002). The Sierra is a tilted fault block nearly 400 miles long. Its east face is a high, rugged multiple scarp, 
contrasting with the gentle western slope (about 2°) that disappears under sediments of the Great Valley. 
Deep river canyons are cut into the western slope. Their upper courses, especially in massive granites of 
the higher Sierra, are modified by glacial sculpturing, forming such scenic features as Yosemite Valley. The 
high crest culminates in Mount Whitney with an elevation of 14,495 feet above sea level near the eastern 
scarp. The metamorphic bedrock contains gold-bearing veins in the northwest trending Mother Lode. The 
northern Sierra boundary is marked where bedrock disappears under the Cenozoic volcanic cover of the 
Cascade Range (CGS, 2002). 
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Seismic Conditions 

The Project Site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as mapped by the California 
Department of Conservation (DOC, 2025). As described in the County’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, 
which was adopted by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in 2019, El Dorado County 
lies between two seismically active regions in the western United States. Tectonic stresses associated with 
the North American-Pacific Plate boundary can generate damaging earthquakes along faults 30 to 100 
miles west of El Dorado County (El Dorado County, 2018). El Dorado County itself is traversed by a series 
of northwest trending faults called the Foothill Fault Zone. Earthquakes on nearby fault segments in the 
Foothill Fault Zone could be the source of shaking in the City. The closest recently active fault in the 
western Sierra Nevada foothills is the Cleveland Hills fault, which is part of the Foothill Fault Zone and is 
situated approximately 50 miles northwest of the Project Site. There is an estimated 62 percent 
probability of at least one 6.7 or greater magnitude earthquake occurring that could cause widespread 
damage in the greater San Francisco Bay Area before 2032 (El Dorado County, 2018). 

Soil Types and Characteristics 

Soils mapped by Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) within the Project Site include Boomer 
gravelly sandy loam (BhD) with 8 to 35 percent slopes, Diamond springs very fine sandy loam (DfC) with 9 
to 15 percent slopes, and Diamond springs very rocky very fine sandy loam (DgE) with 3 to 50 percent 
slopes (USDA, 2023). 

Soil Hazards 
The hydrologic soil group is a classification based on the runoff potential of the soils when thoroughly 
saturated by a long duration storm. Soils are grouped into four classes grading from A to D, with A being 
coarse-grained soils with high infiltration and low runoff potential, and D being mostly fine-grained clays 
with extremely slow infiltration and high runoff potential. The soils on the Project Site have hydrologic 
ratings of C, indicating that the majority of the soils have moderately high runoff potential when 
thoroughly wet (USDA, 2023). 

Drainage class is a measure of the frequency and duration of wet periods under conditions similar to those 
in which the soil developed. The soils on the Project Site are all considered well-drained soil types (USDA, 
2023). 

Saturated hydraulic conductivity is a quantitative measurement of the movement of water through 
saturated soil, or the ease with which pores in a saturated soil transmit water, abbreviated as “Ksat.” Ksat 
is a factor in determining the hydrologic soil group and is often used in the design of water and wastewater 
disposal features such as percolation ponds and septic systems. Ksat measures transport only in a vertical 
direction under completely saturated conditions. It is considered an inherent property irrespective of a 
soil’s native surroundings and does not account for site-specific variations such as confining layers, degree 
of saturation, or topography. The soils on the Project Site transmit water at varying rates between 0.00 
and 0.14 inches per hour, which is considered very low to moderately low. 

Corrosivity pertains to a soil-induced electrochemical or chemical action that corrodes concrete or steel. 
The soils on the Project Site have a moderate risk of corrosion of steel and concrete (USDA, 2023). 

Expansive soils are largely comprised of clays, which may increase in volume when water is absorbed and 
shrink when dried; this property is measured using linear extensibility. Expansive soils are of concern 
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because they can cause building foundations to rise during the rainy season and fall during the dry season, 
causing structural distortion. The soils within the Project Site have low to moderate linear extensibility 
ratings, and thus low-to-moderate shrink-swell potential (USDA, 2023). 

Paleontological Resources 
A search of the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) specimen records cited no listings 
for unique paleontological resources or geological features in the immediate project area. However, the 
database search listed 3,955 fossil specimens found in El Dorado County (UCMP, 2025).  

4.7.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (DOC, 
2025). No known faults with evidence of historic activity are located on or within the vicinity of the Project 
Site, and the nearest active fault is approximately 50 miles from the Project Site. Due to the geology of 
the City and its distance from active faults, the potential for loss of life, property damage, ground 
settlement, or liquefaction to occur in the vicinity of the Project Site is considered minimal. The CBC 
establishes minimum standards for structures located in regions subject to ground shaking hazard areas. 
Structures constructed on-site would be required by State law and City ordinances to be constructed in 
accordance with the CBC (as amended by the City Municipal Code) and to adhere to all current earthquake 
construction requirements. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The nearest active fault is approximately 50 miles from the Project Site. 
Ground shaking generally decreases with distance and increases with the depth of unconsolidated alluvial 
deposits. Considering the distance to the causative faults, the potential for ground motion in the vicinity 
of the Project Site is minimal. As described above, the Proposed Project would be constructed in 
accordance with the CBC which addresses seismic hazards and provide safeguards against typical ground 
shaking. Consistency with CBC design and construction standards would allow ground shaking-related 
hazards to be managed from a geologic, geotechnical, and structural standpoint such that adverse impacts 
to the health or safety of workers or members of the public would be minimized. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As previously described, there are no geologic hazards or significantly 
unstable soil conditions known to exist on the Project Site. Additionally, there have been no recorded 
seismic-related liquefaction or ground failure events on or in the vicinity of the Project Site as mapped by 
the USGS (USGS, 2023). As described above, the Proposed Project would be constructed in accordance 
with the CBC which addresses seismic hazards. Further, development of the Project Site would require 
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compliance with the City’s development standards, including grading and drainage standards. Therefore, 
because of the Proposed Project’s stability of soils, infrequency of seismic activity, and required 
compliance with building standards, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 

iv. Landslides? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. There have been no recorded landslide events on or in the vicinity of the 
Project Site as mapped by the USGS (USGS, 2023). Additionally, there are no geologic hazards or 
significantly unstable soil conditions known to exist on the Project Site which could contribute toward 
landslides. However, for the preparation of Project Site development, activities such as grading may result 
in the potential for short-term soil disturbance or erosion impacts which could contribute toward unstable 
conditions. Consistency with CBC design and construction standards would ensure continued slope 
stability such that adverse impacts to the health or safety of workers or members of the public would be 
minimized. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities such as vegetation removal, earthmoving, and 
grading may result in the potential for short-term soil disturbance or erosion impacts. Construction would 
also involve the use of water, which may cause further soil disturbance. Additionally, the soils on the 
Project Site have medium to high surface runoff rates. As described further in Project Commitment 
HYDRO-1, a Notice of Intent to Comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit shall be filed with 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to the initiation of construction (for projects that disturb 
at least 1 one acre of ground). In conjunction with the NPDES Permit, a SWPPP and Erosion Control Plan, 
and a Hazardous Materials Management/Spill Response Plan would be created and implemented during 
construction to avoid or minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Project Commitment GEO-
1 includes that the Project shall comply with the City’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control regulations. 
With the required project commitments, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site contains relatively stable soils and no apparent unique or 
significant landforms. There have been no recorded landslide or liquefaction events on or in the vicinity 
of the Project Site as mapped by the USGS (USGS, 2023). Considering the distance to the causative faults, 
the potential for ground motion in the vicinity of the Project Site is minimal. Therefore, any development 
on the native, relatively stable soils is unlikely to become unstable and result in geologic hazards. As a 
result, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact. 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less-than-significant impact. Expansive soils are soil/clay that is prone to expansion or shrinkage due 
directly to variation in water volumes. They swell when exposed to larger amounts of water and shrink 
when water evaporates. The continuous cycle of wet/dry keeps the soil constantly in flux causing building 
structures on this soil to sink or rise unevenly, which can cause foundation problems. The soils within the 
Project Site have low to moderate linear extensibility ratings, and thus low to moderate shrink-swell 
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potential (USDA, 2023). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code and would therefore not create substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

No Impact. The new residential development will not involve the use of a water disposal system (septic). 
Per City Ordinance 10-4-2(D) Parcel Area, there are minimum area requirements for parcels that will be 
served by public sewer, public water, or any other system. The parcel does meet the area demands and 
there would be no impact. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. There are no recorded listings for unique paleontological resources 
or geological features on the Project Site or in the immediate project area. However, it is possible that 
unknown buried paleontological materials could be found during ground disturbing activities at the 
Project Site. This is considered potentially significant. To address unanticipated and accidental 
archaeological discoveries, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would require construction to halt until 
paleontological resources are reported and assessed by an archaeologist. With implementation of 
mitigation, this potential impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: If, during the course of development of the Project Site, 
paleontological materials are discovered, all work shall be halted immediately on site, and the 
project proponent for any future residential development on the site shall notify the City of 
Placerville Development Services, Planning Division. The project proponent and the City shall 
work with a qualified paleontologist to decide the proper treatment of the paleontological 
materials. 

