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LETTER 174:  EL DORADO HILLS AREA PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Response to Comment 174-1 (GP):  The role of APAC and its vision for El Dorado Hills is 
acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 174-2 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 174-3 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for the 1996 General Plan Alternative, with 
the addition of the Circulation Element from the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
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.  Note that the 
Circulation Element from the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative would seek 
to maintain U.S. Highway 50 at no more than six lanes.  This would not be adequate to 
accommodate the traffic expected as a result of the 1996 General Plan Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 174-4 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s position on directing the majority of growth to 
Community Regions, 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 174-5 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the El Dorado Hills Business Park should not be reduced in size to 
allow for housing, 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 only 
alternative which proposes this reduction is Alternative #9 (Modified El Dorado Hills 
Development South of U.S.50), analyzed in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 174-6 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about retaining the El Dorado Hills Community Region boundaries as they are 
shown on the 1996 General Plan Alternative Land Use Diagram, 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 174-7 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about managing unique resources (such as oak woodlands) on an individual 
community basis, 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 174-8 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about structuring the goal statements in the 1996 General Plan Alternative like 
those in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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. 
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Response to Comment 174-9 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about the County supplementing funding for pre-development infrastructure, 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 174-10 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment requesting that residential densities in El Dorado Hills be changed back to three 
dwelling units per acre, 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 174-11 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 174-6. 

Response to Comment 174-12 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about placing the Community Region boundary along Salmon Falls Road 
immediately north of Green Valley Road, 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 174-13 (GP):  Policy 2.2.5.8 of the No Project Alternative and the 
1996 General Plan Alternative lists a number of uses that may be included in this proposed 
zoning district and does not preclude the types of uses suggested by the commenter.  The 
actual uses to be allowed would be developed along with creation of the zone district. 

Response to Comment 174-14 (EIR):  The commenter disagrees with the LOS policy 
thresholds contained in the General Plan alternatives under the presumption that LOS E as 
a threshold will allow roads to quickly degenerate to LOS F.    Although LOS E is 
established as the minimum LOS threshold, many of the roadways in El Dorado Hills are 
projected to operate better than LOS E during the p.m. peak hour under 2025 conditions 
with the Circulation Element improvements in place.  Therefore, a degradation to LOS F is 
not likely.  For example, El Dorado Hills Boulevard is projected to operate at LOS C from 
Olson Lane to Green Valley Road during the p.m. peak hour in 2025 under the 1996 
General Plan Alternative, which allows a minimum LOS E.  Refer to Appendices D-3A 
through D-3E in Volume 3 of the EIR for specific LOS results for other roadways and 
alternatives. 

Additional assurances that LOS F conditions do not occur can be provided by adopting 
Implementation Measure TC-F of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative as 
part of the final General Plan.  This measure requires the County to monitor the peak hour 
LOS on County roads and to take actions to ensure that the minimum LOS thresholds are 
not exceeded.  This measure should be coordinated with actions contained in Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-3, so that funding requirements to provide acceptable transportation 
infrastructure are addressed. 

Refer to Master Response 13 for additional information. 
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Response to Comment 174-15 (GP):  There are two issues with the commenter’s 
proposed modification to the Level of Service (LOS) requirements contained in this policy. 
 
The roads would generally need to be wider to provide for a better LOS given the projected 
traffic demands.  An example would be the need for a ten-lane U.S. Highway 50 at the 
County Line in several of the alternatives.  Those wider roads would have increased 
environmental impacts such as impervious area, biological and cultural impacts.  
Additionally, there would be significant increases in the costs of construction and right-of-
way for the improvements.  Levels of Service standards reflect a balancing of circulation 
needs with environmental and quality of life impacts.   
 
Some roads, such as Latrobe Road south of U.S. Highway 50 to the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park, will not meet the LOS standards under any of the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives, even with projected improvements in place (see Impact 5.4-1 in 
the EIR).  Similarly with U.S. Highway 50 under the LOS required for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative.  Revising the LOS standard to something more 
restrictive will only make these impacts more difficult to resolve. 
 
