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LETTER 154:  EILEEN CRIMM 

Response to Comment 154-1 (GP):  Separation of communities is a factor in each of the 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives, but to differing degrees. The choice among 
alternatives, therefore, dictates how much and where.  Objective 2.5.1 and associated 
policies of the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative addresses 
separation of communities.  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative propose Goal LU-2 and associated policies relating 
to visual and physical separation of distinct communities.   Implementation Measure LU-A 
directs the County to establish standards for providing visual separation between 
Community Regions. In addition, the EIR proposes as a mitigation measure (Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-2), a policy to create distinct community separators through parcel analysis 
and possible parcel consolidation and transfer of development rights. The Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative provides the greatest emphasis on separation of communities. 

Response to Comment 154-2 (GP):  Interconnected systems of natural areas, open 
space, and trails are a factor in each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, but 
to differing degrees.  The choice among alternatives, therefore, dictates how much and 
where.  Goal LU-e in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative provides for flexibility and balance in design of new 
development, which could address the issues mentioned by the commenter, including open 
space and pedestrian and bicycle circulation.  The policies under LU-4 address visual 
integrity and scenic quality.  Policy TC-4e requires right-of-way and easement acquisition 
for bikeways and trails to mitigate the impact of development.  Policy CO-3h allows for 
areas such as riparian corridors to be used for passive recreation and Policy CO-11a allows 
for open space acquisition.  Goal PR-4 and accompanying policies address coordination of 
parks and trail planning.  In the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative, 
Objective 2.5.1, providing for physical and visual separation of communities, particularly 
addresses these issues. The Environmentally Constrained Alternative provides the greatest 
emphasis on this type of green space through the creation of the Important Biological 
Corridors (-IBC) overlay. 

Response to Comment 154-3 (GP):  This comment gets to the issue of “concurrency” as it 
is used in the General Plan. The alternatives differ in their concurrency requirements, and 
the choice among them reflects a policy preference in this regard.   Please see Master 
Response 13. 

Response to Comment 154-4 (GP):   The alternatives differ with regard to 
maintenance of historic character, and the choice among them reflects a policy preference 
in this regard. Objective 7.5.2 and accompanying policies in the No Project Alternative and 
the 1996 General Plan Alternative address maintaining the visual integrity of the County’s 
historic resources.  Policy CO-9a of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires protection of places of historic 
significance by creation of an Historic Design Control
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Combining Zone District.  Implementation Measure CO-A provides for establishment of this 
district.  Policy LU-6 and Implementation Measure LU-G concern creation of historic design 
review districts. 

Response to Comment 154-5 (GP):  Emphasis on recreational and agricultural industry is a 
factor in each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, but to differing degrees.  The 
choice among alternatives, therefore, dictates how much and where.  Agriculture, as it relates to 
economic development, is addressed in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative in the Agriculture and Forestry Element in 
Goals AF-1, AF-2 and AF-4.  Tourism issues are covered in Goal LU-6 of the Land Use Element 
(relating to maintaining the County’s visual integrity and scenic quality) and the Parks and 
Recreation Element (Goal PR-6).  In the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative, tourism is addressed in the Parks and Recreation Element under Objective 9.3.5 
and in the Economic Development Element under Objective 10.1.6.  

Response to Comment 154-6 (GP):  The alternatives differ with regard to environmental 
protections, and the choice among them reflects a policy preference in this regard.   The EIR 
provides a full analysis of this issue and allows for relative comparison of various impact areas 
among alternatives.  Chapter 6.0 of Volume 1 of the EIR provides a discussion of the 
“environmentally superior” alternative (page 6-36).  Among the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives, it is defined as the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Among all the 
alternatives, it is the Compact Development Alternative #12 followed by the Modified El Dorado 
Hills Development South of U.S. Highway 50 Alternative #9. 

Response to Comment 154-7 (GP):  The issue of nonmotorized transportation is addressed in 
many of the goals and policies of the General Plan alternatives (Goal 3.11 and its associated 
Objectives and Policies in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, and Goal TC-4 
and its associated Objectives and Policies in the Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives) and also the implementation measures included in the 
Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives.  Also, 
please see Master Response 16.    

Response to Comment 154-8:  The commenter recommends all new freeway over-crossings 
and under-crossings or interchange projects meet the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists to 
help preserve the rural atmosphere and attract residents to our county.  As stated in Response 
to Comment 154-7, all four General Plan Alternatives address the issue of bikes and pedestrian 
amenities on road projects.  Freeway crossing and interchange projects fall into the category of 
road projects and must therefore address these issues. The El Dorado Hills/U.S. Highway 50 
Interchange EIR identified as mitigation the requirement of bike and pedestrian facilities, which 
have been included in the final design. The upcoming draft U.S. Highway 50/Missouri Flat 
Interchange EIR will likely do the same.  Please refer to Master Response 16 for further 
discussion. 