4.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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4.8.1 Environmental Setting 
Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a critical role in 
determining the earth’s surface temperature. GHGs include all of the following compounds: carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride (Health & Safety Code § 38505[g]). In addition to natural sources, human activities are 
exerting a substantial and growing influence on climate by changing the composition of the atmosphere 
and the ocean, and by modifying the land surface through deforestation and urbanization that reduces 
carbon capture and decreases albedo (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2014). GHGs are 
typically quantified in terms of “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e), a common measure used to compare 
the emissions of various greenhouse gases based on their global warming potential. This measure is 
usually presented in metric tons and is expressed as MTCO2e. The primary sources of GHG in the County 
is fossil fuel combustion, mainly from the transportation sector at approximately 70%. Other sources of 
GHG in the County residential sources (approximately 20%), commercial/industrial sources 
(approximately 7%), waste/landfill (approximately 3%), and agricultural activities (<1%) (El Dorado County 
AQMD, n.d.). 

The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32) is the overarching law that requires the 
State to set statewide GHG reduction targets. AB 32 required CARB to develop a Climate Change Scoping 
Plan that describes the approach California will take to reduce GHGs to achieve emission reduction goals, 
and to update the plan every five years. CARB approved the first Scoping Plan in 2008, and the most recent 
update was approved by CARB in 2022.  

In 2016, the Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 32. This established a benchmark for California to reduce 
GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Under the 2022 Scoping Plan, the seven key 
areas were identified: transportation sustainability, clean electricity grid, sustainable manufacturing and 
buildings, carbon dioxide removal and capture, short-lived climate pollutants (non-combustion gases), 
and natural and working lands. 

At this time, AQMD has not adopted any guidance or thresholds with regards to GHG emissions. However, 
the AQMD does have goals to reduce emissions from all sources to the extent practicable. Working with 
county residents and businesses, AQMD implements several grant and incentive programs that reduce 
criteria, toxic and GHG emissions to the extent practicable. Programs include wood stove replacement, 
lawn mower replacement, electric vehicle incentive, electric vehicle supply equipment installation, shuttle 
programs, school bus replacement, ag equipment replacement and others (El Dorado County AQMD, 
2023). 

4.8.2 Impact Assessment 
Methodology 

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines states that: “A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based 
to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.” In performing that analysis, the lead agency has 
discretion to determine whether to use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions, 
or to rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. In this analysis, a modeled approach 
was used and construction and operation GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod, version 
2020.4.0. The input and output files from the CalEEMod have been attached to this IS as Appendix A. As 
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discussed above, the AQMD has not adopted GHG guidance or thresholds for the district, and instead 
recommends the usage of neighboring air district CEQA GHG guidance and thresholds. To assess the GHG 
impacts, the GHG thresholds and guidance set forth in the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County were utilized 
(SMAQMD, 2020). Per the recommendation of the AQMD, the SMAQMD is an adjacent air quality district 
and, in addition, has similar environmental conditions as the AQMD jurisdictional area. The Guide to Air 
Quality Assessment in Sacramento County provides methods to analyze air quality impacts from plans and 
projects, including screening criteria, thresholds of significance, calculation methods, and mitigation 
measures to assist lead agencies in complying with the CEQA. 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the project would emit GHG emissions through the 
combustion of fossil fuels by heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by 
construction workers traveling to and from the site. As shown in Table 3, potential annual construction 
GHG emissions would be approximately 278 MTCO2e for the Proposed Project if full development were to 
occur. This is below the SMAQMD GHG thresholds for annual construction emissions of 1,100 MTCO2e. 
Furthermore, construction would be required to incorporate modern construction and design features 
that reduce energy consumption to the extent feasible. These features are identified as Project 
Commitment GHG-1.  

Table 3: Estimated Construction and Operational GHG Emissions 

Source 
CO2e Emissions 

(MT/Year) 

Construction 

2024 278 

2025 2 

Operation 470 

SMAQMD Threshold 1,100 

Exceeds Threshold? No 
Notes: MT - metric ton 
Source: Appendix A 

The proposed development would also result in operational GHG emissions. As shown in Table 3, potential 
annual operational GHG emissions would be approximately 470 MTCO2e for the Proposed Project if full 
development were to occur. According to SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento 
County, if a project generates less than or equal to 1,100 metric tons of GHG per year and implements the 
SMAQMD’s Tier 1 operational GHG best management practices (BMPs), the project would result in a less-
than-significant impact. The Tier 1 BMPs require that projects do not include natural gas infrastructure 
and meet CalGreen Tier 2 standards, except that all electric vehicle capable spaces be provided as electric 
vehicle ready (provided with powered receptacle or charger). These BMPs are identified as Project 
Commitment GHG-1. With the implementation of BMPs, the Proposed Project would follow SMAQMD 
guidance and this impact would be less than significant. 
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b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would have temporary emissions 
caused from construction and low emissions during operation in addition to project features that would 
reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emission because it includes no features that 
would be contradictory to or emit GHGs beyond acceptable standards. As explained above, the GHG 
emissions from the Proposed Project are estimated to be below SMAQMD’s 1,100 MTCO2e/year 
thresholds for construction and operation. Additionally, the project includes operational BMPs that would 
reduce GHG emissions, consistent with SMAQMD guidance. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

4.9 HAZARD AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
or excessive noise for people residing or working 
in the project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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4.9.1 Environmental Setting 
For the purposes of this section, the term “hazardous materials” as defined by the California Code of 
Regulations are substances with certain physical properties that could pose a substantial present or future 
hazard to human health or the environment when improperly handled, disposed, or otherwise managed. 
Hazardous materials are grouped into the following four categories based on their properties: 

 Toxic: causes human health effect 
 Ignitable: has the ability to burn 
 Corrosive: causes severe burns or damage to materials 
 Reactive: causes explosions or generates toxic gases  

Hazardous waste is any hazardous material that is discarded, abandoned, or slated to be recycled. The 
criteria that define a material as hazardous also define a waste as hazardous. If improperly handled, 
hazardous materials and hazardous waste can result in public health hazards if released into the soil or 
groundwater or through airborne releases in vapors, fumes, or dust. Soil and groundwater having 
concentrations of hazardous constituents higher than specific regulatory levels must be handled and 
disposed of as hazardous waste when excavated or pumped from an aquifer. The California Code of 
Regulations, Title 22, Sections 66261.20‐24 contains technical descriptions of toxic characteristics that 
could cause soil or groundwater to be classified as hazardous waste.  

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning tool used by the State, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location 
of hazardous materials release sites. The Cortese list is prepared in accordance with California 
Government Code Section 65962.5. The List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor and the SWRCB GeoTracker databases were 
reviewed to locate “Cortese List” sites. These databases did not indicate any sites located on or in the 
vicinity of the Project Site (SWRCB, 2025; DTSC, 2025). 

4.9.2 Impact Assessment 
a) and b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Would the project create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Activities associated with the Proposed Project would utilize potentially 
hazardous materials associated with construction and operation of vehicles and construction equipment 
including diesel, gasoline, solvents, hydraulic fluid, grease, and oil. These materials are similar to those 
routinely used for other types of construction projects throughout the City and County. As discussed in 
Project Commitment HAZ-1, the design and construction of the Proposed Project would comply with the 
City’s Construction Standards, which incorporates the CBC, as amended, and the California Fire Code, as 
amended. Other laws and regulations that govern the use and storage of hazardous materials include, but 
are not limited to, Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code (inventory and emergency 
response), Title 8 of the Code of California Regulations (CCR) (workplace safety), and Titles 22 and 26 of 
the CCR (hazardous waste). Delivery of hazardous materials to the Project Site and along public roadways 
would be required to comply with CFR Title 49, as monitored and enforced by the California Highway 
Patrol and Caltrans. Storage of all flammable materials at construction sites would be subject to the 
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regulations of Title 19 of the CCR and the Uniform Fire Code. Because federal, State, and City laws and 
regulations govern the transport, use, storage, handling and disposal of hazardous materials, use of 
hazardous materials associated with the Proposed Project would be minimized and/or avoided. With 
implementation of Project Commitments HAZ-1 and HYDRO-1, and adherence to other laws and 
regulations that govern the use and storage of hazardous materials regulatory requirements, potential 
impacts associated with hazardous materials during construction activities would be less than significant. 

Once operational, the Proposed Project would utilize substances typical of residential settings. These 
include household cleaning products, household goods, and other materials needed for maintenance of 
the property including commercial grade cleaning products or chemicals required for landscaping and 
gardening purposes. All operational activities would be required to adhere to local standards set forth by 
the City, as well as state and federal health and safety requirements that are intended to minimize risk to 
the public from hazardous materials, such as Cal/OSHA requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control Act, 
the California Accidental Release Prevention Program, and the California Health and Safety Code. 
Compliance with these regulations would reduce potential exposure of people or the environment to 
hazardous materials associated with the Proposed Project to a less-than-significant level. 

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

No Impact. There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. There will be no 
impact. 

