
Board of Directors 

Parks and Planning Committee 
Meeting Agenda2 

Tuesday, October 18, 2022 | 2:00 p.m. 

HYBRID 
1030 St. Andrews Drive, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 – Parks & Planning Building

Ben Paulsen, Director 
Sean Hansen, Director 

Mission Statement 

“Enhance the quality of life for the El Dorado Hills Community through innovative, responsible leadership, and by providing superior 
services and facilities.” 

Call to Order 

• Roll Call

• Adoption of Agenda3

Committee Member Comments & Future Agenda Items 

Public Comment4

General Business 
1. Park Impact Fee Nexus Study Authorization (J. Kernen)
2. Summary of Current and Upcoming Projects in Queue (J. Kernen)

Adjournment 

Virtual Participation1: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84514308615 

Meeting ID: 
845 1430 8615 

Call-in Option: 
1 (669) 900-6833 
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PUBLIC MEETING CONDUCT 

Board Meeting Conduct is outlined in District Policy 5030, which can be found on our website: 
EDHCSD Board Policies. 

Virtual Public Participation in District Committee Meetings is currently offered and stated on 
page one (1) of this Agenda. Please note you will not be able to join the meeting until the 
posted start time. 

If you choose not to observe the Board of Directors Committee meeting but wish to make a 
comment on a specific agenda item, please submit your comment via email to the Clerk of 
the Board. You will receive receipt of your comment(s), which are forwarded to the Committee 
Members of the Board, and notation will be placed into the minutes of the meeting. The Clerk 
of the Board is here to assist you, please call (916) 614-3212 if you need any assistance with 
directions to access the meeting. 

PROTOCOLS FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

Time for public comment will be provided at every meeting and will only be received at 
designated periods as called by the Committee Chair or otherwise outlined on this agenda.  

Individuals will have three (3) minutes to address the Committee Members with an overall 
time allotment of 20 minutes per topic. 

Except with the consent of the Committee Chair, individuals shall be allowed to speak to an 
item only once. 

Individuals participating on-site will be provided the opportunity to address the Committee 
Members first, and then any virtual participants will be called upon. 

Individual Committee members may ask clarifying questions but will not engage in substantive 
dialogue with persons providing input to the Committee. 

AGENDA FOOT NOTES 

1. Virtual Participation: All participants are entered into the meeting with disabled
video/audio and will remain this way through the duration of the meeting to allow for
viewing/listening purposes only, unless providing Public Comment (see foot note 4).
Please note: You will find recordings of Regular and Special meetings on the District’s
website within 72 hours of the meetings closure.

2. Public Records Available: Any writing that is a public record and is distributed to all or a
majority of the Board of Directors is available for immediate public inspection by contacting
the District Office. Public records distributed during the meeting shall be made available
to review at the meeting. For purposes of the Brown Act §54954.2(a), the numbered items
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on this Agenda give a brief description of each item of business to be transacted or 
discussed. Recommendations of the staff, as shown, do not prevent the Board from taking 
other action. 

3. Adoption of Agenda: This agenda may be amended up to 72 hours (5:30 p.m. Monday)
prior to the meeting being held. An AGENDA in FINAL FORM is located in the kiosk in
front of the District Office. Additionally, a copy of the FINAL AGENDA is available on the
District's website at www.edhcsd.org.

4. Public Comments: At this time, members of the public may address the Board Committee
Members regarding any items within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board, provided
that NO action may be taken on items not on the agenda unless authorized by law. Board
Directors will not engage in debate on items during this time. Individuals will have three
(3) minutes to address the Board with an overall time allotment of 20 minutes per topic.
Individuals participating on-site will be provided the opportunity to address the Board of
Directors first, then any virtual participants will be called upon.
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 EL DORADO HILLS  
 COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
 
 
To: Parks & Planning Committee 
 
From: Jeff Kernen, Interim Principal Planner 
 
Prepared By: Barbara Biglieri, Staff Services Analyst 
 
Meeting Date: October 18, 2022 
 
Report Date: October 10, 2022 
 
Subject: Park Impact Fee Justification Study (Nexus Study) Authorization 

 
 

Recommended Action: 
 

Review and recommend forwarding to the full Board of Directors (“Board”) to authorize Staff to 
solicit proposals for a new Nexus Study. 
 
 
Background: 
 

The El Dorado Hills Community Services District (District) completed a Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Master Plan in August 2021. That plan outlines many capital projects which includes new 
land acquisition of park lands, construction of parks, recreation facilities, trails and trail connections 
at existing parks and other district owned properties, and improvements of existing parks and 
facilities. Per District Policy Section 6000, the District has an existing park impact fee structure that 
provides funding to develop park and recreational facilities to meet the needs of the new residential 
population in the District. 
 
The District’s current impact fee is based on the park impact fee structure established by the 
District’s latest Nexus Study, conducted in 2017 and adopted in 2018, and an annual adjustment 
that is based on the Annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) Adjustment for the calendar year which 
is released each January, and was last adopted in 2022. 
 
The legal and policy basis for the current park impact fee structure is supported by the District’s 
Nexus Study last prepared for the District on August 21, 2017, by David Taussig and Associates 
(DTA), which was approved by District’s Board of Directors on June 14, 2018, by Resolution 2018-
19, and later adopted by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors on July 17, 2018, by 
Resolution 135-2018. Resolutions are effective sixty days following the adoption by the El Dorado 
County Board of Supervisors.  
 
The Nexus Study complies with the “Mitigation Fee Act,” as found in Section 66000 et seq. of the 
Government Code, and El Dorado County Code Chapter 13.20. The purpose of the Nexus Study 
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is to establish the legal and policy basis for the District’s Park Impact Fee (PIF). Fee amounts have 
been determined that will finance new park and recreation facilities at the standard per District 
Policy 6110. Developers pay these fees to the County prior to the issuance of the building permit 
for all new residential development within the boundaries of the District. 
 
Currently, the District complies with the Mitigation Fee Act’s five-year findings and annual reporting 
requirements, as required, for Park Impact Fees. Annual notices detailing the status of those fees 
within 180 days after the last day of the fiscal year are made available to the public on the District 
website. 
 
Since the District’s last Nexus Study in 2018, legislation including AB602 in 2021, has added new 
requirements to agencies conducting impact fee nexus studies. Currently the District, as well as 
many other special districts, calculates the park impact fee by dwelling unit. Effective July 1, 2022, 
any new Nexus Study adopted must be calculated by square foot, unless findings are otherwise 
per the statute. Additionally, from the period beginning on January 1, 2022, studies shall be 
updated at least every 8 years, and all studies shall be adopted at a public hearing with at least 
30 days’ notice to the public. 
 
Additionally, the District’s Park Impact Fees are revised annually based on the Annual Consumer 
Price Index Adjustment for the Calendar Year (CPI) which is released each January. This revision 
was last prepared by the Planning Staff in January 2022 and approved by the District’s Board of 
Directors on February 10, 2022, by Resolution 2022-05 and later adopted by the El Dorado County 
Board of Supervisors on May 10, 2022, by Resolution 069-2022. The revised fees went into effect 
60 days after the Board of Supervisor’s adoption on July 9, 2022. The current fees are listed in the 
table below. 
 

Description 
(Land use Type) 

Current PIF Fee 
(Updated as of July 9, 2022) 

Single Family Residential $12,866 
Multi-Family Residential & Affordable Housing $8,491 
Age-Restricted Residential $7,518 
Serrano Single Family Residential $6,878 
Serrano Multi-Family Residential $4,539 
Serrano Age-Restricted Residential $3,990 
Mobile Home Park Homes Exempt 
Accessory Dwelling Units Exempt 

 
 
Discussion: 
 

With a new Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan in place, the District must have a recent 
Nexus Study performed to identify the appropriate park impact fee structure to support the new 
capital projects of the Master Plan. Typically, a District would review and update the fee impact 
study every (5) years. This ensures the District is recovering its costs attributed to constructing 
new infrastructure to support new development.  
 