While some specific roads, as noted above, do not even meet the LOS E requirement, 
most roadways would not be affected by such a change in the policy.  Most of the roads 
(with the proposed improvements in place) in the El Dorado Hills area are forecasted to 
operate at LOS C and D in 2025 in all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  
These roads would not be affected by the suggested change in the LOS policy.  This is a 
function of the fact that roads are built in discrete units, i.e., a pair of lanes, as opposed to 
incrementally, i.e., fractions of lanes.  Appendix D of Volume 3 of the EIR provides more 
specific information regarding the LOS forecasted for various roads. 
 
However, the suggested change could affect the timing requirements for those 
improvements.  With the change in policy, roads would reach the LOS standard earlier in 
their life and thereby require improvements earlier to maintain the LOS at the new 
standard. This may exceed the ability of the various funding sources for the improvements 
to meet the needs of those improvement costs causing difficulties in meeting the LOS 
standards. 
 
Also, please see Response to Comment 174-14 and 281-90. 
 
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenters’ 
position on their preference for a revised Level of Service (LOS) standard in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative of the 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 174-16 (GP):  Please see Responses to Comments 174-14, 174-
15, and 281-90. 
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Response to Comment 174-17 (GP):  The two percent increase shown in the definition of 
“Worsen” in Policy TC-1d of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative (the commenter 
has listed it as TC-1e) was chosen to provide a range of alternative definitions.  The 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative uses one percent in its definition of 
“Worsen”.  By using these two different thresholds, the environmental review is able to 
explore the impacts of two unique alternatives in the definition.  The Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors will be able to review this information and then determine the 
appropriate threshold in the definition. 
 
Also, it should be noted that this definition is really a “level of significant impact” and timing 
of improvements issue, not an absolute restriction on development.  The setting of a 
percentage to clarify when an impact can be considered significant is critical to determining 
what additional analysis a project might need to do and what road improvements may need 
to be constructed.  Since a project can meet the requirements of the policy by constructing 
road improvements to insure their traffic impacts do not exceed the requirements of the 
policy, it is necessary to have a way to determine what those improvements might need to 
be. 
 
There is also a danger in setting to fine a line for this definition.  Traffic impact modeling 
and forecasting is not a perfect science.  There is a certain amount of acceptable deviation 
in the land use forecasting, trip generation and trip distribution.  Additionally, roadway 
capacity is also not an exact number, but is rather subject to the comfort levels of the 
drivers using the road, which in turn varies with such things as the type of traffic, the width 
and alignment of the road, etc.  The closer to zero the definition gets the more likely it is a 
project with effectively no impact will get penalized as if it does have a significant impact. 
 
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s 
position on their preference for a revised definition of “Worsen” in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative of the 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 174-18 (GP):  The commenter requests a change to Policy 
3.1.2.2 to increase the length of off ramps to 1,000 feet and to require signal coordination 
with corresponding intersection. This policy is consistent with Caltrans design standards 
(refer to Section 504.3(3) of the Highway Design manual, Caltrans, November 1, 2001).  A 
longer separation is not prevented as the policy is intended to reflect the Caltrans minimum 
design standards.  Additionally, these issues are both dependent upon existing road 
system limitations and other issues specific to a proposed location.  
 
Response to Comment 174-19 (GP):  The update of the traffic impact fees is included in 
the Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus”  
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Alternatives as an implementation measure (TC-B) and implied in the Goals, Objectives, 
and Policies of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 174-20 (GP):  Policy 3.2.1.3 must be read in light of Policy 
3.2.1.4, which requires project denial where there is not mitigation. See also Policy 3.2.1.1. 
 
Response to Comment 174-21 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 174-14 
and 174-15. 
 
Response to Comment 174-22 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 174-14 
and 174-15. 
 
Response to Comment 174-23 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 174-14 
and 174-15. 
 
Response to Comment 174-24 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 174-14 
and 174-15. 
 
Response to Comment 174-25 (GP): Both the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives contain additional policies encouraging 
transit (Goals TC-2, TC-4, TC-5, and TC-6) though they do no include a specific 
percentage increase as recommended by the commenter. There is no evidence that a one 
percent increase would result in demonstrable improvements in environmental conditions, 
accordingly no change is recommended. 
 
