
 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
January 2004  Section 4.2 Responses to Letters 

 
4.2-255

LETTER 153:  BILL BENNETT, COOL-PILOT HILL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Response to Comment 153-1 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment on the organization of the documents and the history of the Committee are noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-2 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
  
Response to Comment 153-3 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5 for a general 
discussion of how interim performance standards will be applied.  With respect to the 
specific implementation programs noted by the commenter, Measure AF-C requires the 
County to develop a procedure for evaluating the suitability of land for timber and 
agricultural production in order to implement Policies AF 1-b (concerning evaluation of 
agricultural lands) and AF-4a (concerning evaluation of timberlands).  Under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-3(c) the County would apply the standards of the 1996 General Plan or the 
existing Zoning Ordinance in conducting a suitability review.  The 1996 General Plan Policy 
8.1.1.4 provides that the procedures set forth in “The Procedure for Evaluating the 
Suitability of Land for Agriculture” shall be used for evaluating the suitability of agricultural 
lands in Agricultural Districts and Williamson Act Contract lands (agricultural preserves) 
and Policy 8.3.1.2 provides that the procedures “The Procedure for Evaluating the 
Suitability of Land for Timber Production” shall be used to evaluate timberlands.  
Accordingly, if the County were to adopt the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” or 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, the procedures referenced in the 1996 General 
Plan would be used. 
 
Implementation Measure AF-F requires a process to identify and mitigate impacts 
associated with the loss of agricultural land for implementation of Policy AF-1f discouraging 
the conversion of agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses.  Here the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives do not provide a standard.  Accordingly, the standards of 
significance used in the EIR would be applied. With respect to the nature of mitigation to be 
required for conversions, the EIR proposes mitigation measures for each of the alternatives 
to require that converted agricultural lands be mitigated by replacement or conservation of 
an equivalent amount of agricultural land through a mechanism such as a permanent 
conservation easement (see Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(c)). 
 
Implementation Measure AF-H requires the County to develop a procedure to evaluate the 
suitability of lands for timber production in connection with the Timberland Protection Zone 
program, policies affecting nonforestry related development on NR lands, and proposed 
redesignations of land to or from the NR designation.  Pursuant to the proposed mitigation, 
the County would use the standards in the 1996 General Plan (calling for use of “The 
Procedure for Evaluating the Suitability of Land for Timber Production”) until new 
procedures are developed. 
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Response to Comment 153-4 (GP):  The maps referenced by the commenter are 
available in the Planning Department office and need not be included in the General Plan. 
Builders, developers and the public are often referred to the maps when inquiring about 
properties located within these areas.  In addition, the influence areas were taken into 
consideration when developing the land use designations by the airports. 
 
Response to Comment 153-5 (GP):  Program 10.1.2.4.3 of the Economic Development 
Element requires the County to consider both the public and private benefit of new 
regulations and ordinances.  It does not require the County to do a cost benefit analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 153-6 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment concerning Policy 10.1.5.1 in the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan 
Alternative are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  The commenter is 
directed to the Economic Development Element of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative (page 302) and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative (page 304) 
which state a focus of assisting existing businesses and entrepreneurs to grow and sustain 
success, rather than concentrating on attracting industry to the County. 
 
Response to Comment 153-7 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative are out 
of date, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-8 (GP):  Policy CO-1d in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative prohibits “disturbance” 
on slopes 30 percent or greater unless demonstrated that any public safety impacts have 
been reduced. This would include the location of septic systems.  In addition, the EIR 
proposes Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) which limits disturbance of slopes 25 percent or 
greater outside of Important Biological corridor overlays areas unless it can be 
demonstrated by a California-registered civil engineer or an engineering geologist that 
hazards to public safety can be reduced to acceptable levels.  It is noted that agricultural 
activities can occur on such slopes, just as other development can occur, but that 
restrictions would reduce the amount of erosion resulting from such use. 
 
Response to Comment 153-9 (GP):  Although the rainy season varies annually, as noted 
by the commenter, Policy CO-1c in both the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives specify the timeframes in which grading 
restrictions would apply. 
 