As an example, the last Nexus Study took almost two years from the award date of the RFP to the 
adoption by the Board of Supervisors. If staff started the Nexus Study process now, using 20 
months as the timeframe, the finished process would be June 2024. This would be a six-year span 
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from the last Nexus Study. Even if the process was cut in half to 10 months, which was the time 
from the last Nexus Study was awarded and completed, the time frame from the last Nexus Study 
would be approximately 5 years.   
 
 
Master Plan Recommendations: 
 

F.4.  Develop and adhere to a long-term capital spending plan that results in a balanced 
budget. 

 
F.5.  Conduct a financial feasibility study for all new major capital investments prior to 

construction, such as community centers and pools. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 

The District’s previous contract was $32,600 with a not to exceed (NTE) of $35,100 and was 
awarded to (DTA) in 2016. The cost for the future Park Impact Fee Nexus Study will not be 
determined until the District goes to bid.  
 
 
Attachments:   
 

A. El Dorado Hills Community Services District, Park and Recreation Development Impact Fee 
Justification Study, August 21, 2017. 
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In order to adequately plan for new residential development and identify the public park and 

recreation facilities and costs associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts of 

new development, David Taussig & Associates, Inc. (“DTA”) was retained by the El Dorado Hills 

Community Services District (the “District”) to prepare an AB 1600 Fee Justification Study (the 

“Fee Study”) for park and recreation improvements.  The Fee Study is intended to comply with 

Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code, which was enacted by the State of California 

in 1987, by identifying additional public facilities required by new residential development 

(“Future Facilities”) and determining the level of fees that may be imposed to pay the costs of 

the Future Facilities (“Park Fees”).  Fee amounts have been determined that will finance park 

and recreation facilities at the standard established in the District’s Master Plan or 

approximately 5.33 acres of improved park and recreation land and facilities for every 1,000 

new residents.  The Future Park Facilities and estimated land acquisition and associated 

construction costs per residential dwelling unit are identified in Section IV of the Fee Study.  A 

description of the methodology used to calculate the fees is included in Section IV.  All new 

residential development may be required to pay its “fair share” of the cost of the new 

infrastructure through the development fee program.  
 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

 

Section I of this report introduces the Fee Study including a brief description of the District, 

and background information on development fee financing.  Section II provides an overview 

of the legal requirements for implementing and imposing the fee amounts identified in the 

Fee Study.  Section III includes a discussion of projected new residential development and 

demand variables such as future population, extrapolated through buildout in 2035.  

Projections of future development are based on data provided by the District’s Master Plan 

and data provided by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments.  Section IV includes a 

description of the Future Facilities needed to serve new residential development that are 

eligible for funding by the impact fees, including estimated costs, net costs to the District, and 

costs attributable to new residential development.  Section IV discusses the findings required 

under the Mitigation Fee Act and requirements necessary to be satisfied when establishing, 

increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of new development, and satisfies the nexus 

requirements for each facility included as part of this study.  Section IV also contains the 

description of the methodology used to determine the fees for all facility types.  Finally, Section 

V includes a summary of the proposed fees justified by this Fee Study.  Appendix A includes 

the calculations used to determine the various fee levels.  

 

IMPACT FEE SUMMARY 

 

The total fee amounts required to finance new residential development’s share of the costs 

of facilities are summarized in Table ES-1 below.  Fees within this Fee Study reflect the 

maximum fee levels that may be imposed on new residential development. 

 

 

 

 
 

9



 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

El Dorado Hills Community Services District  Page 2 

Development Impact Fee Justification Study                                                                                 August 21, 2017 

TABLE ES-1 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SUMMARY  

 

Fees Per Unit 

  Park Fees Admin. (3%) Total Fees 

Single Family Residential  $11,377 $341 $11,718 

Multi-Family Residential $7,509 $225 $7,734 

Age-Restricted $6,649 $199 $6,848 
*Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 

 

 

EXEMPTIONS 

 

California Government Code permits fee exemptions for affordable housing and other product 

types at the discretion of local jurisdictions.  Such fee exemptions are a policy matter that 

should be based on the consideration of the greater public good provided by the use exempted 

from the fee. 
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The El Dorado Hills Community Services District (the “District” or “EDHCSD”) was formed on 

May 21, 1962 by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors (Resolution No. 98-62) and under 

Government Code §61600, as an independent special district.  The District serves a large, 

densely developed suburban population located on the western edge of El Dorado County, in 

the Sierra Nevada foothills, 25 miles east of Sacramento.  To the north, El Dorado Hills is 

bounded by Folsom Lake and the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and to the east by the 

neighboring community of Cameron Park.  The District also borders the community of Latrobe 

to the south and the Sacramento County line and the City of Folsom lie to the west.  The 

EDHCSD boundary encompasses approximately 28 square miles (14,400 acres), and the 

District serves the most populated community in the County.  The District impressively owns 

and manages approximately 300 acres of land, including 175 acres of parks and 125 acres 

of open space. 

 

To adequately plan for new residential development and identify the public park and 

recreation facilities and costs associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts of 

new development, David Taussig & Associates, Inc. (“DTA”) was retained by the District to 

prepare a new AB 1600 Fee Justification Study (the “Fee Study”).  The need for this Fee Study 

is driven by anticipated residential development. 

 

The Fee Study is intended to comply with Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code, 

which was enacted by the State of California in 1987, by identifying additional public park and 

recreation facilities required by new residential development (“Future Facilities”) and 

determining the level of fees that may be imposed to pay the costs of the Future Facilities.  

Fee amounts have been determined that will finance park and recreation facilities at the 

current level of service (“LOS”), currently set at 5.33 acres of improved park and recreation 

land and facilities for every 1,000 new residents.  The Future Facilities and estimated land 

development and associated construction costs per residential unit are identified in Section 

IV of the Fee Study.  All new residential development may be required to pay its “fair share” of 

the cost of the Future Facilities through the development fee program. 

 

The fees are calculated to fund the cost of facilities needed to meet the needs of new 

residential development.  The steps followed in the Fee Study include: 

 

1. Demographic Assumptions: Identify future growth that represents the 

increased demand for facilities. 

 

2. Facility Needs and Costs:  Identify the amount of public facilities required to 

support the new development and the costs of such facilities.   

 

3. Cost Allocation:  Allocate costs per equivalent dwelling unit. 

 

4. Fee Schedule:  Calculate the fee per residential unit.
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The levy of impact fees is one authorized method of financing the public facilities necessary 

to mitigate the impacts of new residential development.  A fee is “a monetary exaction, other 

than a tax or special assessment, which is charged by a local agency to the applicant in 

connection with approval of a development project for the purpose of defraying all or a portion 

of the cost of public facilities related to the development project...”  (California Government 

Code, Section 66000).  A fee may be levied for each type of capital improvement required for 

new development, with the payment of the fee typically occurring prior to the beginning of 

construction of a residential unit.  Fees are often levied at final map recordation, issuance of 

a certificate of occupancy, or more commonly, at building permit issuance.   However, 

Assembly Bill (“AB”) 2604 (Torrico) which was signed into law in August 2008, encourages 

public agencies to defer the collection of fees until the close of escrow to an end user to assist 

California’s building industry. 

  

AB 1600, which created Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code was enacted by the 

State of California in 1987. 

 

In 2006, Government Code Section 66001 was amended to clarify that a fee cannot include 

costs attributable to existing deficiencies, but can fund costs used to maintain the existing 

level of service (“LOS”) or meet an adopted level of service that is consistent with a general 

plan or similar. 

 

Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code thus requires that all public agencies satisfy 

the following requirements when establishing, increasing, or imposing a fee as a condition of 

new development: 

 

1. Identify the purpose of the fee.  (Government Code Section 66001(a)(1)) 

 

2. Identify the use to which the fee will be put.  (Government Code Section 

66001(a)(2)) 

 

3. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the 

type of development on which the fee is to be imposed.  (Government Code Section 

66001(a)(3)) 

 

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 

facility and the type of development project on which the fee is to be imposed.  