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact. The List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from DTSC EnviroStor and the SWRCB 
GeoTracker databases were reviewed to locate “Cortese List” sites. These databases did not indicate any 
sites located on or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Proposed Project is not located on a site included 
on a hazardous materials list and would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment; 
therefore no impact would occur. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The nearest public airport is the Placerville Airport, which is located over two miles from the 
Project Site. As there are no public airports within two miles of the Project Site, there would be no impact. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project would add additional vehicle traffic 
and residential uses requiring evacuation in case of an emergency. Traffic associated with future 
construction of street frontage improvements, driveway encroachment improvements, and site 
preparation activities for the Proposed Project may have a temporary effect on existing traffic circulation 
patterns and may also affect emergency access; therefore, construction contractors working on the 
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Project Site shall use standard procedures to minimize the length of time that any roadway segments 
would be temporarily blocked during construction activities. Emergency vehicles shall be able to pass 
through the project area without obstruction. To ensure adequate emergency access to the Project Site, 
final site design is required to be approved by the El Dorado County Fire Protection District prior to 
construction permit approval and designed per City and Fire District requirements. The Proposed Project 
would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, the City of Placerville’s Emergency 
Response Plan. As such, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone in the Local 
Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE, 2025). The Proposed Project would involve the removal of trees on land 
zoned for commercial use, and thus would reduce wildland fire risks for the Project Site and vicinity. 
Additionally site plans will be reviewed by the Placerville Development Services Department and El Dorado 
County Fire Protection District for review and approval prior to construction to ensure that applicable 
building and fire codes are adhered to, which is included as Project Commitment HAZ-1. For these 
reasons, this impact would be less than significant. 

4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would: 

    

i. result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site; ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or offsite; 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

iii. create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.10.1 Environmental Setting 
The region is characterized by a Mediterranean climate with dry summers and moderate precipitation 
during the winter months, with the majority of the precipitation occurring between November and April. 
The Project Site is located in the Indian Creek-Weber Creek watershed within the larger Sacramento River 
hydrologic region. Stormwater runoff from the Project Site sheet flows to the south/southwest down 
existing slopes towards Ray Lawer Drive and an alley within an existing commercial shopping center and 
eventually into City maintained storm drain infrastructure. The City of Placerville is not located within a 
medium- or high-priority groundwater basin pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA) (California Department of Water Resources, 2023). 

4.10.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction and grading activities associated with the Proposed Project 
have the potential to impact water quality through soil erosion and increased silt and debris discharge 
into runoff. Additionally, the use of construction materials such as fuels, solvents, and paints may present 
a risk to surface water quality. Temporary storage of construction material and equipment in work areas 
or staging areas could create the potential for the release of hazardous materials, trash, or sediment to 
the City’s storm drain system. As described in Project Commitment HYDRO-1, the Proposed Project would 
be required to comply with the NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires the implementation 
of a SWPPP that incorporates BMPs to control sedimentation, erosion, and the potential for hazardous 
materials contamination of runoff during construction. In addition, the Proposed Project must comply 
with the City of Placerville Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control regulations (City Code Section 8-7-1 to 
8-7-35) which is included as Project Commitment GEO-1. The purpose of the Grading, Erosion, and 
Sediment Control regulations as promulgated by Section 8-7-2 is to “safeguard life, limb, health, property 
and public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses with nutrients, sediments or other earthen 
materials generated on or caused by surface runoff on or across the permit area; and to ensure that the 
intended use of a graded site is consistent with the city’s general plan, any specific plans adopted thereto, 
and applicable ordinances including the zoning ordinance and the California building code.” With 
implementation of Project Commitments GEO-1 and HYDRO-1 and adherence to regulatory 
requirements, potential impacts associated with water quality standards would be less than significant. 
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b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management 
of the basin? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would connect to the City’s water supply which is 
provided by the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID). As further discussed in Section 4.19, the Project Site is 
located in EID’s Eastern Region where potable water is provided from surface water sources. As such, the 
Proposed Project would not substantially impact groundwater resources from increased water demands. 
The Proposed Project through compliance with the California Green Building Code, Project Commitments, 
and Placerville Municipal Code, would include water efficiency and water conservation best practices. 

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin would be impeded as the Project Site is not located in 
a medium- or high-priority basin pursuant to the SGMA. For these reasons, impacts to groundwater 
recharge would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i. Result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 4.7.2(b) and 4.10.2(a), Project Commitments GEO-
1 and HYDRO-1 and HYDRO-2 would reduce potential impacts from stormwater runoff, including erosion 
and siltation, to a less-than-significant level.  

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. Stormwater runoff from the Project Site sheet flows to the 
south/southwest down existing slopes towards Ray Lawer Drive and an alley within an existing commercial 
shopping center (west) and eventually into City maintained storm drain infrastructure.  Future grading for 
housing development under the Proposed Project would alter the surface drainage patterns of the site 
and would increase the impervious surfaces compared to baseline conditions, which is a potentially 
significant impact. In order to ensure that surface runoff is adequately managed to prevent substantial 
increases in rate or amount of runoff, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, described below, includes 
preparation of a Drainage Report and review by the City. This impact is less than significant with 
mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Prior to final design of Storm Drainage systems for the project, a 
project Drainage Report shall be prepared and submitted to the City Engineer for approval. The 
Drainage Report shall include all aspects of drainage as discussed herein. The approved Drainage 
Report shall serve as a design guide for the project’s drainage system(s). The results of the 
Drainage Report shall be considered in final design and construction requirements of the storm 
drain system for the proposed development. Drainage and detention facilities shall be designed 
and constructed to keep post-development flows leaving the site at or below pre-development 
levels, including increased drainage from site access and/or public roadway construction. 
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Drainage calculations shall be required to show that these conditions are being met. Changes to 
historical and existing drainage patterns shall not be allowed without specific City approval.  

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. The Proposed Project would introduce additional impervious 
surfaces and would have the potential to increase the amount and velocity of stormwater runoff either 
on- or off-site. In order to ensure that the Proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of the City’s 
existing stormwater drainage systems, Project Commitment HYDRO-2 includes conformance with the 
City’s Stormwater Quality regulations (Chapter 15 Stormwater Quality) and the requirements of the City’s 
MS4 Permit. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 includes preparation of a Drainage Report and review by the 
City. The drainage report would serve as a design guide for the project’s drainage facilities and would be 
designed and constructed to keep post-development flows leaving the site at or below pre-development 
levels, including increased drainage from site access and/or public roadway construction. The Proposed 
Project would have a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.  

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an area of minimal flood hazard, Zone X, per FEMA Map 
06017C0756E effective 9/26/2008 and will not impede or redirect flood flows. For these reasons, there 
would be no impact. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

No Impact. The site is located in an area of minimal flood hazard, Zone X. FEMA map 06017C0752E 
effective 9/26/2008. The site is not located close to an inland body of water or the Pacific Ocean. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be impacted by a flood, seiche, or tsunami. For these reasons, 
there would be no impact. 

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

No Impact. The City is not located within an SGMA medium- or high-priority groundwater basin and 
therefore there is no Groundwater Management Plan covering the Project Site. As described above, the 
Proposed Project would not substantially impact groundwater recharge and would comply with the 
requirements of a SWPPP. For these reasons, there would be no impact.  
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4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

4.11.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped with the exception of the gravel/dirt road in the 
center. The existing general plan designation is C, Commercial and the existing zoning is C, commercial 
(Figures 6 and 7). The site is bordered by commercial (Big 5 Sporting Goods) and undeveloped land to the 
north, multi-family residential to the east (Placer Village Apartments), Ray Lawyer Drive and commercial 
(Raley’s) to the south, and a commercial plaza to the west. The Project Site is located within the Placerville 
City limits. 

4.11.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. Projects that have the potential to physically divide an established community typically include 
new freeways and highways, major arterials streets, and railroad lines. Further, the Proposed Project 
would include residential development which is consistent with surrounding residential and commercial 
development. The Proposed Project would not physically divide an established community and thus no 
impact would occur. 

b) Would the Project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

Less-than-significant impact. The existing C zoning allows for multi-family dwellings. The Proposed Project 
proposes up to 56 new dwelling units on the site. The City of Placerville General Plan Policy Document’s 
Housing Element, amended most recently in 2022, contains a program to complete implementation of 
High-Density Development Land Inventory and Objective Design Standards, which describes planned 
future development on the Project Site. The City’s updated General Plan Policy Housing Element 
encourages the identification of infill development locations (Policy A.3) and development of affordable 
housing (Policies B.3, C.3, C.4); the Proposed Project is consistent with and would increase opportunities 
for the City to meet its General Plan Housing Element goals and policies. 

As described throughout this IS/MND, all environmental effects of the Proposed Project would be less 
than significant with project commitments and mitigation. As such, the Proposed Project zoning overlay 
would not result in a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect. 
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4.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be a value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.12.1 Environmental Setting 
The CGS is responsible for the classification and designation of areas within California containing or 
potentially containing significant mineral resources. The CGS classifies lands into Aggregate and Mineral 
Resource Zones (MRZs) based on guidelines adopted by the California State Mining and Geologic Board, 
as mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. These MRZs identify whether known or 
inferred significant mineral resources are presented in areas. Lead agencies are required to incorporate 
identified MRZs resource areas delineated by the State into their general plans resource. The CGS and the 
City’s General Plan do not identify any State or locally designated mineral resources on the Project Site 
(DOC, 2022b). 