Response to Comment 174-26 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative contains the designation proposed by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 174-27 (GP):  Policy HO-3i of the Housing Element requires the 
County to pursue the preservation of units that are approaching the end of the timeframe 
for the subsidized housing program.  In addition, Implementation Measures HO-BB and 
HO-CC in the Housing Element address housing at risk for market-rate conversion.  The 
commenter is correct in the statement that the County Board of Supervisors serves as the 
Public Housing Authority Board of Commissioners. 
 
Response to Comment 174-28 (GP):  Conversion of agricultural land to high-density 
housing would be in conflict with Goal AF-1 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative and Goal 8.1 of the No Project 
Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative.  Additionally, this suggestion would be in 
conflict with the stated goal of directing higher density development in areas with adequate 
infrastructure in place. 
  
Response to Comment 174-29 (GP):  As noted by the commenter, Policy HO-1e directs 
higher density into both Community Regions and Rural Centers.  A number of Community 
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Regions are proposed in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative (7), 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative (5), and No Project Alternative and 1996 General 
Plan Alternative (13).  Rural Centers have been identified in all four of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives:  Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative (27), 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative (19) and No Project Alternative and 1996 General 
Plan Alternative (25).  These designations would provide opportunities for construction of 
affordable units throughout the County, in areas where infrastructure would be more readily 
available. 

Response to Comment 174-30 (GP): The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment concerning solar access orientation and subdivision design, 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 174-31 (GP):  The commenter is referred to Table 4.5 of Volume 
1 of the EIR which gives buildout projections by alternative for all four of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives. The referenced tables from the Housing Element are based on 
existing zoning as required to satisfy State housing law. It should be noted that a significant 
portion of the housing proposed in El Dorado Hills is “existing commitments” that have 
already been approved and are vested. 

Response to Comment 174-32 (GP):  Policy PS-1f of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative require a will-serve letter 
prior to approval of any discretionary development that relies on a public water source.  
Policy 5.1.2.1 of the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative requires that 
a determination be made by the approving authority concerning the adequacy of public 
services to serve discretionary development.  In addition, the EIR proposes a new policy 
concerning availability of water for discretionary development (see Mitigation Measure 5.5-
1(b)). 

Response to Comment 174-33 (GP):  Data used to produce the maps for the GIS layers 
were derived from the best available sources (e.g., soils information from the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service; watershed information from the State Department of Fish 
and Game; mineral resources data from the California -Department of Conservation; and 
slope information from USGS maps). 

Response to Comment 174-34 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment expressing a preference for Policy CO-1c in the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative (precluding grading during the rainy season), 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 174-35 (GP):  Areas known to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos are identified on a map produced by the California Geological Survey in May of 
2000, “Asbestos Map of Western El Dorado County.  This map accompanies Open File 
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Report 2002-02, “Areas More Likely to Contain Natural Occurrences of Asbestos in 
Western El Dorado County, CA.”  These resources are available on the County 
Environmental Management Department website. 

Response to Comment 174-36 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting inclusion of the agricultural land use designation 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.   

Response to Comment 174-37 (GP):  The commenter recommends the addition of 
“water use guidelines” to Policy 7.3.1.2.  Preparation of such guidelines would be more 
appropriately done by water purveyors.  The County’s involvement in these programs 
would be at the subdivision review stage or in the case of commercial and industrial 
development, when plans are reviewed for these projects. 

Response to Comment 174-38 (GP):  The Conservation and Open Space Element in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative (under Goal CO-4) and the No Project 
Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative (under Objective 7.3.1) recognize 
preservation and protection of the County’s water resources. 

Response to comment 174-39 (GP):  It is unclear what benefit such swales would 
provide since they would be within landscaped meadows diked by 6-inch curbs and thus 
would provide no sedimentation or erosion control. Current Best Management Practices 
already utilize such swales where runoff occurs. 