(Government Code Section 66001(a)(4)) 

 

5. Discuss how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and 

the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the 

development on which the fee is imposed. (Government Code Section 66001(b)) 

 

This section presents each of these items as they relate to the imposition of the proposed 

fees within the District.  
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A. THE PURPOSE OF THE FEE (GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001(A)(1))   

 

Based upon projections from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, new 

residential development is expected to result in approximately 13,111 new residents 

within the District by 2035.  These future residents will create an additional demand 

for public park and recreation facilities that existing public park and recreation facilities 

cannot accommodate.  To accommodate new residential development in an orderly 

manner, without adversely impacting the current quality of life in the District, additional 

public park and recreation facilities will need to be constructed. 

 

It is the projected direct and cumulative effect of future residential development that 

has required the preparation of this Fee Study.  Each new residential property will 

contribute to the need for new public park and recreation facilities, and as such, the 

proposed impact fee will be charged to all future development, irrespective of location, 

within the District.  While a portion of the District’s future development might be 

characterized as “in fill” development projects, these projects contribute to impacts on 

public park and recreation facilities because they are an interactive component of a 

much greater universe of development located throughout the District.  First, the 

residents associated with any new residential development in the District have access 

to, and in fact, may regularly utilize and benefit from, the District’s park and recreation 

facilities.  Second, these residents may have chosen to purchase the specific piece of 

property in which they reside partially because of the parks and other recreational 

opportunities located nearby.  Third, the availability of park and recreational facilities 

throughout the District has a growth-inducing impact, in that it enhances the District’s 

reputation as a great place to live and work, thereby attracting new development that 

may have otherwise gone elsewhere.  As a result, all development projects in the 

District contribute to the cumulative need for new park and recreation facilities 

throughout the District.  The development impact fees, when collected, will be placed 

into a dedicated fund that will be used solely for the design, acquisition, installation, 

and construction of public park and recreational facilities and other appropriate costs 

to mitigate the direct and cumulative impacts of new residential development within 

the District. 

 

The discussion in this subsection of the Fee Study sets forth the purpose of the 

development impact fee as required by Section 66001(a)(1) of the California 

Government Code. 

 

B. THE USE TO WHICH THE FEE IS TO BE PUT (GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001(A)(2)) 

 

The development impact fee will be used specifically for the design, acquisition, 

installation, and construction of the public park and recreational facilities discussed in 

Section IV of the Fee Study and related costs necessary to mitigate the direct and 

cumulative impacts of new residential development in the District.  By directly funding 

these costs, the development impact fees will both enhance the quality of life for future 

District residents and protect their health, safety, and welfare. 
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The discussion presented in this subsection of the Fee Study identifies the use to which 

the development impact fee is to be put as required by Section 66001(a)(2) of the 

California Government Code. 

 

C. DETERMINE THAT THERE IS A REASONABLE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FEE’S USE AND THE TYPE OF  

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (BENEFIT RELATIONSHIP) (GOVERNMENT 

CODE SECTION 66001(A)(3)) 

 

As discussed in Subsection A above, it is the projected direct and cumulative effect of 

future residential development that has prompted the preparation of this Fee Study.  

Each residential unit will contribute to the need for new public park and recreation 

facilities.  Even future “in fill” development projects, which may be adjacent to existing 

park and recreational facilities, contribute to impacts on such facilities because they 

are a collaborative component of a much greater universe of development located 

throughout the District.  Consequently, all new residential development within the 

District, irrespective of location, contributes to the direct and cumulative impacts of 

development on public park and recreational facilities and creates the need for new 

facilities to accommodate growth. 

 

As set forth in Section IV of the Fee Study, the fees will be expended for the design, 

acquisition, installation, and construction of new public park and recreational facilities 

identified in Section IV, as that is the purpose for which the development impact fee is 

collected.  As previously stated, all new residential development creates either a direct 

impact on park and recreational facilities or contributes to the cumulative impact on 

park and recreational facilities.  

 

For the foregoing reasons, there is a reasonable relationship between the design, 

acquisition, construction, and installation of the public park and recreational facilities 

and new development as required under Section 66001(a)(3) of the Mitigation Fee 

Act. 

 

D. DETERMINE HOW THERE IS A REASONABLE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NEED FOR THE PUBLIC 

FACILITY AND THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (IMPACT 

RELATIONSHIP) (GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001(A)(4)) 

 

As set forth in Subsection A above, all new residential development contributes to the 

direct and cumulative impacts on public park and recreational facilities and creates 

the need for new facilities to accommodate growth.  Also, as previously stated, all new 

residential development within the District, irrespective of location, contributes to the 

direct and cumulative impacts of development on public park and recreational 

facilities and creates the need for new facilities to accommodate growth.  Moreover, 

the public park and recreational facilities identified in Section IV are specifically a 

function of the number of projected future residents within the District and do not 

reflect any unmet needs of existing development. 
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For the reasons presented herein and in Section IV, there is a reasonable relationship 

between the need for the public park and recreational facilities and all new residential 

development within the District as required under Section 66001(a)(4) of the 

Mitigation Fee Act. 

 
E. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE AND THE COST OF THE PUBLIC FACILITIES 

ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE DEVELOPMENT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (“ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY” 

RELATIONSHIP) (GOVERNMENT CODE 66001(B)) 

 

Again, as set forth above, all residential development in the District impacts public park 

and recreational facilities.  Moreover, each individual development project and its 

related increase in population will adversely impact existing park and recreational 

facilities.  Thus, imposition of the development impact fee to finance new public park 

and recreational facilities is an efficient, practical, and equitable method of permitting 

development to proceed in a responsible manner. 

 

New residential development impacts the need for public park and recreational 

facilities directly and cumulatively.  Even new residential development located 

adjacent to existing facilities will have access to and benefit from new public park and 

recreational facilities.  Again, the design, acquisition, construction, and installation of 

the public parks and recreational facilities in Section IV are specifically a function of 

projected new residents within the District and do not reflect any unmet needs of 

existing development. 

 

As demonstrated, the proposed development impact fee amounts are roughly 

proportional to the impacts resulting from new residential development.  Thus, there 

is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the development impact fee and 

the cost of the public park and recreational facilities.
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In order to determine the public park and recreational facilities needed to serve new 

residential development as well as establish fee amounts to fund such facilities, the District 

provided DTA with projections of future population and development within the District.  DTA 

categorized developable residential land uses as Single Family, Multi-Family, and Age-

Restricted.  Additional details are included in the table below.  Based on these designations, 

DTA established fees for the following three (3) land use categories to acknowledge the 

difference in impacts resulting from various land uses and to make the resulting fee program 

implementable.    

 

LAND USE 

CLASSIFICATION 

FOR FEE STUDY 

DEFINITION 

Single Family  Includes single family detached homes. 

Multi-Family 

Includes buildings with attached residential units including 

apartments, townhomes, condominiums, and all other residential 

units not classified as Single Family Detached. 

Age-Restricted 

Includes residential development developed, substantially 

rehabilitated, or substantially renovated for, senior citizens that 

has at least 35 dwelling units.  At least 80 percent (%) of the 

occupied units include at least one resident who is verified to be 

over the age of 55, and the community follows a policy that 

demonstrates an intent to provide housing for those aged 55 or 

older. 

 

Data provided by the County of El Dorado, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Co-

Star, and Nielsen were used to estimate the number of housing units to be built within District.  

These figures are generally confirmed by the California Department of Finance and the U.S. 

Census Bureau.  In addition, the reports and census were used to project the additional 

population generated from new residential development.   

 

Notably, DTA attempted to utilize metrics (e.g. average household size) that standardized 

existing demographics with the projections provided by the Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments (“SACOG”) and forecasts provided by Nielsen.   

 

The following sections summarize the existing and future development figures that were used 

in calculating the impact fees.    

 

 

1. EXISTING POPULATION FOR LAND USE CATEGORIES 

 

According to information provided by SACOG, and generally confirmed by the U.S. 

Census Bureau, there are currently 34,355 existing Single Family, 6,208 Multi-Family 

and 3,299 Age-Restricted residents residing in 11,154, 2,156, and 1,833 units 

respectively, within the District.   

 

DTA has used the following demographic information provided by the California 

Department of Finance, which assumes resident-per-unit factors of 3.08, 2.88, and 

1.80 per Single Family unit, Multi-Family unit, and Age-Restricted unit, respectively.  
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Therefore, the District’s population is generally comprised of 43,862 residents living 

in 15,143 Single Family, Multi-Family, and Age-Restricted homes.   