4.12.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be a 

value to the region and the residents of the state? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not identified as containing any mineral deposits according to the CGS and 
thus would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state. As such, there would be no impact. 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. The City’s General Plan does not identify any mineral resources of significant value in the City. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. As such, 
there would be no impact. 
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4.13 NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.13.1 Environmental Setting 
Fundamentals of Sounds and Vibrations 

Noise 
Noise is typically defined as (airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired, and 
perceptions of sound and noise are highly subjective from person to person. To measure sound, the 
decibel (dB) scale uses the hearing threshold as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. The perceived 
loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, but there is a strong correlation between A-weighted 
sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way the human ear perceives sound. For this reason, the A-
weighted sound level has become the standard tool of environmental noise assessment. Due to the 
logarithmic nature of the decibel, two sound levels 10-dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10 
and when the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an increase of 10-dBA is generally perceived as 
a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound is half as loud as an 80-dBA sound, and twice as loud 
as a 60-dBA sound. An important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is 
comparing it to the existing sound environment, or ambient noise level (the all-encompassing noise level 
associated with a given environment). In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing 
ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. With regards to 
increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur: 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1-dBA cannot be perceived; 
 Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference; 
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 A change in level of at least 5-dBA is required before any noticeable change in human response 
would be expected; and 

 A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness and can cause an 
adverse response. 

For describing noise, a common statistical tool is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which 
corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying 
signal over a given time period (usually one hour). The day/night average level (DNL or Ldn) is based upon 
the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a +10-decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during 
nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that 
people react to nighttime noise exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. 
Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise 
environment. 

Vibration 
Vibration is like noise in that it involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. While vibration is 
related to noise, it differs in that noise is generally considered to be pressure waves transmitted through 
air, whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure or surface. A person’s perception to 
the vibration will depend on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as the amplitude and frequency 
of the source and the response of the system which is vibrating. Vibration can be measured in terms of 
acceleration, velocity, or displacement. A common practice is to monitor vibration measurements in terms 
of peak particle velocities in inches per second. Table 4 shows Caltrans’ estimated vibration levels that 
would normally be required to result in damage to structures. 

Table 4: Effects of Vibration on People and Buildings 

Peak Particle Velocity 
Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

mm/second in/second 

0.15-0.30 0.006-0.019 Threshold of perception; possibility 
of intrusion. 

Vibrations unlikely to cause damage 
of any type. 

2.0 0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible. 
Recommended upper level of the 

vibration to which ruins and ancient 
monuments should be subjected. 

2.5 0.10 Level at which continuous 
vibrations begin to annoy people. 

Virtually no risk of “architectural” 
damage to normal buildings. 

5.0 0.20 

Vibrations annoying to people in 
buildings (this agrees with the 
levels established for people 

standing on bridges and subjected 
to relative short periods of 

vibrations). 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
“architectural” damage to normal 

dwelling - houses with plastered walls 
and ceilings. Special types of finish 

such as lining of walls, flexible ceiling 
treatment, etc., would minimize 

“architectural” damage. 

10-15 0.4-0.6 

Vibrations considered unpleasant 
by people subjected to continuous 

vibrations and unacceptable to 
some people walking on bridges. 

Vibrations at a greater level than 
normally expected from traffic, but 

would cause “architectural” damage 
and possibly minor structural 

damage. 
Source: Appendix D 
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Existing Ambient Noise Environment 

Existing General Ambient Noise Levels 
The existing noise environment for the vicinity of the Project Site is primarily defined by traffic on Ray 
Lawyer Drive. Secondary noise sources include commercial uses to the west and south of the project site 
as well as traffic from Placerville Drive. To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project 
vicinity, Saxelby Acoustics conducted continuous (24-hr.) noise level measurements at two locations on 
the Project Site (noise measurement locations are shown on Figure 2 in Appendix D) and also recorded 
the following: 

 Lmax: the highest noise level measures. 
 L50: the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during the monitoring period. 
 Leq: the average of all the noise received by the sound level meter microphone during the 

monitoring period.  

A summary of the noise level measurement survey results is provided in Table 5. For additional 
information on methodology used to measure the ambient noise environment or the complete results of 
the noise monitoring, see Appendix D. 

Table 5: Summary of Existing Background Noise Measurement Data 

Location Date Ldn Daytime 
Leq 

Daytime 
L50 

Daytime 
Lmax 

Nighttime 
Leq 

Nighttime 
L50 

Nighttime 
Lmax 

 6/23/23 59 56 54 75 52 50 64 

LT-1: 100 ft. to CL 
of Ray Lawyer Dr 

6/24/23 59 57 54 76 52 50 67 

 6/25/23 58 55 52 75 50 49 68 

 6/23/23 54 51 50 68 47 42 59 

LT-2: 340 ft. to CL 
of Ray Lawyer Dr 

6/24/23 54 52 50 69 46 43 59 

 6/25/23 52 50 48 64 44 41 57 

Source: Appendix D  

Sensitive Receptors 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others, with sensitivity being a function of 
both noise exposure and the types of activities involved. Land uses often associated with sensitive 
receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and passive recreational areas. 
Sensitive noise receptors may also include threatened or endangered noise-sensitive biological species, 
although many jurisdictions have not adopted noise standards for wildlife areas. Noise sensitive land uses 
are typically given special attention in order to achieve protection from excessive noise. The Placer Village 
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Apartments and Ashby House youth shelter are located east and northeast of the Project Site and are 
considered sensitive receptors. 

Regulatory Setting 

There are no federal regulations which apply to the Proposed Project, but there are state and local 
regulations. For information about the state and local regulatory setting, see Appendix D. 

4.13.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction Noise 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. Noise generated from construction of the Proposed Project would 
increase the ambient noise environment in the area immediately surrounding the Project Site. Depending 
on the equipment and machinery used, construction activities could generate maximum noise levels 
ranging from 76 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet. In addition, increased traffic due to construction 
trucks carrying equipment and materials to and from the Project Site on area roadways would increase 
the ambient noise environment. Noise from localized point sources (such as construction sites) typically 
decreases by approximately 6 dBA with each doubling of distance from source to receptor. Given this 
noise attenuation rate and assuming no noise shielding from either natural or human-made features (e.g., 
trees, buildings, fences), outdoor receptors within approximately 1,600 feet of construction sites could 
experience maximum instantaneous noise levels of greater than 60 dBA when on-site construction-
related noise levels exceed approximately 90 dBA at the boundary of the Project Site. This range would 
encompass several sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project Site. This would be a potentially 
significant impact, but only a temporary one due to the short-term nature of construction. To reduce this 
potentially significant impact, Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would be implemented. This includes features 
to lessen the adverse noise effects, such as limiting construction hours, using proper mufflers and 
maintenance for combustion engines, utilizing quiet construction equipment, and others. These features 
and others in the mitigation measure would effectively reduce the noise impact caused from construction 
of the Proposed Project. This impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: The City shall establish the following as conditions of approval for 
any permit that results in the use of construction equipment: 

 Construction shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturday and shall be prohibited on Sunday and 
federal/state-recognized holidays unless approved in advance by the City if required to meet 
project schedule. 

 All construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly 
muffled and maintained. 

 A sign, legible at a distance of 50 feet, shall be posted at the project construction site providing 
a contact name and a telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction 
process and register complaints. This sign shall indicate the dates and duration of construction 
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activities. In conjunction with this required posting, a noise disturbance coordinator will be 
identified to address construction noise concerns. 

 Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, are to be selected whenever 
possible. 

 All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as generators and air 
compressors, are to be located as far as practical from existing residences. In addition, the 
project contractor shall place such stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise 
is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the Project Site. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited. 
 The construction contractor shall, to the maximum extent practical, locate on-site equipment 

staging areas to maximize the distance between construction-related noise sources and 
noise-sensitive receptors nearest the Project Site during all project construction. 

Operational Noise 

Less-than-Significant Impact The Proposed Project would include typical residential noise that would be 
compatible with the adjacent multifamily homes that already exist to the east of the Project Site. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project is not expected to generate significant noise or introduce incompatible 
noise sources. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

Table 6 is based upon recommendations made by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) 
to provide guidance in the assessment of changes in ambient noise levels resulting from aircraft 
operations. Although the FICON recommendations were specifically developed to assess aircraft noise 
impacts, it has been accepted that they are applicable to all sources of noise described in terms of 
cumulative noise exposure metrics, such as the Ldn. If the Proposed Project were to exceed the levels set 
forth in Table 6, this would constitute a significant impact. In addition, if the Proposed Project were to be 
inconsistent with the regulations described in Appendix D, this would constitute a significant impact. 