Response to comment 174-40 (GP):  In the changing regulatory environment with 
respect to NPDES, and evolving “Best Management Practices”, specificity of design 
element requirements are a component of Implementation Measure CO-D of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. However, 
the concerns and opinions expressed in the comment are noted for the record, and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 

Response to Comment 174-41 (GP):  The commenter’s suggested text change for Policy 
7.4.4.2 in the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative (changing 
“encourage” protection to “require” protection) would substantially alter the policy.  This 
suggestion is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.   Please also refer to 
Master Response 18. 

Response to Comment 174-42 (GP):  Implementation Measure CO-J of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
requires the development and adoption of an Oak Woodland Management Plan which 
would contain, among other items, canopy protection standards; replanting and 
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replacement standards; and mitigation plans for discretionary projects.  In addition, the 
EIR, under analysis of Impact 5.12-1 (Loss and Fragmentation of Wildlife Habitat), 
proposes Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) for all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives which requires the County to adopt a no-net-loss policy and mitigation program 
for important habitat (see pages 5.12-32 through 5.12-60). 
 
Response to Comment 174-43 (GP):  The approach used in the No Project Alternative 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, which has been carried over to the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative, is to 
require oak tree preservation on discretionary projects only.   However, the EIR has 
proposed Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a), which would require a General Plan conformance 
review for all projects involving a structure greater than 120 square feet.  This review would 
need to consider all ordinances, policies and regulations of the County. If adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors, this process would include review of all building permit applications 
for conformance with policies on biological resources.  Please also refer to Master 
Response 18 and the revisions to Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (g) in Chapter 2.0 of 
this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 174-44 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 174-37. 
 
Response to Comment 174-45 (GP):  The commenter requests that the word “children’s” 
be removed from Policy 9.1.1.2 and that “picnic tables” be changed to “picnic facilities.”   
These changes would clarify that neighborhood parks are not only for children and expand 
the types of facilities to be included.  Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for these changes. 
  
Response to Comment 174-46 (GP):  The commenter questions the use of 44 acres as 
the upward limit for community parks.  The range of 10-44 acres for community parks is an 
established national standard used by the California Parks and Recreation Society. Policy 
9.1.1.3 of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative provides a 
basic description of the features associated with community parks and is not meant to be 
inclusive of all features possible in that type of facility. 
 
Response to Comment 174-47 (GP):    Concerning the commenter’s question on stating 
where regional parks might be located, the required size of a regional park would 
necessarily limit where they would be located.  Also the policy states that parks will 
incorporate natural resources such as lakes and creeks.  Please also refer to the last 
sentence of Response to Comment 174-46. 
 
Response to Comment 174-48 (GP):  It was the intent with Policy 9.1.1.5 to require that 
parkland dedicated under the Quimby Act be suitable for active recreation uses. If the 1996 
General Plan Alternative is adopted by the Board of Supervisors, they may choose to 
modify this policy.  During preparation of a Parks Master Plan, as required by 
Implementation Measure PR-A, this issue could be considered. 
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Response to Comment 174-49 (GP):  The Capital Improvement Plan should be updated 
after park needs are identified in an updated Parks Master Plan.  If the No Project 
Alternative or 1996 General Plan Alternative are adopted by the Board of Supervisors, the 
policy reference to the preparer of the old master plan will be eliminated (see Chapter 5.0 
of this Response to Comments document).  Implementation Measure PR-A in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative also requires preparation of a Recreation Capital Improvement Program. 
 
Response to Comment 174-50 (GP):  As the commenter states, there appears to be a 
conflict between the last sentence of Policy 9.1.2.5 of the No Project Alternative and the 
1996 General Plan Alternative and Policy 9.1.1.5, as trails would normally be considered a 
passive recreational use.   However, where trails have been identified in the Hiking and 
Equestrian Trails Master Plan on a proposed project, it would be appropriate to request 
their dedication as part of the Quimby Act requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 174-51 (GP):  Concerning Policy 9.1.2.8 of the No Project 
Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative, the commenter requests that “bicycle” 
be added to this policy.  Addition of “bicycle” would reasonably expand the scope of this 
policy.  Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for a revision 
to this policy. 
  