 

Table 1 below summarizes the existing demographics for the residential land uses. 

 

 

TABLE 1 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

ESTIMATED EXISTING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 

Residential Land Use Existing Residents  Existing Housing Units Average Household Size 

Single Family Residential 34,355 11,154 3.08 

Multi-Family Residential 6,208 2,156 2.88 

Age-Restricted 3,299 1,833 1.80 

Total 43,862 15,143 NA 

 

 

 

2. FUTURE POPULATION FOR LAND USE CATEGORIES (2035) 

 

According to information provided by SACOG, and generally confirmed by the U.S. 

Census Bureau, in 2035 (the time horizon utilized for this Fee Study) the District is 

projected to include an additional 3,216 Single Family units, 622 future Multi-Family 

units, and 786 Age-Restricted units.   

 

DTA has used the following demographic information provided by the California 

Department of Finance, which assumes future District resident-per-unit factors of 

2.94, 2.88, and 1.80 per Single Family unit, Multi-Family unit, and Age-Restricted unit 

respectively. This results in an additional 13,111 residents living in 4,624 Single 

Family, Multi-Family, and Age-Restricted Homes District-wide.   

 

Table 2 below summarizes the future demographics for the residential land uses.   

 

 

TABLE 2 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

FUTURE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT  
 

Residential Land Use Projected Residents  Projected Housing Units Average Household Size 

Single Family Residential 9,906 3,216 3.08 

Multi-Family Residential 1,790 622 2.88 

Age-Restricted 1,415 786 1.80 

Total 13,111 4,624 NA 
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Pursuant to the nexus requirements of Government Code 66000 et seq., a local agency is 

required to “determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 

and the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the 

development on which the fee is imposed.”  Of course, it is impossible to accurately determine 

the impact that a specific new residential unit, commercial project, or industrial development 

will have on existing facilities.  Predicting future residents’ specific behavioral patterns such 

as recreation and park requirements is extremely difficult, and would involve numerous 

assumptions that are subject to substantial variances.  Recognizing these limitations, the 

Legislature drafted AB 1600 to specifically require that a “reasonable” relationship be 

determined, not a direct cause and effect relationship.  This reasonable relationship, which 

was discussed in detail in Section II of the Fee Study, is summarized in Table 3. 
 

TABLE 3 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

Public Park and Recreational Facilities 

AB 1600 Nexus Test 

Identify Purpose of Fee Park and Recreational Facilities. 

Identify Use of Fee 
The design, acquisition, installation, and construction of public park and 

recreational facilities. 

Demonstrate how there is a 

reasonable relationship 

between the need for the 

public facility, the use of 

the fee, and the type of 

development project on 

which the fee is imposed  

New development will generate additional residents who will increase the 

demand for active and passive park and recreational facilities within the District.  

Land will have to be purchased and improved to meet this increased demand, 

thus a reasonable relationship exists between the need for park and open space 

facilities and the impact of development.  Fees collected from new development 

will be used exclusively for park, recreational, and open space facilities identified 

here in Section IV. 

 

1. LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR PARK FACILITIES 

 

There are many methods or ways of calculating fees, but they are all based on 

determining the cost of needed improvements and assigning those costs equitably 

to various types of development.  Fees for recreational and park facilities have been 

calculated utilizing the “Standards-Based Approach.”  This methodology utilizes a 

facility “standard” established for future development, against which facilities costs 

are determined based on “units of demand” or a “level of service” from a 

development.  This approach establishes a generic unit cost for capacity, which is 

then applied to each land use type per unit of demand.  This standard is not based 

on the cost of a specific existing or future facility, but rather on the cost of providing 

a certain standard of service, such as the 5.33 acres of park and recreational 

facilities per 1,000 residents, which is the current level of service for the District.  To 

meet the standard of service required, the District will need to develop new park land 

and open space.  Therefore 100% of the costs of land acquisition and development 

will be allocated to new residential development.  The table below summarizes the 

existing park and recreational facilities located within the District that meet the 

required standard of 5.33 acres of park and recreational facilities per 1,000 

residents. 
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TABLE 4 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Facility Type Existing Acres 
Facility Units per 

1,000 Residents 

Neighborhood Parks 42.26 0.96 

Village Parks 42.65 0.97 

Community Parks 58.22 1.33 

Open Space 90.59 2.07 

Total: 233.72 5.33 

 

2. LAND ACQUISITION AND PARK DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

 

Notably, land acquisition costs are dependent on the real estate market at the time 

of acquisition.  Location, demand for land, encumbrances, comparable acquisitions, 

and construction costs are a few of the many variables that play into appraisals and 

negotiations.   Each park has its own location and improvement requirements.  

However, District Staff was able to provide DTA with general cost assumptions for 

new park development, based on the District’s Park & Recreation Facilities Master 

Plan, recently updated in June 2016 (the “Master Plan”).1  Please see Table 5 below 

for more detail regarding the costs for new parks in the District. 

 

TABLE 5 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

COST ASSUMPTIONS FOR NEW PARK DEVELOPMENT 

Project Cost/Unit 

Land Acquisition* $60,000/acre* 

Planning and Design (Per Park/Site) 

Neighborhood Park $25,000  

Village Park $30,000  

Community Park $50,000  

Open Space $25,000  

Park Development (Rounded) 

Neighborhood Park $377,000/acre 

Village Park $603,000/acre 

Community Park $804,000/acre 

Open Space $32,000/acre 

Additional Costs 

Administration 10% 

       *For reference only.  In light of development patterns within the CSD and the CSD’s  

         Quimby Fee, Land Acquisition Costs have been excluded from this analysis at this time.   

 

Using both the level of service and cost assumptions, DTA calculated a total of 

$30,294,239 for park development costs.  Please see Appendix A for more 

information.   

                                                 
1 Available at http://www.eldoradohillscsd.org/images/community_interest/master_plan/edh_park_and_rec_master_plan_final.pdf.  

Figures escalated to Fiscal Year 2017-2018. 
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3. ADDITIONAL PARK IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

 

Furthermore, the District intends to expand and enhance existing District-owned 

facilities to accommodate increased demand.   The Master Plan has identified the 

need for the following park facilities improvements to serve the 13,111 total new 

residents within the District:  a new disc golf course, a new sprayground, an additional 

restroom facility, a new rectangular sports field, a new diamond sports field, and the 

conversion of a sports fields to artificial turf.  The District also intends to build a 

40,000-square foot multi-generational recreation center and a second aquatic 

center.  The total cost for these facilities is currently estimated at $16,189,219 per 

the Master Plan.  The LOS for the Multi-Generational Recreation Center is 1,034.64 

square feet per 1,000 residents. Please see Appendix A for more detail on the costs 

and LOS associated with these facilities.  

 

Based on the development projections in Appendix A, the fee amounts presented in Table 6 

will finance $46,483,458 of Park and Recreation Facilities. 

 

 

TABLE 6 

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT  

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY (NET OF ADMINISTRATIVE COMPONENT) 
 

Land Use Type EDUs per Unit Fee per Unit Number of Units 
Cost Financed By 

Fees 

Single Family Residential 1.00 $11,377 3,216 $36,590,530 

Multi-Family Residential 0.66 $7,509 622 $4,667,037 

Age-Restricted 0.58 $6,649 786 $5,225,892 

Total Facilities Costs: $46,483,458 

*Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
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The total fee amounts required to finance new residential development’s “fair share” of the 

costs of facilities are summarized in Table 7 below. 