Table 6: FICON Significance of Changes in Noise Exposure 

Ambient Noise Level Without Project, Ldn Increase Required for Significant Impact 

<60 dB +5.0 dB or more 

60-65 dB +3.0 dB or more 

>65 dB +1.5 dB or more 
Source: Appendix D  

For noise increases due to increased traffic on the roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site, the 
maximum increase in traffic noise at the nearest sensitive receptor is predicted to be 0.2 dBA. In this case, 
where existing traffic noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn, a 5.0 dB Ldn or more increase in roadway noise 
levels would be considered significant by FICON guidelines. Since the increase in noise would only be 0.2 
dBA on these roadways and would not exceed the 5.0 dB FICON threshold, the impact resulting from 
increased traffic noise would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building 
structural damage. Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the 



Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

 
201 New Morning Court 
IS/MND 53 

threshold of perception. Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural. With the exception 
of vibratory compactors, construction vibration levels anticipated for the Proposed Project are less than 
the 0.2 in/sec at distance of 20 feet threshold seen in Table 4. The Proposed Project includes parking lot 
and building construction that would require vibratory compactors, but this would not occur at distances 
of less than 26 feet from the adjacent residential uses. Therefore, nearby sensitive receptors would not 
experience vibration levels that could cause annoyance or structural damage and this impact would be 
less than significant. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The nearest airport to the Project Site is Placerville Airport, located approximately 4.1 miles 
east. In addition, the Project Site is located outside of the Placerville Airport Influence Area boundaries (El 
Dorado County GIS, 2013). Hence, the Proposed Project would not expose people to excessive noise to 
due being in close proximity to an airport or its influence area and there would be no impact. 

4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.14.1 Environmental Setting 
The City’s General Plan Housing Element estimated the population of Placerville was 10,389 in 2010 (City 
of Placerville, 2021). Between 2010 and 2019, the City’s population grew by 528 residents, or 
approximately five percent. The population growth rate in the City is anticipated to increase by a rate of 
0.5 percent per year, resulting in a projected population of 11,765 in the year 2035 (City of Placerville, 
2021). 

The City’s Housing Element estimated that the housing stock in 2010 was 4,541 dwelling units, and in 2019 
there were 4,715 dwelling units in the City, which constitutes an increase by approximately 3.8 percent 
(City of Placerville, 2021). The average household size within the City is approximately 2.3 persons per 
household (City of Placerville, 2021).  
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Approximately 3,175 City housing units, or 73 percent of the total housing stock, is at least 30 years old 
or more, and have a greater risk of deterioration associated with deferred or improper maintenance and 
repair (City of Placerville, 2021). Additionally, approximately 2.9 percent of all the occupied housing in the 
City is considered overcrowded (City of Placerville, 2021). 

The City’s General Plan Housing Element indicates that between 2014 and 2018 approximately 43 percent 
of the City’s households fell into the less than $49,999 income category, suggesting that housing 
affordability may be an issue for several of these income groups in the City. 

4.14.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The City of Placerville identified a housing need in the City’s General Plan 
2021-2029 Housing Element 6th cycle, including a need for affordable multi-family residential 
development. The Project Site would satisfy a portion of the identified need in the Housing Element. The 
Project Site is currently adjacent to existing public service and roadway infrastructure and urban uses. For 
these reasons, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial unplanned population growth for the 
City, either directly or indirectly, and this impact would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project Site is vacant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not displace existing people 
or housing. There would be no impact. 

4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i. Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii. Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii. Schools? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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iv. Parks? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

v. Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

4.15.1 Environmental Setting 
Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

The Project Site is located within the El Dorado County Fire Protection District (Fire District). The Fire 
District serves approximately 281 square miles and 74,000 residents (Fire District, 2023a). The Fire District 
employs 72 uniformed personnel and 3 support staff, who operate from five staffed and seven unstaffed 
firehouses. Additionally, the Fire District oversees a CAL FIRE Amador contract to operate a fire station in 
the Camino area. The Fire District operates four of the eight Western Slope El Dorado County Emergency 
Services Authority Advanced Life Support ambulances (Fire District, 2023a). The Fire District’s Station 25 
is located at 3034 Sacramento Street, located approximately 1.75 miles east of the Project Site. Station 25 
is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week by an Engine Company, a Medic Unit, and the Duty Chief (Fire 
District, 2023b). Between January and December of 2024, the Fire District answered 6,816 calls for service, 
which consisted of approximately 51.3% medical calls and 48.7% fire calls (Fire District, 2024). 

Law Enforcement Services 

The City, including the Project Site, is served by the City of Placerville Police Department (Police 
Department). The Police Department is located at 730 Main Street, approximately 2.5 miles east of the 
Project Site. The Placerville Police Department is comprised of 20 Sworn Officers and 11 Professional Staff 
(City of Placerville Police Department, 2023). In 2024, the Police Department responded to 25,373 service 
calls, comprised of DUIs, traffic collisions, traffic citations, reports, traffic stops, and other calls for service 
(City of Placerville Police Department, 2025). 

Schools 

The Project Site is located within the jurisdiction of the El Dorado County Office of Education (EDCOE), 
which operates fifteen school districts (EDCOE, 2023). The Project Site is located within the El Dorado 
Union High School District and Placerville Union School District. Public schools that would serve children 
residing on the Project Site include El Dorado High School, Edwin Markham Middle School, Louisiana 
Schnell School, and Sierra Elementary School, all located within the City. The nearest school to the Project 
Site is Markham Middle School, located approximately 1.1 miles northeast of the Project Site. 

Parks and Recreation 

The City manages seven parks (City of Placerville, 2023a). The nearest park, Orchard Hill Park, is located 
approximately 0.5 miles west of the Project Site. 
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4.15.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

i. Fire protection? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site is served by the Fire District. Station 25, the nearest fire 
station, is approximately 1.75 miles east of the Project Site. Due to the proximity of the Project Site to an 
existing station, no additional fire facilities are anticipated to be needed. As discussed in Project 
Commitment HAZ-1, site plans shall adhere to the CBC, as amended by the City Municipal Code, and 
reviewed by the Placerville Building Division and El Dorado County Fire Protection District.  

The Fire District developed, and the City has adopted a development impact fee for fire services and 
facilities payable at time of development permit issuance, as required in Project Commitment PUBSERV-
1. Potential impacts to fire protection resources therefore are considered less than significant due to 
adopted building standards and the payment of impact fees in effect at the time of permit issuance. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on fire protection services. 

ii. Police protection? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project Site is currently served and would continue to be served by the 
City Police Department. The Police Department is located approximately 2.5 miles east of the Project Site. 
The Project Site is urban infill and under the existing C zoning would allow for commercial development 
or multi-family dwelling which would require a similar level of service to the Proposed Project. As such, 
the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in the need for new or altered police facilities and would 
have a less-than-significant impact.  

iii. Schools? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. EDCOE has determined that multi-family development within their school 
districts can have an impact on their schools and school districts. EDCOE has implemented school 
Developer Fees to accommodate impacts related to new development. Standard development procedure 
requires that concurrently with the issuance of a development permit, the project proponent pay EDCOE 
Mitigation Impact Fees to offset impacts to the local school districts, as required in Project Commitment 
PUBSERV-1. Payment of the development fees in effect at the time of development permit issuance is 
expected to reduce the potential impacts to schools to a less-than-significant level.  

iv. Parks? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project includes the development of residences which could 
increase patronage at nearby recreational facilities. The City has established a Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Development Fee under Section 8-11-2 of City Code. The intent of the development fee program 
is for the planning, acquisition, improvement, and expansion of public parks, playgrounds, and recreation 
facilities to serve the increasing population of the City and the means of providing additional revenues 
with which to finance such public facilities. Payment of the development fees in effect at the time of 
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development permit issuance would be implemented per Project Commitment PUBSERV-1 to reduce the 
potential impacts to parks to a less-than-significant level. 

v. Other public facilities? 

No Impact. There would be no impact to other public service facilities. Impacts to public utilities are 
discussed in Section 4.19.  

4.16 RECREATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

4.16.1 Environmental Setting 
There are quite a few recreational facilities in the City of Placerville. These include public parks, trails, and 
centers. The closest recreational facility is the Placerville Speedway which is located approximately 0.3 
miles southeast of the Project Site, followed by Orchard Hill Park which is located approximately 0.5 miles 
west of the Project Site. The City itself also has an aquatic center, other public parks, and a portion of the 
El Dorado Trail. 

4.16.2 Impact Assessment 
a) and b) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? Or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project includes the development of residences which would 
use nearby recreational facilities. The City has established a Parks and Recreation Facilities Development 
Fee under Section 8-11-2 of City Code. The intent of the development fee program is for the planning, 
acquisition, improvement, and expansion of public parks, playgrounds, and recreation facilities to serve 
the increasing population of the City and the means of providing additional revenues with which to finance 
such public facilities. As of the date of this Initial Study, the required park and recreational facilities 
development fee is $600.00 per new residential unit. Payment of the development fees in effect at the 
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time of development permit issuance per Project Commitment PUBSERV-1 is expected to reduce the 
potential impacts to parks to a less-than-significant level. 