Response to Comment 174-52 (GP):  Policy 9.1.3.4 would apply to the regional park 
system.  As stated in Policy 9.1.1.6, the County’s stated responsibility is for the provision of 
regional parks.  Other parks providers would have the responsibility of ensuring the ADA 
compliance of their facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 174-53 (GP):  Policy 9.2.2.2 reiterates the County policy to have 
development provide for local rather than regional recreational needs.  Note also that 
Policies 9.2.2.1 and 9.2.2.4 of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative grant review authority to the Parks and Recreation Commission and require the 
County to work with local districts to determine specific parks needs. 
 
Response to Comment 174-54 (GP):  Policy 9.2.2.3 is referring to the acquisition of land, 
while Policy 9.1.1.7 refers to the development of park facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 174-55 (GP):  The intent of Policy 9.2.2.7 is to encourage the 
Bureau of Land Management to sell its lands to private parties.  The County would not 
manage these lands. 
 
Response to Comment 174-56 (GP):  The commenter is correct in pointing out that the 
objectives under Goal 9.3, Recreation and Tourism, do not contain any policies.  If the 
Board of Supervisors adopts the No Project Alternative or the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative as the General Plan, policies should be drafted for these three objectives. 
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Response to Comment 174-57 (GP):  Objective 9.3.5, concerning “Historical Events,” 
cites major events such as the Pony Express reenactment, agricultural festivities and 
historical fairs.  This language does not preclude any other type of history-related activity. 
 
Response to Comment 174-58 (GP):  Section 16.12.090 of the County Code (Major Land 
Division Ordinance) requires the dedication of land or payment of fees for recreational 
purposes.  This requirement does not extend to actual development of park facilities.   
 
Response to Comment 174-59 (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 174-60 (GP):  The commenter notes that the Economic 
Development Element does not address the specific needs of El Dorado Hills and other 
Community Regions.  Implementation Measure ED-A requires the establishment of an 
economic advisory body to develop and implement an Economic Policy Framework.  This 
process would evaluate the economic development needs in all areas of the County.   
 
Response to Comment 174-61 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 174-62 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about El Dorado Hills being a major economic engine for the County and the 
gateway to Sacramento, 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 174-63 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment about the Economic Element not presenting a vision for the next twenty years 
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 174-64 (GP):  EPS forecasts projected nonresidential 
development that would occur through 2025 and buildout based on residential projections 
for each alternative. Nonresidential capacity significantly exceeds those projections for 
each alternative. See Table 4.6 of Volume 1 of the EIR. See bullet 2 on page 4-20 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 174-65 (GP):  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 
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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 174-66 (GP/EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 174-67 (GP):  The areas referred to by the commenter, El 
Dorado Hills, Cameron Park and Diamond Springs/El Dorado, have been identified as 
Community Regions in four Alternatives.  Community Regions were identified based on 
such factors as the extent of existing development, availability of infrastructure and location 
of transportation corridors.  Goal LU-2 contained in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative provides policies to 
maintain the visual and physical separation of communities. 
 
Response to Comment 174-68 (EIR):  As noted by the commenter, the number of lanes 
on U.S. Highway 50 and other key roadways is an area of continuing controversy.  The 
commenter also raises several Issues that are outside of the County’s jurisdiction and 
therefore outside of the County’s direct control.  These include land use decisions in the 
City of Folsom and the County of Sacramento; improvements to U.S. Highway 50, both 
within the County and external to the County; and funding of improvements outside of the 
County. 
 
El Dorado County will continue to work with the regional agencies to insure a coordinated 
transportation system.  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative contain specific language to ensure the County 
does this coordination (e.g., Policies TC-1l and TC-1m, Implementation Measure TC-D).  
The No Project and the 1996 General Plan Alternatives do not contain such specific 
language, but it is recognized that to accomplish the goals in those alternatives, significant 
coordination with other agencies will be required. 
 