 

 
TABLE 7 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SUMMARY  

 

Fees Per Unit 

  Park Fees Admin. (3%) Total Fees 

Single Family Residential  $11,377 $341 $11,718 

Multi-Family Residential $7,509 $225 $7,734 

Age-Restricted $6,649 $199 $6,848 
*Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 

 

 

21



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A 

 

Fee Derivation Worksheets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22



Facility [1] Facility Unit Quantity (CSD)

Neighborhood Parks Acres 42.26

Village Parks Acres 42.65

Community Parks Acres 58.22

Open Space Acres 90.59

II.  Existing Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation

Total

Land Use Type Number of Residents Number of Units [2] Residents Per Unit [3] Adjusted EDUs per Unit Number of EDUs

Single Family 34,355 11,154 3.08 1.00 11,154

Multi-Family 6,208 2,156 2.88 0.66 1,423

Age-Restricted 3,299 1,833 1.80 0.58 1,071

Total 43,862 15,143 NA NA 13,648

III.  Existing Facility Standard

Facility Units

Facility Type Quantity (CSD) Facility Unit per 1,000 Residents

Neighborhood Parks 42.26 Acres 0.96

Village Parks 42.65 Acres 0.97

Community Parks 58.22 Acres 1.33

Open Space 90.59 Acres 2.07

IV.  Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation

Total

Land Use Type Number of Residents Number of Units [2] Residents Per Unit [3] Adjusted EDUs per Unit Number of EDUs

Single Family 9,906 3,216 3.08 1.00 3,216

Multi-Family 1,790 622 2.88 0.66 410

Age-Restricted 1,415 786 1.80 0.58 459

Total 13,111 4,624 NA NA 4,086

V. Future Facility Standard

Facility Units Facilities Units

Facility Type [4] per 1,000 Residents Facility Unit  Funded by New Development

Neighborhood Parks 0.96 Acres 12.63

Village Park 0.97 Acres 12.75

Community Parks 1.33 Acres 17.40

Open Space 2.07 Acres 27.08

VI. Park and Open Space Summary Cost Data

Total Facility Cost 

Facility Type [5] Facility Unit Acres Being Acquired Land Acquisition per Acre [6] Acres Being Developed Park Development per Acre [7] Planning & Design (Per Park/Site) Administration (10%) [8] for New Development Cost per EDU

Neighborhood Parks Acres 12.63 $0 12.63 $376,777 $25,000 $37,678 $5,335,454 $1,305.84

Village Parks Acres 12.75 $0 12.75 $602,844 $30,000 $60,284 $8,514,032 $2,083.78

Community Parks Acres 17.40 $0 17.40 $803,792 $50,000 $80,379 $15,437,065 $3,778.18

Open Space Acres 27.08 $0 27.08 $32,152 $25,000 $3,215 $1,007,688 $246.63

Total: $30,294,239 $7,414.43

APPENDIX A

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION

I.  Inventory of Existing Park Facilities
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APPENDIX A

EL DORADO HILLS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION

VII. Park Facility Cost Summary

Facilities Units Facilities Funded Total Facilities

Facility Type Facility Unit Current Development Future Development Buildout Population per 1,000 Residents by New Development Cost per Unit for New Development Cost per EDU

New Disc Golf Course Integrated Unit 1 1 56,973                                0.04                                            0.46                                             $25,000 $11,506 $3

Sprayground Integrated Unit 5 1 56,973                                0.11                                            1.00                                             $500,000 $500,000 $122

Additional Restroom Integrated Unit 16 1 56,973                                0.30                                            1.00                                             $250,000 $250,000 $61

Sports Field Conversion to Artificial Turf Integrated Unit 26 1 56,973                                0.47                                            1.00                                             $800,000 $800,000 $196

New Rectangular Sports Field Integrated Unit 15 1 56,973                                0.28                                            1.00                                             $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $294

New Diamond Sports Field Integrated Unit 12 1 56,973                                0.23                                            1.00                                             $500,000 $500,000 $122

Total: $3,261,506 $798.24

VIII. Recreation Facility Cost Summary

Facilities Units Facilities Funded Total Facilities

Facility Type Facility Unit Current Development Future Development Buildout Population per 1,000 Residents by New Development Cost per Unit for New Development Cost per EDU

Community Activities Building (EDH Park) SF 8,400 NA

The Pavilion  (EDH Park) SF 1,900 NA

Community Pool  (EDH Park) SF NA NA

Teen Center  (EDH Park) SF 745 NA

Oak Knoll Club House SF 384 NA

The Ramona Moni Gilmore Senior Center SF 7,517 NA

Valley View, Oak Meadow, and Brooks Elementary Schools SF NA NA

Jackson Elementary School SF NA NA

Multi-Generational Recreation Center SF NA 40,000

Total: 18,946 40,000                                       56,973                                1,034.63                                     13,565.04                                    $665.05 $9,021,453 $2,207.97

IX. Aquatic Facilities Cost Summary

Facilities Units Facilities Funded Total Facilities 

Facility Type Facility Unit Current Development Future Development Buildout Population  per 1,000 Residents by New Development Cost per Unit for New Development Cost per EDU

Aquatic Center Integrated Unit 1 1                                                56,973                                0.04                                            0.46                                             $8,487,200 $3,906,260 $956.05

NOTES:

[1] The Archery Range Acreage is included in the Open Space Total Acreage, and the Allan Lindsey Park and Valley View Sports Park are included in the Neighborhood Park Total Acreage.

[2] Population estimates based on data collected by SACOG (April 2015).

[4] Estimates based on current Park and Open Space inventory of 5.33 per 1,000 residents.

[5] Estimates based on cost assumptions for New Park Development, found in the El Dorado Hills Parks and Recreations Master Plan (June 2016).

[6] In light of development patterns within the CSD and the CSD's Quimby Fee, Land Acquisition Costs have been excluded from this analysis at this time.  

[7] Park development costs have been escalated by the CCI for Fiscal Years 2016 and 2017.

[8] Administration costs have been increased to 10% to appropriately reflect District Staff's time.

[3] Residents per Unit estimated by DTA based on total number of residents and given number of existing and expected units.  
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Elk Grove
(Laguna
Ridge)

West
Sacramento

El Dorado
Hills

(Proposed)
Folsom

Placer
Vineyards

Roseville
Elk Grove

(Eastern Elk
Grove)

Sacramento
County
(Eight

District Avg.)

Rancho
Cordova

Rocklin Placerville

Park Fee $16,059 $15,430 $11,718 $8,508 $7,112 $6,304 $6,280 $6,342 $9,085 $2,696 $1,320

New Construction (SFD) $390,000 $430,000 $710,000 $480,000 $390,000 $480,000 $390,000 $330,000 $350,000 $480,000 $360,000

4.12%

3.59%

1.65% 1.77% 1.82%

1.31%
1.61% 1.92%

2.60%

0.56%
0.37%

94%

95%

96%

97%

98%

99%

100%

Park Fee as a Percentage (%) of New Construction, Single Family Dwelling (SFD)

New Construction (SFD) Park Fee

Average Percentage (%): 1.95%
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 EL DORADO HILLS  
 COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
 
To: Parks and Planning Committee 
 
From: Jeff Kernen, Interim Principal Planner / 
 Mark Hornstra, Director of Parks and Recreation 
 
Meeting Date: October 18, 2022 
 
Subject: Summary of Current and Upcoming Projects in Queue 

 
Below is a summary of the status and anticipated completion of various projects managed by the Planning Department, and Parks Division of the 
Parks and Recreation Department: 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP) 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 948 
 
Digital Sign  
(also related to: 
Planning 
Department – Other 
Projects: EDH 
Community Park 
Site Renovations 
and Surf Park 
Feasibility) 
 
(Start Date: 2008-
Current) 

 

To add a digital sign at Community Park (CP) as well as 
construction of new and expanded facilities. The proposed facilities 
would consist of a 65,000 square foot administrative building; an 
amphitheater; expanded parking lot; expanded aquatic center with 
a surf park, olympic sized swimming pool, and concession use; 
reconstruction of the gymnasium within the existing community 
access building; installation of outdoor lighting for the existing 
sports fields.  
 
Note: 8/4/22 county meeting resulted in the County indicating that 
an SUP will still not work regarding the size of the sign; The County 
hired Dudek Consulting to conduct a design ordinance update and 
will engage with CSD Planning to provide specific language for our 
sign needs at CP and elsewhere. 
 
Actions: July 26, 2022: Parks and Planning Committee reviewed 
and forwarded; Board approved: August 11, 2022. August 17, 
2022: contract signed for $76,578 with Stantec to amend the 
Special Use Permit (SUP) at CP to allow for the site renovations. 
 
 

Contact design 
ordinance staff and 
Dudek consultant to 
find out next steps 
for submitting 
language and 
participating in the 
working committee 
to update ordinance. 
 
