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Anne Novotny <anne.novotny@edcgov.us>

Comments on Draft EIR for proposed EDC Sign Ordinance
1 message
danderly@comcast.net <danderly@comcast.net>
Tue, Feb 17, 2015 at 4:23 PM
To: "Driever, Eric" <driever.eric@yahoo.com>, "Harris, Mark" <mark54@comcast.net>, "Layton, Jane"
<janelayton@directcon.net>, anne.novotny@edcgov.us, shawna.purvines@edcgov.us

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED
From: danderly@comcast.net
To: "Dyana Anderly" <danderly@comcast.net>, "Eric Driever" <driever.eric@yahoo.com>,
"Mark Harris" <mark54@comcast.net>, "Jane Layton" <janelayton@directcon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 1:51:03 AM
Subject: County Sign Ordinance Update  NOA for Draft EIR released 12/31/2014
Hi All,
I've highlighted in yellow (below) the url that will take you to the mos recent version of the
County Sign Ordinance and the EIR.

From: "Anne Novotny" <anne.novotny@edcgov.us>
To: "driever.eric" <driever.eric@yahoo.com>, "Dyana Anderly" <danderly@comcast.net>
Cc: "Shawna Purvines" <>
Sent: Wednesday, December 31, 2014 2:07:16 PM
Subject: Re: County Sign Ordinance Update  NOA for Draft EIR released 12/31/2014
Eric & Dyana,
On December 31, 2014, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Sign Ordinance Update was released for a 45day public review and comment period. The deadline to submit
written comments is 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February, 17, 2015. The NOA, Draft EIR and proposed Sign
Ordinance Update are posted on the Long Range Planning website:
http://www.edcgov.us/Government/LongRangePlanning/LandUse/Sign_Ordinance_Update.aspx
If you would like a hard copy of the DEIR, please let me know and who/address to mail it to.
lease forward this email to the other members of the Cameron Park Design Review Committee and anyone
P
else who may be interested.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Anne Novotny
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=4195ba1e18&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14b9a132d44361f6&siml=14b9a132d44361f6
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Senior Planner
County of El Dorado
Community Development Agency
Long Range Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
(530) 6215931 / (530) 6420508
anne.novotny@edcgov.us
On Fri, Oct 3, 2014 at 10:32 AM, Anne Novotny <anne.novotny@edcgov.us> wrote:
Eric & Dyana,

On October 1, 2014, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released for the Sign Ordinance Update draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A public scoping meeting is scheduled for Thursday, October 23rd
at 6:00 PM in the Planning Commission Hearing Room.

The NOP is posted on the Long Range Planning Website, along with the Public Review Draft of the
proposed Sign Ordinance Update:
http://www.edcgov.us/Government/LongRangePlanning/LandUse/Sign_Ordinance_Update.aspx

Please forward this email to the other members of the Cameron Park Design Review Committee and

anyone else who may be interested.
Thank you for your valuable input on this comprehensive update to the Sign Ordinance. If you have any
questions, please contact me.

Regards,

Anne Novotny
Senior Planner
County of El Dorado
Community Development Agency
Long Range Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
(530) 6215931 / (530) 6420508
anne.novotny@edcgov.us
NOTICE: This e‐mail and any files transmitted with it may contain
confidential information, and are intended solely for the use of the
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=4195ba1e18&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14b9a132d44361f6&siml=14b9a132d44361f6

2/3

2/17/2015

Edcgov.us Mail  Comments on Draft EIR for proposed EDC Sign Ordinance

individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by
persons other than the intended recipient or entity is prohibited.
If you receive this e‐mail in error please contact the sender by return
e‐mail and delete the material from your system.
Thank you.

sign ordinance comments  21715.docx
3510K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=4195ba1e18&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14b9a132d44361f6&siml=14b9a132d44361f6
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Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Proposed El Dorado County Sign Ordinance