4.17 TRANSPORTATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

4.17.1 Environmental Setting 
Circulation Network 

Ray Lawyer Drive provides primary access to New Morning Court and the Project Site and is classified as 
an Other Principal Arterial by the Caltrans functional classification mapper, and in the vicinity of the 
Project Site is a two-lane road (Caltrans, 2025). The existing volumes are estimated to be approximately 
7,900 vehicles per day for Ray Lawyer Drive east of Placerville Drive (Appendix D). Placerville Drive is a 
primarily two-lane roadway with four lanes at its intersection with Ray Lawyer Drive, classified as a minor 
arterial by Caltrans and intersects with Ray Lawyer Drive west of the Project Site. New Morning Court 
intersects with Ray Lawyer Drive on the southern boundary of the Project Site.  

El Dorado Transit operates the 50 Express and Saturday Express routes which run along Placerville Drive. 
The nearest stop is located at Big 5 Sporting Goods, approximately 500 feet north of the Project Site. The 
nearest Park-and-Ride carpooling facility is located at Ray Lawyer Drive, approximately 0.6 miles southeast 
of the Project Site, off of US Hwy 50. A designated bike path begins on Placerville Drive, approximately 
600 feet west of the Project Site, continuing northeast. There are sidewalks along Ray Lawyer Drive, just 
off of New Morning Court. 

Regulatory Setting 

State CEQA Guidelines 
As part of the statewide implementation of SB 743, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
settled upon automobile vehicle miles of travel (VMT) as the preferred metric for assessing passenger 
vehicle-related impacts under CEQA and issued revised CEQA Guidelines in December 2018, along with a 
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Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA to assist practitioners in implementing 
the CEQA Guidelines revisions (OPR, 2018). 

The CEQA Guidelines and the OPR Technical Advisory note that CEQA provides screening criteria for 
various types of projects, including affordable residential development:  

Adding affordable housing to infill locations generally improves jobs-housing match, in turn 
shortening commutes and reducing VMT. Further, “… low-wage workers in particular would be 
more likely to choose a residential location close to their workplace, if one is available.”  In areas 
where existing jobs-housing match is closer to optimal, low-income housing nevertheless 
generates less VMT than market-rate housing. Therefore, a project consisting of a high percentage 
of affordable housing may be a basis for the lead agency to find a less-than-significant impact on 
VMT. 

City of Placerville 
The City of Placerville’s General Plan Transportation Element contains numerous goals and policies to 
promote the development of a circulation system for all modes of transportation, including vehicles, 
pedestrians, and bicycles, which facilitates easy access through and within the City. The following Goals 
and Policies pertain to the Proposed Project: 

Goal A: To provide a circulation system that is correlated and adequate to support existing and proposed 
land uses, thereby providing for the efficient movement of goods and services within and through 
Placerville. 

Policy A-1: The City shall strive to attain the highest possible traffic levels of service consistent 
with the financial resources available and within the limits of technical feasibility. 

Policy A-2: Streets shall be dedicated, widened, extended, and constructed according to the City’s 
Master Street Plan and the street cross-sections shown in the Street Standards figures in Part I. 
Rights-of-way shall be reserved according to the specifications of the Master Street Plan. 
Deviations from the street cross-sections shown in Part I shall be allowed based upon a 
determination by the Public Works Director that safe and adequate public access and circulation 
are preserved by such deviations.  

Policy A-3: Major circulation improvements should be completed as abutting lands develop or 
redevelop, with dedication of right-of-way and construction of improvements required as a 
condition of approval. Where the City may deem it appropriate, a property owner can be allowed 
to enter into a Street Frontage Improvement Agreement in lieu of construction of improvements 
if the majority of the neighborhood or area is presently unimproved. However, the City should 
require a minimum level of improvements to ensure adequate accessibility for vehicles and 
emergency equipment. 

Goal C: To minimize traffic accidents and hazards.  

Policy C-1: The City shall discourage the creation or continuance of traffic hazards in new 
development and other proposals requiring the City to exercise its discretionary authority.  
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Policy C-2: In the development of new projects, the City shall give special attention to maintaining 
adequate corner-sight distances at city street intersections and at intersections of city streets and 
private access drives and roadways. 

Goal E: To provide a safe and secure bicycle route system.  

Policy E-2: Wherever possible, bicycle facilities should be separate from roadways and walkways.  

Policy E-3: The City shall limit on-street bicycle routes to those streets where the available 
roadway width and traffic volumes permit safe coexistence of bicycle and motor vehicle traffic. 

Goal F: To promote convenient and safe pedestrian circulation. 

Policy F-2: In approving development projects, the City shall continue to require the construction 
of sidewalks connecting major pedestrian destinations, such as schools, hospitals, and 
government centers. 

Policy F-6: The City shall require all multi-family developments to provide sidewalks on both sides 
of any street that is developed as part of the project and on one side of any street that is used as 
a perimeter street by that project. 

In addition, the City Municipal Code Title 8 Public Ways and Property, contains specific provisions to 
ensure that developments improve streets, curbs, and gutters (8-9-3 and 8-9-5) as well as contribute to a 
Traffic Mitigation Fund that allows the City to provide an adequate level of traffic and circulation 
infrastructure (8-15). 

4.17.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project proposes the development of 56 dwelling units which could 
generate a maximum of 310 trips per day (Appendix D). Based on the current volume of 7,900 vehicles 
per day on Ray Lawrence Drive, the increase in trips (3.9%) is considered minimal. 

Project Commitment TRAFFIC-1 ensures that the Proposed Project shall conform with applicable 
requirements of the City’s Title 8 Public Ways and Property regulations, which include but are not limited 
to, Chapter 9 (Street Improvement) requirements and Chapter 15 (Traffic Mitigation Fee).  

The Proposed Project would not significantly affect traffic levels of service and would contribute to 
impact development fees. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The CEQA Guidelines and the OPR Technical Advisory (2018) note that CEQA 
provides screening criteria for various types of projects, including affordable residential development. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 (b) states that for land use projects, “[v]ehicle miles traveled exceeding 
an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. The Technical Advisory notes that 
“[a]dding affordable housing to infill locations generally improves jobs-housing match, in turn shortening 
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commutes and reducing VMT” (OPR, 2018). Pursuant to the Technical Advisory and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, a Lead Agency has the discretion to presume VMT impacts would be less than significant 
if the project adds a high percentage of affordable housing.  

The Project proposes 56 new dwelling units on the site. The HO Overlay would require that half or 
approximately 28 of the proposed units are dedicated to affordable housing, which is considered a high 
percentage. Additionally, the Project Site is approximately 0.5 miles northwest of U.S. Highway 50 and 
within the City limits, and thus in proximity to jobs and services, as well as a regional transportation 
corridor. As the Project constitutes infill development and a high percentage of units would be affordable 
housing, VMT impacts would be less than significant. 

c) and d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) or Result in 
inadequate emergency access? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Traffic associated with future construction of street frontage 
improvements, driveway encroachment improvements, and site preparation activities for the Proposed 
Project may have a temporary effect on existing traffic circulation patterns. Any minor increases in traffic 
during the construction period would be temporary, and emergency vehicle access would be maintained 
throughout construction in the Project vicinity. The Project would require site plan review by the City and 
El Dorado County Fire Protection District prior to construction. This review would ensure that applicable 
safety requirements and design standards are met. For example, proposed site plans would be reviewed 
to ensure that the width of driveways and internal roadways allow for the movement of emergency 
vehicles. For these reasons, this impact is less than significant. 

4.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms 
of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

    

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth 
in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

 

4.18.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project Site is located in the ethnographic territory of the Nisenan tribe (also known as the Southern 
Maidu). Prior to European-American contact, Nisenan territory included the southern extent of the 
Sacramento Valley, east of the Sacramento River between the North Fork Yuba River and Cosumnes Rivers 
on the north and south, respectively, and extended east into the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Range. 
Neighboring groups included the Plains Miwok to the south, Southern Patwin to the west across the 
Sacramento River beyond the Yolo Basin, and Konkow and Maidu to the north. 

Background research related to tribal cultural resources included an SLF search conducted by the NAHC, 
and completion of a Cultural Resources Investigations report summarizing the findings, which is described 
throughout this analysis and attached as Appendix C. As described in Appendix C, the SLF search for the 
Project yielded negative results for the presence of sensitive Native American resources in the area.  

AB 52 provides for consultation between lead agencies and Native American tribal organizations during 
the CEQA process. On May 12, 2023, based on the list of tribes provided by the NAHC, the City sent a 
consultation invitation letter via email to the following five tribes: 

 Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians 
 Tsi Akim Maidu of Taylorsville Rancheria 
 United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
 Washoe Tribe of Nevada California 
 Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe 

 
No responses were received requesting formal consultation to date. 