Continue to meet 
regularly with county 
to keep the design 
ordinance changes 
that we need made 
a priority. 
 
 
 

Staff gave 
suggested code 
language to the 
county. Director 
Hannaman 
talking with 
Supervisor 
Hidahl to 
prioritize. 

Attend meetings 
and write CSD 
ordinance 
language to allow 
for the size and 
type of signs we 
need at 
Community Park 
and other CSD 
locations to inform 
the public of 
upcoming CSD 
events, general 
town/school 
district information, 
emergency 
information, etc.  
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP) 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 954  
 
Bike Park 
 
(Start Date:  
June 2021-Current) 

 

To put a bike park in El Dorado Hills. 
 
 
 
 
 

GM Working with 
PG&E 
Representative on 
appropriate next 
steps to take to 
approve current bike 
park site regarding 
ground easement 
that restricts CSD 
from developing 
district owned 
property without 
utility approval.  
 
Separately, staff has 
reviewed the Silver 
Dove parcel/ APN 
119100053 as an 
alternative sight for 
constraints; RE 
10/AP (BLHSP); RE-
10. 

PGE Rep 
seeking more 
information on 
past facilities 
under the utility 
lines; what has 
SMUD “said;”  
 
Staff met with 
County on 
8/4/22; County 
responded on 
8/31/22 - A day 
use park is 
allowed in the 
zone. 
 
Staff has asked 
county to inform 
us of the 
process and 
requirements to 
develop the 
bike park on 
this parcel. 
 

If PG&E agrees, 
submit permits to 
County; If PG&E 
does not agree, 
further explore 
alternative site(s). 
 
 
If Silver Dove 
Parcel meets the 
requirements of 
building a bike 
park on the site, 
then a new 
concept plan will 
be developed.  
 

CIP 955 
 
Utility Corridor 
Trail 
 
(Start Dates:  
Trails Map: 
September 2020 – 
July 2022) 
 
Utility Corridor 
Trail: August 2021  

To produce a Trails Map and Pocket Guide for community and GIS 
mapping of Trails and Interactive mobile friendly version on District 
website.  
 

Create the Utility Corridor Trail from west of EDH Blvd. to Beatty 
Drive; EDH side will connect to Class I bikeway located on El 
Dorado Hills Boulevard.  
 

Actions: July 26, 2022: Parks and Planning Committee reviewed SR 
and forwarded to Board; Board approved: August 11, 2022 to contract 
with Stantec to for construction drawings and permitting needs related 
to improving the trail that runs primarily through the utility corridor from 
El Dorado Hills Blvd to Beatty Drive; Sept 19, 2022: project kick off; 
September 29: site walk. 

Completed 
 
 
Site Survey by 
engineering and 
geotech 
 

Scheduling  Review survey 
results meetings 
with engineers and 
geotech 
Future steps: 60% 
construction 
documents 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP) 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 958 
 
Blackstone 
Village Park 
 
(Start Date: 
December 2020-
Current) 

 

2nd park developed in Blackstone Village. Two playgrounds, 
interpretive signage, zig zag walking path (about 1.25 miles) 
around park with 4 fitness nodes and connection to Blackstone 
parkway and HOA maintained public trail/ path, small grass area, 
preserved wetlands, open space, restrooms/drinking fountain, and 
lighted parking lot. 

Weekly Construction 
Meetings between 
staff and General 
Contractor on-site 
every Tuesday. 
Irrigation for 
landscaping is 
nearing completion, 
water line and 
electricity hookups 
are being worked-
on, fencing being 
added, Installation of 
driveway, 
playground 
equipment arrived, 
lay decomposed 
granite around 1.25 
miles of trail. 
 

On track to be 
finished by end 
of October. 

Installation of 
cement, 
playground 
equipment, shade 
structures, 
covered pavilion, 
and other 
amenities, lights, 
fitness nodes 
interpretive signs, 
park sign, striping 
parking lot, fences, 
etc. 

CIP 959 
 
Heritage Village 
Park 
 
(Start Date:  
August 2019) 

 

3rd park South of 50 and 1st park west of Latrobe Road. Park 
includes 3 tennis, 2 pickleball, and 4 bocce lighted courts, as well 
as 2–12-year-old playground with inclusive elements, 2 shade 
structures each with bbqs and picnic tables, connection to Heritage 
HOA maintained public trail/ path, large grass area, open space, 
restrooms/drinking fountain, and lighted parking lot with 27 spaces 
(2 ADA). 
 
 
 
 

County Planning 
issued a letter of 
“Concerns” on 
7/12/22, which staff 
and legal counsel 
will be addressing. 
Fire Dept. has some 
requests prior to 
signing off.  

GM/Legal 
Counsel 
addressing 
County 
“concerns”.  
 
Soft opening of 
park occurred 
in September. 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP)  

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 961 
 
Saratoga Park, 
OS, Trailhead 
and Trail (4 
items) 
 
(Start Date: 
Park/Rec Trail:  
April 2022 
 
 
OS/Trailhead:  
June 2021-
Completed June 
2022) 
  

 

2 Construction Projects with 4 amenities – 1) open space and 
trailhead and 2) park and recreation trail; trailhead includes bike 
fix it station, shade structure with tables and benches, small lighted 
parking lot with 12 spaces (1 ADA) and connects to approximately 
3 miles of Promontory Trail from Saratoga Way to Alexandra Drive; 
Open space has dry riverbed, trees and drought tolerant 
landscaping; Public park has two play structures with inclusive 
elements, shade structure, restroom, and lighted parking lot; 
Recreation trail has 2,300 lineal feet (.4 miles), runs from Platt 
Circle (Crescent Ridge) through Saratoga Estates to connect to the 
Promontory Trail near the Saratoga Trailhead.  
 
 
 
Actions: September 8, 2021: CSD Planning released RFP for park 
and rec trail; September 23, 2021 @ 10 AM: CSD Job Walk; RFP 
Questions Due: October 11, 2022; Bid receive/Bid opening: 
November 15, 2021 @ 3:00 PM; December 9, 2021: CSD Board 
awarded construction to Olympic Land Construction; April 2022: 
ICS took over construction management of project. 

Grand Opening held 
for Open Space and 
Trailhead on June 
27, 2022 
 
Park/Rec Trail:  
Olympic submitted 
multiple permits to 
County in April 
2022; CSD met with 
County on 8/4/22 on 
CSD projects. As a 
result, CSD worked 
with the county to 
get permits 
reviewed. County 
will break down 
permit authorization 
into 2 steps allowing 
for construction 
grading to begin at 
park site. 
 

Done. 
 
 
CSD received 
phone call on 
8/27/22 that the 
county has 
moved faster 
because of 
CSDs 
involvement 
and grading 
permit has 
been approved 
to start 
construction. 
County 
required 
Olympic to re-
submitted 4 
other permits in 
September 
2022 – one for 
restroom plus 
shade structure 
permits (one 
per shade 
structure) 
 

None. 
 
 
 
 
Construction can 
begin on park and 
recreation trail.  
 
 

30



 

 
 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP) 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of Current 
Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 962 
 
Bass Lake 
Regional Park 
 
(Start Date:  
June 2020) 

 
 

211 Acre park to include multi-use athletic fields, playgrounds, 
trails, and courts, picnic areas with barbecue and tables, dog 
park, lighted parking, and a nature center.  
 
 
Actions:  Board approved staff recommendation on 4/14/22 to 
award contract for final design, project approval processing 
application through County and construction drawings for 
Phase 1 at 100%, remaining phases at 35% to Stantec.  
Contract signed with Stantec on 7/14/22. Kick off meeting held 
with CSD on 7/26/22; LSA (CEQA) Kick off meeting was held 
on 8/2/22. 8/18/22 Architecture review; 8/19/22 site walk with 
Stantec; 8/25/22 County review of application and plans; 
9/20/22 Bass Lake cost breakdown; 9/20/22 Bass Lake memo 
and site plan adjustment review; 9/22/22 Bass Lake Regional 
Park cultural resources; 9/30/33 architecture program review; 
upcoming meetings: 1) site plan/grading and 2) architecture 
focus meeting; 3) CSD/Stantec have weekly Bass Lake check-
in meetings on Wednesdays.  