Response to Comment 153-10 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment recommending the inclusion of Policy CO-1e in the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 



 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
January 2004  Section 4.2 Responses to Letters 

 
4.2-257

 
Response to Comment 153-11 (GP):  Implementation Measure CO-A(B) requires the 
revision of the County Code to include buffer standards for new development adjacent to 
lands with mining activities.  These buffers would be based on an evaluation of noise, 
aesthetics, drainage, lighting, traffic and other characteristics of mining operations.  In 
addition, the issues covered in Policy 7.2.3.2 in the No Project Alternative and 1996 
General Plan Alternative would be addressed in any environmental document prepared for 
a mining permit. 
  
Response to Comment 153-12 (GP):  Objective PS-3 and three accompanying policies in 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative propose methods to conserve the County’s existing water supply including 
water use efficiency programs; reclamation and reuse of wastewater; and use of water-
conserving landscaping in all new capital improvement projects.  In addition, the EIR 
proposes two new policies (one for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, 
No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative, and one for the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative) that require the County to support water conservation and 
recycling projects.  Water quality is addressed in Goal CO-4 in the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 153-13 (GP):  Goal PS-3 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative addresses conservation 
of the County’s water supply.  In addition, PS-C implements Policy PS-3a by requiring the 
development of a water use efficiency program for existing and new residential, 
commercial/industrial and agricultural water users. 
 
Response to Comment 153-14 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment on including paragraph 2 under the “Biological Resources” section of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative (describing the Important Biological Corridor 
overlay) in the final adopted General Plan, are noted for the record and will be considered 
by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General 
Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 153-15 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about including Policy CO-6d contained in the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative in the final General Plan, are noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-16 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about including the Agricultural Lands and Natural Resources land use 
designations described in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative in the final adopted 
General Plan are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 153-17 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter supports a shorter implementation period for a specific measure.  This is noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-18 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5.  The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-19 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-20 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-21 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-22 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-23 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-24 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-25 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 153-26 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter makes a recommendation for a shorter implementation period for a specific 
measure.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-27 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about including the tree canopy standards and Policies 7.4.5.1 and 7.4.5.2 from 
the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative in the final adopted General 
Plan, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-28 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter supports a shorter implementation period for a specific measure.  This is noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-29 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter supports a shorter implementation period for a specific measure.  This is noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-30 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. The 
commenter supports a shorter implementation period for a specific measure.  This is noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 153-31 (GP):  Staff reviewed the Land Use Diagrams for the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative for these three properties.  Cool Corner (southeast corner) is designated 
Commercial on both alternatives.  The former Pilot Hill Ranch planned community is now 
designated Natural Resources on both alternatives.  The former Straza property located 
south of State Route 49 has been acquired by the Bureau of Land Management.  It is 
designated Open Space on the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The designation 
of Tourist Recreation on the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative is in error 
and has been changed to Open Space.  The Straza property located north of State Route 
49 is designated Tourist Recreation and Natural Resources on the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and Natural Resources on the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative Land Use Diagram. 
 
Response to Comment 153-32 (EIR):  The commenter is correct that Policy 3.5.1.6.2 of 
the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and Policy TC-1c of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives allow State 
Route 49 between State Route 193 and the County Line to operate at LOS F with a 
maximum volume-to-capacity ratio of 1.51.  However, this segment of State Route 49 is not 
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projected to operate at LOS F under the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR.  According to the 2025 LOS analysis results contained in Appendices 
D-3A through D-3D in Volume 3 of the EIR, this segment of State Route 49 is projected to 
operate at LOS D under the No Project, 1996 General Plan, and Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives and LOS E under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 153-33 (EIR):  The relevant segment of State Route 49 was 
included in the 1996 General Plan which was amended by Measure Y. Measure Y states 
that no additional segments may be added to this list but did not remove any segments. 
Therefore, allowing this road to operate at LOS F is not inconsistent with Measure Y. 
 
Response to Comment 153-34 (EIR):  The methodology used to calculate LOS is the 
same for all of the General Plan alternatives in the EIR (refer to pages 5.4-4, 5.4-5, 5.4-6, 
and pages 5.4-18 through 5.4-21 of Volume 1 of the EIR for more detailed information).  
The only difference in the alternatives with regard to LOS is the minimum acceptable 
threshold established in the LOS policy of each alternative.  Refer to Policy 3.5.1.1 for the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and Policy TC-1c of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 153-35 (GP/EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 157-6. 