4.18.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. and ii) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or a 
resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 
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5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. Based on the Cultural Resources Investigation and tribal 
consultation for the Proposed Project, the Project Site does not contain any known tribal cultural 
resources that are eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Sources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k). The Project Site is not a tribal cultural resource 
as determined by the City pursuant to the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. 
Geoarchaeological analysis determined that the sensitivity for the presence of buried deposits of cultural 
resources on the Project Site is very low (Appendix C). While unlikely, it is possible that unknown buried 
archaeological materials could be found during ground disturbing activities at the Project Site, including 
unrecorded tribal cultural resources. This is considered potentially significant. To address unanticipated 
and accidental archaeological discoveries, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would require construction to halt 
until cultural resources are reported and assessed by an archaeologist. With implementation of 
mitigation, this potential impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

4.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Result in a determination by the waste water 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment 
of solid waste reduction goals? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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4.19.1 Environmental Setting 
Water Supply 

The Project Site is within the service area of EID and the existing development surrounding the Project is 
served by water mains of up to 8 to 10 inches in diameter (EID, 2024). As described in EID’s 2020 Urban 
Water Management Plan, the potable water systems extend over 1,200 miles of pipelines, 27 miles of 
ditches, five treatment plants, 34 storage facilities with a combined capacity of over 100 million gallons, 
and 38 pump stations (EID, 2021).  

The Project Site is located within EID’s Eastern Region, which for supply purposes is connected to the 
Western Region. The Western/Eastern region derives its supplies under rights and entitlements 
emanating from both the South Fork American River watershed and the Cosumnes River watershed via 
Sly Park Reservoir. Water derived from upstream American River watershed diversions and storage 
reservoirs generally use the Reservoir 1 Water Treatment Plant to serve the Western/Eastern area, while 
the Sly Park Reservoir water supply uses Reservoir A Water Treatment Plant to serve the same area.  

Under normal water year conditions, EID maintains an average supply of 70,794 acre-feet per year (afy) 
of existing supplies and 7,500 afy of planned supplies. The District anticipates the total average future 
water supplies to equal 78,294 afy by 2045. In a single dry year, the water supplies available to EID total 
63,379 afy, and for multiple dry year conditions (five years), EID’s secured supplies total 55,328 afy. EID 
had a potable water demand of 26,240 afy in 2020 (EID, 2021). 

EID estimates a 23% increase in multi-family units in the Western/Eastern Regions through the planning 
horizon of 2045. EID maintains ample water supplies to meet current and growing customer demand and 
has adopted a Drought Action Plan which complies with the California Water Code (EID, 2021). 

Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment 

The City of Placerville is the sole provider of wastewater service within the City limits. Wastewater facilities 
operated by the City include the Hangtown Creek Water Reclamation Facility (HCWRF) and the 
wastewater collection system, which has approximately 50 miles of pipelines and five pumping stations 
(City of Placerville, 2012). The HCWRF has a design capacity of 5 million gallons per day (MGD) (Johnson 
Controls, 2015). The HCWRF plant operates at a reasonably low hydraulic and biological capacity (Johnson 
Controls, 2015). During peak flows, it is only operating at 30% of its design capacity, and during minimum 
flow conditions, it operates at less than 10% of its design capacity. Treated effluent is discharged to Cool 
Water Creek via an existing NPDES permit (NPDES Permits #CA0078956 and #CAC439621). There is an 
existing 6-inch sewer line at the northeast corner of the Project Site which connects to an 8-inch line and 
continues to the northeast. 

Stormwater Drainage 

Stormwater runoff from the Project Site sheet flows to the south/southwest down existing slopes towards 
Ray Lawer Drive and an alley within an existing commercial shopping center and eventually into City 
maintained storm drain infrastructure.  
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Solid Waste 

The City of Placerville has a franchise agreement with Waste Connections Inc., doing business as El Dorado 
Disposal Services, to provide solid waste disposal within the City. Solid waste collected by Waste 
Connections is processed at the Western El Dorado Recovery Systems MRF and then transferred to the 
Lockwood Regional Landfill (Permit No. SW214R03) in Nevada for disposal. Lockwood Landfill is located 
in Storey County, Nevada approximately 12 miles east of Reno, and is a regional sanitary landfill that 
receives solid waste from several counties in Nevada and California. The permitted total capacity is 
approximately 302.5 million cubic yards and it receives an estimated 5,000 tons of solid waste daily 
(Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, 2023).  

Natural Gas, Electricity, and Communication Services  

Energy services in the City are supplied by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), Pioneer Community 
Energy (PCE), and private propane companies. PG&E owns and maintains electrical service lines, 
transmission lines, and substations throughout City. PG&E also owns and maintains several natural gas 
transmission lines, distribution lines, and individual service lines. There are existing overhead electrical 
lines on the eastern portion of the Project Site. Several providers provide telecommunication services to 
the City, including AT&T, Verizon, T-Mobile. 

4.19.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Water and Wastewater Supply 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Water and wastewater services would be provided to the Proposed Project 
by the City and/or EID through existing water and sewer lines on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project 
Site. 

In 2020, EID had a potable water demand of 26,240 afy and an existing supply of 70,794 afy for a remaining 
capacity of approximately 44,554 afy. EID’s municipal customer water use factor for new multi-family 
residential development is 0.18 afy per connection (EID, 2021). With a total of 56 units, the Proposed 
Project would have a total estimated water demand of approximately 10 afy. The Proposed Project would 
utilize approximately 0.03% of remaining capacity and thus is not anticipated to result in the need for new 
or expanded water facilities. This number is conservative as EID has additional planned supplies and 
Project Commitment UTILITY-1 would ensure that water efficient and water conserving landscaping are 
used if the aggregate landscaping area is equal to or greater than 500 square feet. Further, the Proposed 
Project would comply with the California Green Building Standards, and would incorporate low-flow 
fixtures, drought- tolerant landscaping and irrigation systems that conserve water. 

Wastewater treatment would be supplied by the City’s HCWRF which is currently operating at only 30% 
of its design capacity at peak flows, and during minimum flow conditions, it operates at less than 10% of 
its design capacity. based on the overwhelming amount of available capacity, the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to result in the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. The City has 
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established Capital Improvement Charges (CIC) for new sewer connection services to the City system. New 
development and the expansion of existing development within the city impose a burden on the City 
sewer system.  

The Project would be required to coordinate with the City on water and sewer connections and pay 
associated development impact fees to offset the costs of any larger Capital Improvements. As discussed 
above, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in the need for new or expanded water or 
wastewater facilities and thus this impact is less than significant. 

Stormwater 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. As described in Section 4.10, the Proposed Project would include 
stormwater drainage infrastructure. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 requires that prior to the final design 
of storm drainage systems for the Proposed Project, a project Drainage Report shall be prepared and 
submitted to the City Engineer for approval. Drainage and detention facilities shall be designed and 
constructed to keep post-development flows leaving the site at or below pre-development levels, 
including increased drainage from site access and/or public roadway construction. Construction of 
stormwater collection and drainage facilities would occur concurrently with development of the Proposed 
Project and would take place entirely within the Project Site. The construction of these facilities could 
result in temporary environmental impacts which have been assessed throughout Section 4 of this 
IS/MND. As described herein, all impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than significant or reduced 
to less than significant through the implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not result in the construction or relocation of stormwater utilities which could cause 
significant environmental effects. This is a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. 

Natural Gas, Electricity, and Communication Services 

Less-than-Significant Impact. PCE, PG&E and AT&T incrementally expand and update their service system 
as needed to serve their users and update their service systems in response to usage and demand. 
Construction of electric and telecommunications facilities would occur concurrently with development of 
the Proposed Project and would take place entirely within the Project Site or adjacent right-of-way. These 
connections and any existing utilities would be identified, avoided, and permitted by the City as necessary 
during the site design and grading permit process pursuant to Project Commitment GEO-1. The 
construction of these facilities could result in temporary environmental impacts which have been assessed 
throughout Section 4 of this IS/MND. As described herein, all impacts of the Proposed Project would be 
less than significant or reduced to less than significant through the implementation of mitigation 
measures. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the construction or relocation of utilities 
which could cause significant environmental effects. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 4.19.2 a), the Proposed Project would have a total 
estimated demand of approximately 10 afy and EID has sufficient supplies to serve the Proposed Project 
in normal years. The water supplies estimated to be available during a single dry year are 63,379 afy and 
during multiple dry years (5 years) 55,328 afy. EID had a potable water demand of 26,240 afy in 2020 
resulting in available capacity of approximately 37,139 during a single dry year and 29,088 during multiple 
dry years. The Proposed Project would utilize approximately 0.03% of remaining capacity during a single 
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dry year and 0.04% during multiple dry years. As discussed in Section 4.19.2 a) these numbers are 
conservative as EID has additional planned supplies and the Proposed Project would include water saving 
measures through compliance with the California Green Building Standards. EID’s Drought Action Plan 
would also initiate public education, voluntary conservation measures, and/or mandatory conservation 
measures during dry year conditions (EID, 2021). 