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) finds the following:
ES.7 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Impact 3.1.3 The proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
appearance or quality of a site and its surroundings. Less than significant. None
required. Less than significant
Comment: I disagree with the finding of the preparer of the DEIR that the proposed sign
ordinance would not substantially degrade the existing visual appearance or quality of a site and
its surroundings.
Fact: As the proposed sign ordinance is currently written, there would be no further
environmental review of 60’ high signs that are outside an officially adopted Scenic View
Corridor in that they would be established as a ministerial project having only to meet design
standards of height, area and setbacks and that the CEQA issue was already handled under the
EIR. The DEIR states the opposite is true, that the signs
To the extent adoption and implementation of the Sign Ordinance would result in future sign
installations and modifications, which could be either ministerial or discretionary actions by the
County, each specific project would be evaluated by County staff to determine the
appropriate level of review under CEQA.

There are scenic vistas outside the adopted Scenic View Corridor that could be impacted by the
proposed sign ordinance. Furthermore, the DEIR refers to a planned work product that involves
looking at establishing additional Scenic View Corridors. This should not be a factor in any
determination in the DEIR that the existing visual appearance or quality of a site and its
surroundings will not be impacted in that (1) this work project has been proposed for decades
with no action taken, (2) the areas being considered may not qualify as a Scenic View Corridors
per State standards even though they do have scenic vistas, and (3) even if considered, how the
Board of Supervisors may vote on the matter is pure speculation. These facts are evident in the
current General Plan showing that the voting public required consideration of expanding the
Scenic View Corridor over 10 years ago, the lapse of time between when the proposed sign
ordinance was required to be completed, and the numerous consultants hired to prepare various
studies and whose work has ended up “on the shelf.”
Excerpt from DEIR:
1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The proposed project consists of the adoption and implementation of an update to the
County’s existing Sign Ordinance (Chapter 17.16 of the Zoning Ordinance). The Sign Ordinance
update is intended to ensure that signs are consistent with the visual and aesthetic goals and
policies set by the El Dorado County General Plan and protect the county’s visual character
and scenic landscapes. The Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will also consider
amendments to 2004 General Plan Objective 2.7.1 and corresponding Policy 2.7.1.2 pertaining
to billboards along designated scenic corridors. (See Section 2.3.3 for proposed amendment

language.) The proposed project does not involve amendments to the County General Plan
land use designations or zoning districts or any new entitlements. Consideration of General Plan
Objective has no place here in that its outcome is purely speculative – and even may not be
considered.

Fact: Because the proposed sign ordinance would allow 60’ high signs along Highway 50, even
if in small numbers with 1000 feet between them, and because the proposed sign ordinance
would allow 20’ high signs along local, two-lane streets, and because the proposed sign
ordinance would allow an unlimited number of 12’ high monument signs (one for each business)
within a shopping center, I believe that the number and height of these signs could substantially
degrade the existing visual appearance or quality of a site and its surroundings. These facts are
evident in viewing the existing signs that are overly large and unsightly both along Highway 50
and along local streets.
Fact: There has been no research put by either a consultant or the County staff to show that 60’
high signs are necessary for providing adequate identification of businesses along Highway 50,
so they may be inconsistent with the stated purpose of providing adequate identification while
being consistent with visual and aesthetic goals. The Land Use Goal is to balance adequate
identification and improving the character of the area in which they are located. Visual examples
of a 60’ high sign next to a one-story building would show how inconsistent in scale the sign
would be with its surroundings.
Excerpt from DEIR: Table ES-1 lists project and cumulative impacts. ”The proposed project could
result in significant effects related to the allowance for new digital signs in the County; there are
no other significant and unavoidable impacts of implementing the proposed project. The
proposed project’s contribution to light and glare under cumulative conditions would be
cumulatively considerable; the project would not result in any other cumulatively considerable
impacts.