Response to Comment 174-69 (GP):  Implementation Measure CO-J in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
requires the County to develop and adopt an Oak Woodland Management Plan.  In 
addition, the EIR proposes a mitigation measure for the No Project Alternative and the 
1996 General Plan Alternative for the development of an oak tree preservation ordinance.  
Please refer also to Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 174-70 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment that the land in the El Dorado Hills Business Park should be kept for job growth 
rather than for schools and other uses, 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 174-71 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 174-28. 
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Response to Comment 174-72 (GP):  Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(c) proposes revisions to 
Policy 2.6.1.5 in the 1996 General Plan Alternative and the commenter proposes that the 
revisions be further revised to give the County sole authority to decide ridgeline 
development.  As proposed for revision by the mitigation measure, the policy would give 
the County sole authority to determine whether and to what extent setbacks, screening, or 
other methods in order to avoid visual breaks to the skyline.  Therefore no change is 
necessary.   Note that Policy LU-6b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative restrict the placement of roads 
or structures on or along ridgelines “if that development would break the skyline or be 
visible from publicly accessed lands…” 

Response to Comment 174-73 (GP):  Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) states that 
the growth control measure would apply to all new discretionary and ministerial 
development.  It would, therefore, apply to residential and nonresidential development. 

Response to Comment 174-74 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on his preference for a revised Level of 
Service (LOS) standard for the No Project and the 1996 General Plan Alternatives, 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 EIR considers potential 
increases in peak hour traffic in its discussion of Impact 5.4-2.  The EIR explains that the 
County considered but rejected a mitigation measure that would have set LOS C as the 
minimum acceptable threshold and modified the Circulation Element accordingly.  This 
mitigation strategy would have led to numerous adverse effects on the environment. 

Response to Comment 174-75 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 211-4 
and 211-5, which describe the basis of Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b).  Please see changes 
to Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) in Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document.  
The mitigation measure requires water supply planning information to be based on a 20 
year projection which is consistent with the trio of State laws described in the EIR that 
pertain to water supply planning (SB 610, SB 910, SB 221).  Ministerial approvals are 
included because under each alternative several thousand homes could be constructed in 
the County under ministerial approvals, so a mechanism is proposed to consider and 
mitigate for the potential related impacts. Also, please see Responses to Comments 174-
14, 174-15, 174-16 and 281-90. 

Response to Comment 174-76 (EIR):  The commenter is referred to Table 5.5-1 in the 
EIR and the recent EDCWA Draft Water Resources Development and Management Plan 
(June 2003, URL:www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/water/water_resources_plan.html) that was 
released for public review after the EIR was published.  The water demand planning 
studies were based on existing, 2025, and buildout scenarios; intermediate calculations for 
years 5, 10, and 20 don't exist.  Existing and future west slope groundwater demands in 
both references are represented as "Other County Areas."  EDCWA's report further 
identifies groundwater demand for GDPUD, GFCSD, and three sub-areas of EID's service 
area.  The delineation of these areas ultimately depends on the available water
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supplies and other factors and is considered speculative at this time.  Further, this 
information would not alter the discussion of impacts, impact significance conclusions, or 
mitigation measures identified.   
 
Response to Comment 174-77 (EIR):  The commenter refers to Mitigation Measure 5.5-
8(a).  In addition to a visual inspection, the mitigation requires owners of septic systems to 
repair any noted problems.   Charges to homeowners with septic systems have not been 
determined, but would likely be negligible, if there is any charge at all, for inspections.  The 
reason ports/risers are now being required in septic systems in the County is that it allows 
for quick and easy inspection to determine if the systems are functioning properly. 
 
Response to Comment 174-78 (EIR):  Folsom Lake is operated by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation and is located in Sacramento, Placer, and El Dorado counties.  Thus, any 
attempts to control noise levels on that lake would require coordination with all of these 
agencies. Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 provides for a policy for the County to coordinate with 
other agencies to reduce noise levels from sources outside the County’s jurisdiction.  This 
policy would facilitate any discussions to control noise on Folsom Lake.  The concerns and 
opinions expressed in this comment, requesting a mechanism to control noise from boats 
on Folsom Lake, will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 174-79 (EIR):  Response to Comment 174-79 (EIR):  The 
concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter's position 
on eliminating exemptions for single-family residential lots from the proposed canopy 
retention and replacement standards, and inclusion of policies relating to oak tree trimming, 
are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission. 
 