As there would be sufficient capacity to serve the Proposed Project under normal, dry, and multiple dry 
year conditions, this impact is less than significant.  

c) Would the project result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would be served by the HCWRF. The HCWRF has a 
design capacity of 5 MGD. The HCWRF plant operates at a reasonably low hydraulic and biological capacity 
(Johnson Controls, 2015). During peak flows, it is only operating at 30% of its design capacity, and during 
minimum flow conditions, it operates at less than 10% of its design capacity. The proposed increase would 
be an incremental increase to the existing flow rate, and the WWTP has adequate capacity to serve the 
Proposed Project in addition to its existing commitments.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements such that a new 
facility would be required, nor would the existing wastewater treatment facility need to be expanded. As 
such, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would generate solid waste during construction and 
operation. Construction of the Proposed Project would not include indirect generation of excessive solid 
waste through actions such as demolition of existing structures. The construction debris would be 
contained in designated bins and picked up by the City’s contracted waste hauler.  

Assuming a multi-family residential solid waste generation rate of 12.23 pounds per unit per day, the 
addition of the 56 unit residential building would result in approximately 685 pounds per day (0.31 tons 
per day) of operational solid waste (CalRecycle, 2019). The Lockfill Landfill currently receives 5,000 tons 
per day and the operational solid waste added by the Proposed Project would constitute a nominal 
amount of the allowed daily intake amount. Additionally, over a year of operation, the Proposed Project 
would produce approximately 250,000 pounds (125 tons) of solid waste, which is well within the landfill’s 
permitted capacity of 302.5 million cubic yards (395.6 million tons). 

The Proposed Project would be required to comply with the City Code of Placerville Section 7-1A: Solid 
Waste Regulations, which outlines requirements and specifications for solid waste collection. For 
construction recycling, the Proposed Project would be subject to compliance with AB 939 and CALGreen. 
In addition, the City’s General Plan outlines goals and policies for source reduction and recycling including 
Policy F-1. Compliance with these measures and policies would serve to reduce impacts of solid waste by 
promoting regular collection and encouraging the recycling of materials. Additionally, the City often 
coordinates with the contracted waste hauler on the location of bins and pickup access, and ensures that 
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screened trash enclosures are large enough for garbage, green waste, and recycling. For these reasons, 
the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact.  

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Proposed Project construction and operation would not generate 
substantial amounts of solid waste and thus, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any federal, 
State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Further, the 
Proposed Project would be subject to compliance with existing statutes and regulations by the City, State, 
or federal law. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact  

4.20 WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or 
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that 
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

4.20.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project Site is in the Local Responsibility Area and is not located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone as 
identified by State Fire Marshall (CAL FIRE, 2025). The Project Site is located within the El Dorado County 
Fire Protection District, which is described further in Section 4.15.1.  
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4.20.2 Impact Assessment 
a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. This issue is addressed in Section 4.9.2(f). The Proposed Project would not 
impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, the City of Placerville’s Emergency Response Plan. 
As such, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impact.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. This issue is addressed in Section 4.9.2(g). The Proposed Project would be 
designed consistent with the CBC, as amended by the City Municipal Code, which includes measures 
related to fire and structural safety. These measures would reduce the risk of a large structure fire 
commencing on or spreading off the Project Site. The Proposed Project would involve the removal of trees 
on land already zoned for residential use, and thus would reduce wildland fire risks for the Project Site 
and vicinity. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.  

c) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. The Proposed Project would involve construction activities with 
the potential to create sparks or fire that could ignite vegetation on the Project Site. Mitigation Measure 
FIRE-1, which includes the use of spark arresters on equipment with the potential to create sparks, would 
reduce the probability of igniting a fire during construction. Therefore, the potential for fire ignition during 
construction is less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure FIRE-1: The following wildfire prevention measures shall be implemented 
during construction of the Proposed Project: 
 Construction equipment shall contain spark arrestors, as provided by the manufacturer. 
 Staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark-producing 

equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials that could serve as 
fire fuel. 

 The construction site shall be cleaned daily of trash and debris to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation. As described in Section 4.7, the Proposed Project is not located on 
an unstable geologic unit or soil and does not have a high risk of landslides or liquefaction. The potential 
for the Proposed Project to alter existing drainage patterns such that off-site flooding would occur is 
addressed in in Section 4.10.2 c) ii. In order to ensure that surface runoff is adequately managed to 
prevent substantial increases in rate or amount of runoff, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 includes 
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preparation of a Drainage Report and review by the City. This impact is less than significant with 
mitigation. 

4.21 CEQA MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects.) 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

4.21.1 Impact Assessment 
a) and c) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 
Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The environmental effects of the Proposed Project are discussed 
in Sections 4.1 through 4.20. Based on biological and cultural resources surveys, the Project Site is not 
known to provide habitat for special-status species or contain historic or prehistoric cultural resources. 
Potentially significant impacts related to nesting bird species, subsurface cultural resources, drainage 
patterns, construction noise, and construction vibration are characteristic of other construction projects 
and would be minimized or eliminated by Project Approvals (Section 2.1.9) Project Commitments (Section 
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2.2) and mitigation measures. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact 
with mitigation on the quality of the environment and human beings. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects.) 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) states that a Lead Agency shall 
consider whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of a project are 
cumulatively considerable. The City is concurrently proposing to add the HO overlay to two other parcels. 
These projects propose to develop 60 units at 7460 and 7444 Green Valley Road, and 67 units at 2752 
Coloma Street (City of Placerville, 2021) and are located approximately 0.3 miles southwest and 1.5 miles 
northeast from the Project Site, respectively. Collectively the Proposed Project, 7460 and 7444 Green 
Valley Road, and 2752 Coloma Street developments are referred to as the “HO Overlay Projects” in the 
following discussion. 

Agriculture and Mineral Resources: The Proposed Project would have no impacts related to mineral 
resources and agricultural resources and thus would not contribute to any cumulative impacts for these 
resource areas. 

Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology (Water 
Quality), Noise, and Wildfire: For these resource areas, the impacts of the Proposed Project are generally 
limited to the Project Site and immediate vicinity (generally within a few hundred feet). The immediate 
vicinity of the Project Site is developed and no nearby off-site projects are proposed that would create 
the potential for cumulative or combined impacts. Project commitments and mitigation have been 
identified to address the localized impacts of the Project and to prevent the Project’s contributions to a 
larger, cumulative impact.  

Land Use and Planning, and Population and Housing: The City of Placerville identified a housing need in 
the City’s General Plan 2021-2029 Housing Element 6th cycle, including a need for affordable multi-family 
residential development. The HO Overlay Projects would provide housing for this identified need and thus 
are not anticipated to result in substantial, unplanned growth. Land use conflicts are generally minimal as 
the three sites are infill sites that are designated/zoned for either multi-family/high density residential or 
commercial development. The HO Overlay Projects are not anticipated to cause significant environmental 
impacts due to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations, as all projects are undergoing CEQA 
environmental review and would be required to implement similar project commitments and mitigation 
to address environmental impacts. 

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy and Transportation: The HO Overlay Projects are infill projects and 
providing affordable housing for an identified housing need. The location of the sites within developed 
neighborhoods, in proximity to a regional transportation corridor (U.S. Highway 50), and in proximity to 
jobs and services would reduce regional per capita emissions and VMT. New development is required to 
comply with CCR Title 24 which includes Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Part 6), and Green Building 
standards (CALGreen, Part 11). For these reasons, the HO Overlay Projects are not anticipated to 
contribute significantly to cumulative impacts. 
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Biological and Forestry Resources: The HO Overlay Projects consist of infill on relatively small sites 
designated and zoned for development. The HO Overlay Project sites are surrounded by existing 
development (existing residences, commercial development, roadways, and infrastructure), which 
reduces the potential for wildlife on the sites. Senior Biologist Dr. Geo Graening and Environmental Project 
Manager Jennifer Wade performed a biological resources survey of all three sites on May 7, 2023. No 
special-status species were observed on the sites and the sites provide marginal or unsuitable habitat for 
most special-status species. The HO Overlay Projects are required to comply with federal, State, and local 
regulations protecting biological and forestry resources, including Chapter 13 (Woodland and Forest 
Conservation) of the City of Placerville Municipal Code, the Clean Water Act, federal Endangered Species 
Act, the California Fish and Game Code, among other regulations. The HO Overlay Projects are undergoing 
CEQA environmental review and would be required to implement similar project commitments and 
mitigation. For these reasons, the HO Overlay Projects are not anticipated to contribute significantly to 
cumulative impacts. 

Hydrology (Drainage), Public Services, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems: The HO Overlay Projects 
would alter drainage patterns and increase demands on public services and utilities. New development is 
required to pay impact development fees and property taxes, which would reduce the overall burden on 
public services and utilities. With these contributions, no new public facilities are anticipated to be 
needed. As discussed in Section 4.19, the water supply and wastewater treatment systems which serve 
the City have substantial capacity. The HO Overlay Projects are undergoing CEQA environmental review 
and would be required to implement similar project commitments and mitigation, including coordination 
with the City for connection to the water and sewer system and review of drainage plans (see Mitigation 
Measure HYDRO-1). For these reasons, the HO Overlay Projects are not anticipated to contribute 
significantly to cumulative impacts. 

In summary, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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