Fact: The preparer of the DEIR is required by CEQA to provide a reasonable range of
alternatives. However, the only alternative to excessive light is to not allow digital signs at all.
There was no mention of allowing them only in the daytime, or reducing the number of digital
signs to a finite number, size and distance so as to reduce the light and glare to acceptable levels.
There was no analysis presented or cited to show to what extent light a glare would be increased
because no reasonable assumption was made that there would be excessive light and glare, e.g.,
how many digital signs and of what size would have to occur before there would be a significant
adverse impact on light and glare. One would have to conclude that every municipality that
allows digital signs should be prepared an EIR and made findings of overriding considerations to
permit then, which is highly unlikely.
And finally, to infer that there are no significant aesthetic impacts because the proposed sign
ordinance is generally better than the existing ordinance is absurd. It may be superior to the
existing, but one cannot conclude from that comment that it is acceptable and meets the intent of
the General Plan.

Excerpt: This section in first paragraph of Project Description.

2.
The intent of the standards is to ensure that signage is consistent with its physical surroundings
and does not detract from the surrounding visual character or cause safety hazards. Does not
“detract.” How about complements, and what is there to ensure that the sign is consistent with its
physical surroundings when there is no design review?

Fact: The proposed sign ordinance is inconsistent with the following General Plan Policies:
GOAL 2.2: LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
A set of land use designations which provide for the maintenance of the rural and open character
of the County and maintenance of a high standard of environmental quality
GOAL 2.4: EXISTING COMMUNITY IDENTITY
Maintain and enhance the character of existing rural and urban communities, emphasizing both
the natural setting and built design elements which contribute to the quality of life, economic
health, and community pride of County residents.
Excerpt from DEIR:

2.3.3 PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

The proposed project is intended to bring the Sign Ordinance into compliance with the General
Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the County’s adopted General
Plan. The Sign Ordinance update is a policy document and would not directly construct new
signs or modify existing signs and would not directly result in any changes in land use or
development project entitlements or approvals that could conflict with other applicable
resource plans or program (e.g., regional air quality plan). There would be no impact, and this
issue is not evaluated further.. how about indirectly cause impacts.

Fact: The Code of Federal Regulations of the United States of America sets standards for signs
as does Cal Trans. It is noted that signs intended to get the attention of motorists are generally
not high because they are viewed from windshields and do not cause a driver to take his/her eyes
from the path of travel, perhaps no higher than 8 feet. When a sign is 20’ high and is closed to
the roadway of a two-lane road, a driver’s attention may be averted, as indicated in the pictures
below. They are not as effective as they would be if 6 feet high.
The sign below at about 6 feet high is more effective than one would be at 20 feet high:

The picture below shows how unsightly tall signs can make a community appear. Any additional signs would only
exacerbate the situation.

The picture below shows how a 20’ high sign is less effective at identifying a business than a lower sign and shows
that the driver would have to take his/her eyes from the road to read the sign. In addition, this sign is not even visible
from eastbound Highway 50 traffic, and is therefore must less effective and costly and less attractive than a lower
monument sign would be.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES EVALUATED IN DETAIL IN THIS DRAFT EIR

This Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects on aesthetics and visual resources. The analysis
is provided in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, in this Draft EIR. Based on a review of potential impacts and
comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and during public outreach
efforts, the County of El Dorado determined that there was no substantial evidence that the
proposed project would cause or otherwise result in significant environmental effects in the
resource areas identified in “Environmental Issues Not Evaluated Further in This Draft EIR,” below.1

Fact: Although the staff may find no substantial evidence of a significant environmental impact
other than light and glare from digital signs, “the County of El Dorado” DID NOT make this
determination because they have not considered the final DEIR yet.

A sign has a strong impact on the environment. Signs transmit messages beyond the
boundaries of the sites on which they are located and, thus, affect both residents and other
passersby. Signs are an integral part of its environment and, as such, can detract from or
enhance the image and character of the community. The purpose of a good sign ordinance
is to:
Insure that high standards of design and readability and the construction of aesthetically
pleasing signs are maintained for all signs.
Protect and preserve the visual beauty and ambience of a community through control of
the number, size and types of signs.

Promote aesthetic signing and graphic design that enhances the rural or historic quality of
a building and its environment, and thus protect the distinct a nature of the community;
and
To promote signs that are visually effective.

Submitted by,
Dyana Anderly, AICP
Masters: USC, School of Urban Planning and Development