1) Board approved 
Recommendation on 
4/14/22 to award 
Stantec contract for 
final design, project 
approval processing 
application through 
county and 
construction drawings 
for Phase 1 at 100%, 
remaining phases at 
35%. 
 
 
2) CEQA Admin Draft 
received April 2022, 
reviewed by staff.  
 
 
3) Proposition 68 
Grant for the Regional 
Park Program (RPP) 
to the state was 
submitted in January 
2022 (sensory garden 
and inclusive 
playground - $3 
Million) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1) Ongoing 
meetings 
between staff 
and consultant 
for final design 
and county 
steps and 
coordination 
for land use 
approval.  
 
 
2) County 
submitted 
letter regarding 
lead 
applicability 
and CSD 
needs to 
respond.  
 
 
3) Award 
notification 
sent from state 
– District was 
not chosen for 
RPP or RRT. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1) Submit Land 
Use Application 
to County for 
approval; Tied to 
CEQA lead, as 
certification of 
CEQA is 
required for 
county to 
approve 
application. 
 
 
2) Stantec 
moves forward 
with submitting 
the application 
and county 
meeting 
coordination on 
CEQA analysis. 
 
 
3) None 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP)  

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 965 
 
Stephen Harris 
Park 
 
(Start Date: 
November 2021) 

 

CIP awarded to Stephen Harris Park on June 9, 2022 by the 
Board for renovation of 4 tennis courts, addition of 2 pickle ball 
courts and drought tolerant landscaping. Paired with CIP 
renovation is a water savings grant awarded 8/2021.  See Grant 
Opportunities. 
 
 
Actions: May 17, 2022 Parks and Planning Committee 
reviewed and forwarded the Designation of Stephen Harris as a 
CIP; Board Approved: June 9, 2022. Proposals requested by 
staff remainder of June and July from multiple consultants for 
Construction Drawing, permitting, and bid assistance. 
September 8, 2022 Board awarded professional services 
contract to Stantec for Construction Drawing, permitting, and bid 
assistance. 
 

Contract signing and 
kickoff meeting/site 
walk with CSD and 
construction designs 
(CD) are completed. 
 

In progress. After CD are 
completed, then 
an RFP for 
construction in 
FY 23 (Winter 
2023). 

CIP 963 
 
Multigenerational 
Community 
Center/Sports 
Complex  
(So. Hwy 50) 
 
(Start Date: N/A) 

 
 

Future CP with fields and Aquatic Complex. Other opportunities 
being explored by GM. 

Ongoing talks. None 

CIP 964 
 
Bass Lake Hills 
Specific Plan 
Park(s) 
 
(Start Date: N/A 

 

Parks associated with the BLHSP (2-3 Parks anticipated). Revisit concept designs 
for proposed parks. 
Review parkland 
dedication agreement 
requirements.  
 

In process of 
reviewing. 

Finalize Design.  
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – OTHER PROJECTS 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

CIP 967 
 
Peter Bertelsen 
Park Renovations 
 
 
(Start Date:  
July 2022) 

 

Project is to replace the fire damaged pavilion, restrooms, 
benches and picnic tables, and drinking fountains, as well as 
expand the small splash ground, and convert turf to drought 
tolerant landscaping with water efficient irrigation.  
 
 
Actions: June 16, 2022 Parks and Planning Committee 
reviewed SR to create a CIP and recommend consultant for 
professional services and forwarded to EDHCSD Board; July 
14, 2022: Board created CIP and awarded professional 
services contract for conceptual plan, construction drawings, 
permitting needs and future RFP bid assistance and 
construction support; Kick off meeting/Site walk on August 
12, 2022. 
 
 

Helix developing a 
draft black and white 
conceptual plan with 
proposed features, 
identify proposed turf 
conversion areas, and 
include a cost 
estimate.  

Helix is 
developing.  

CSD staff/P&P Cmte 
will review concept 
design and provide 
comments on design 
in virtual meeting. 
 
 
Future steps: Helix 
will revise concept 
plan to address the 
comments and then 
render a final color-
rendered concept 
plan for CSD Board 
approval. 

EDH Community 
Park Site 
Renovations 
(also related to CIP 
948 - Digital Sign - 
and Surf Park 
Feasibility) 
 
(Start Date:  
September 2021) 
 
 
 

Construction of new and expanded facilities. The proposed 
facilities could include but are not limited to a new 
administrative building; an amphitheater; expanded parking 
lot; expanded aquatic center with new amenities, 
reconstruction of the community activities building, 
installation of outdoor lighting for the existing Sports fields. 
 
 
Actions: July 26, 2022 Parks and Planning Committee 
reviewed and forwarded; Board Approved: August 11, 2022. 
Contract signed with Stantec to amend the Special Use 
Permit (SUP) at CP to allow for the site renovations at CP for 
$76,578.00 on 8/17/22; Kick off meeting being planned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hold kick-off meeting 
with Stantec. 
 
 

Finding dates 
that work for 
CSD and 
Stantec staff. 

Submit Land Use 
Application to the El 
Dorado County 
Planning 
Department. Goal is 
10-12 weeks after 
contract is signed. 
 
 
Future step: 
Construction 
Drawings; Followed 
by RFP for 
construction and 
building permits. 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – OTHER PROJECTS  

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

Surf Park 
Feasibility 
(also related to: 
Capital Improvement 
Projects (CIP):948 – 
Digital Sign; and 
EDH CP Site 
Renovations) 
 
(Start Date: 
October 2021)  
 
 

To visit various locations and meet with construction vendors 
of surf parks to determine feasibility of adding to Special Use 
Permit when renovating EDH Community Park. Feasibility 
includes costs of amenity and supplemental amenities (store, 
café, rental). 
 

GM visiting Surf Park 
location in Waco, TX 
in June 2022 and 
talking with Western 
Water Features 
located in EDH. 
Explore alternative 
provider of pools. 

Visit complete, 
outreach to 
Myrtha Pools.  

Continue discussions 
with Myrtha for 
feasibility of pools 
with surfing; engage 
WWF. 

Village Green Cell 
Tower 
 
(Start Date: 
October 2020) 

 

To work with cell phone carrier(s) to construct a cell tower on 
land in Village Green Park. 

Staff previously 
worked with Verizon & 
Serrano Design 
Review Committee, 
which denied the CSD 
application. Staff has 
been asked to reach 
out to AT&T.  
 

Staff has been 
talking to AT&T 
and was given a 
different contact.  
 

This endeavor has 
resulted in private 
party(ies) seeking 
towers at the nearby 
high school due to 
Serrano HOA and 
Parker 
Development’s 
involvement/hurdles. 
Is the P&P 
Committee/Board 
interested in 
designing and 
building a tower with 
a ‘build it and they 
will come’ approach? 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – OTHER PROJECTS 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

Grant 
Opportunities 
 
(Start Date:  
Water Smart Grants: 
March 2021 
 
Proposition 68 
Grants: January 
2022) 

Water Smart Grants for Turf Replacement 
Board approved Staff Report (SR) on June 9, 2022 request 
by staff to pursue (when available) water savings grants (in-
general) for turf replacement at CSD Parks. 

• Peter Bertelsen Park (Potential to add with grant(s))  

• Stephen Harris; Implementation of 8/30/21 awarded 
grant for Stephen Harris for $75,000 (from Bureau of 
Reclamation – SWEP Grant) for construction to be 
matched by CSD for $75,000. 

• Received List of other CSD Parks from Parks 
Superintendent that could use turf conversion for non-
programmable turf 

• SWEP Grant (construction) used in conjunction with El 
Dorado County Water Agency grant which provides 
payment for landscape architecture and grant writing that 
is required for grant submission. 

 
 
Other Grants: Both Competitive and Non-Competitive for 
CSD Related Needs: 
Prop 68 Rural Recreation and Tourism (RRT) & Regional 
Park Program (RRP) – pays for land acquisition and 
development 

• RPP Grant – for J Lot H Sensory Garden/PG/Trail;  
($2.9 Million Request) 

• RRT Grant - Bike Park (CIP ($1.4 Million Request)  

• Review Every Email sent out from State Grants and 
Local Services for opportunities for CSD – last few 
opportunities were for development of parks and in 
disadvantaged cities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No turf grants 
available at this time.  
Staff on State and 
Federal Email Lists to 
be notified when the 
federal WaterSMART 
grants re-open and will 
apply for SWEP or 
WEEG Grants that pay 
for construction.   
 
 
Submitted Prop 68 
grants on January 20, 
2022. 
 
 
Planning Staff is 
subscribed to State 
the email list (Grants 
and Local Services)   

Bertlesen: 
Waiting for 
grants to open 
 
 
Stephen Harris: 
Scheduling kick 
off site walk 
 
 
The District was 
not awarded the 
grants. Each 
grant had 23 
million available 
and $235.8 
million was 
requested for the 
RPP and $182.3 
million was 
requested for the 
RTT. Might be 
able to 
repurpose the 
grant writings for 
a future grant 
project that 
becomes 
available. 
 
 
 
 

Bertelsen: Once an 
opportunity available, 
the Board has 
already given us 
approval (SR:  
 
 
Stephen Harris: 
Combined with the 
plans with the SH 
Renovation.  
 
 
Grants: If awarded, 
dollars will be used 
during construction of 
those projects. 
 
None 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – OTHER PROJECTS 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

Annual CPI 
Adjustment for 
Park Impact Fee 
plus addition of 
ADU  
 
(Start Date: 
Ongoing/Annual 
process) 

 

Resolution to update CPI to PIF approved by Board 2/10/22. 
Addition of ADU PIF approved by Board. BOS voted to 
accept CPI and denied the ADU. County updated new 
amounts effective July 9, 2022. 
 
 
Actions: CSD Board Approved Resolution 2022-05 on 
February 10, 2022 for 4.2% adjustment; CSD forwarded the 
packet to the Board of Supervisors; Board heard the Items 
on May 10, 2022 and approved the PIF CPI Adjustment but 
did not approve the institution of an ADU PIF. Adjusted PIFs 
effective July 9, 2022. 
 

Prepare letters, 
resolutions, and 
noticing for next year’s 
update in January.  

Staff has already 
updated last 
year’s letters. 
(annual CPI 
adjustment is 
annually 
adjusted every 
January. Last 
year it was 
1/12/22.) 

SR to Board with 
Resolution for CPI 
updates at February 
2023 Board Meeting; 
Public noticing of 
Board meeting 
required (CSD 
notices in Mountain 
Democrat) 

MSR/SOI Update 
 
(Start Date: 
October 2021) 

MSR/SOI Update to include areas not previously included in 
last update. 
 
 
Action: Staff met with El Dorado County LAFCO to review 
upcoming steps for SOI/MSR – since earlier than 5-year time 
frame. 

Staff to meet with 
LAFCO and contact 
Developer. 

Staff met and 
has had multiple 
communications 
with LAFCO; 
Process/Cost 
write-ups 
submitted to GM 
on necessary 
next steps; Staff 
to work with 
Developer on 
costs and timing 
if they desire to 
move forward.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Initiate MSR/SOI 
process with LAFCO. 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – UPCOMING LAND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Project Description Current Tasks Status of 
Current Tasks 

Next Steps 

Lime Rock 
Village 

(G3) 

Annexation of Lime Rock Village (Also see: MSR/SOI 
Update) 

Staff to work with 
Developer on costs 
and timing if they 
desire to move 
forward. 

Contacting 
developer. 

Initiate MSR/SOI 
process with 
LAFCO. 

Marble Valley 

(Parker 
Development) 

Assuming Developer will resubmit the development plans 
to the County in the future. Last activity occurred 
approximately 10 years ago. 

Monitor the status Monitoring Parkland 
Dedication, etc. 

Central El Dorado 
Hills 

Z14-0005 
(Parker 
Development) 

Development Agreement Terms submitted to ED County. 
Refined concept designs and costing for short-course golf 
course received. CEDHSP Recommended for denial at 
PC Meeting on 6/9/22. 

Item will be heard at 
yet to be scheduled 
Board of Supervisors 
meeting. 

Has not been 
scheduled by 
Board of 
Supervisors, 
yet.  

Depends on the 
result of the 
Board’s decision. 

Carson Creek 
Heritage  

TM20-0001 
(Lennar Homes) 

County Board of Supervisors approved the proposed 
development on August 10, 2021.  

Awaiting a meeting 
with developer 
(Lennar) on details of 
parkland 
requirements and 
dedication. The ball is 
in Lennar’s court. 

Waiting for 
Lennar. Will 
perform site 
visits separately 
and in advance. 

Parkland 
Dedication 
Agreement drafted 
– boiler plate.

Creekside Village 

PA19-0001 
(Winn 
Communities) 

Parkland dedication owed is approximately 12-acres, plus 
trails. Annexation into CSD is needed. Working with 
developer to accomplish this.  

De-annexation from 
Business 
Park/annexation into 
CSD necessary. 
Engaging developer 
to initiate pre-annex 
agreement. Project is 
in preliminary stages. 

Schedule a 
meeting if Winn 
Communities 
brings back 
proposal. 

On-hold until 
developer moves 
forward. 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT – UPCOMING LAND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Carson Creek 
Village  
 
 
PA20-0002  
(Pacific Trust) 

(Proposal only) Approx.700 units of multi-family/medium 
density units in Business Park. Approx. 8.3 acres owed for 
parkland.  

De-annexation from 
Business 
Park/annexation into 
CSD necessary. 
Engaging developer 
to initiate Pre-Annex 
Agreement. Project is 
in preliminary stages. 
 

Schedule a 
meeting 
if/when Pacific 
Trust brings 
back to 
Planning 
Commission. 

On-hold until 
developer moves 
forward. 
 
Order: Planning 
Commission then 
Board of 
Supervisors 

Generations @ 
Green Valley  
 
GPA 22-0001 
(Previously Dixon 
Ranch)  

CSD to work with developer to complete pre-annexation 
agreement, parkland dedication agreement and set other 
conditions of approval. 

Requires Annexation 
into CSD Boundary, 
as part of the COAs, 
with Board of 
Supervisors approval. 
Planning Staff to ask 
developer to present 
at future Board 
meeting. Staff to 
check in with county 
planning to find out 
status. 
 

County 
Planning 
confirmed that 
application is 
incomplete at 
this time. 

When application 
becomes complete, 
staff will need to 
confirm with county 
planning manager 
to confirm that 
annexation 
language is in the 
COAs. 
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PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT – PARKS DIVISION 
PARKS DIVISION – DEFERRED MAINTENANCE PROJECTS 

Project/Description 
Description 

Status Complete 

Stonegate Sidewalk Repairs Scheduling issues with contractor. Estimated completion by 1/2023 

PARKS DIVISION – REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Project/Description 
Description 

Status Complete 

District Irrigation Controller Replacement Need to issue to prepare and issue RFP; Prepare 
recommendation for award; schedule install. 

On Hold. 

Security Patrol Services Remains on month to month basis. Q1-FY23 
Contract transferred to Zuri 

Janitorial Services Remains on month to month basis. Q1-FY23 
Contract transferred to Zuri 

Consolidated Services Agreement completed. Completed 

North Commercial LLAD LED Upgrade Awarded work to Zuri and their sub contactor in 9/2022 12/2022 

N. Commercial/Saratoga LLAD - Landscape
Renovation (Arrowhead-Mammoth)

Planting removal complete. Minimized scope of work 
completed and approved by DOT.  

Completed. 

Roadway LLAD 
Median Renovation (Serrano-Harvard) 

Zuri Alliance is securing proposals for this project. Staff will 
review the proposal once secured and make a 
recommendation on how to move forward.  

Project completion date 5/2023 

Deputy Jeff Mitchel Field Road Renovation Zuri Alliance is securing proposals for this work 4/2023 

Village Green Pond Underwater lights Reduced scope to light pond only, not wall/surround. Budget 
for this project is $49,464.00 

1/2023 

Promontory Community Park Poured-In-
Place Playground Surfacing Replacement 

Solicited CMAS Bids, awarded to low bidder, Miracle Play 
Systems 

Project Completed 
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