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LETTER 204:  HARRIETT B. SEGEL 
 
Response to Comment 204-1 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative 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 204-2 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding oak tree mitigation through replacement are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan.  Please see also Master Response 18 for further discussion of oak 
canopy. 
 
Response to Comment 204-3 (GP):  The purpose of a vision statement is to provide an 
overarching set of ideals for the County should strive in developing its General Plan and 
subsequent implementation of that plan. While there may be communities that have already 
developed so that there is no separation between them, the vision statement referenced may 
still be applicable to other regions of the County.   
 
Response to Comment 204-4 (GP):  The Board of Supervisors has not taken a position 
regarding the future width of U.S. Highway 50.  The action referred to by the commenter was 
taken by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as a long range planning 
issue.  This decision is subject to revision when the SACOG Board of Directors does the 3-
year update on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  Also, please refer to Master 
Response 14. 
 
Response to Comment 204-5 (GP):  Each of the General Plan alternatives requires new 
development to pay its fair share of roadway infrastructure costs.  The commenter’s concern 
that those per unit costs as well as costs for other infrastructure projects and the costs to 
existing residents to address existing capacity shortfalls could be higher for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative is noted and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in deliberations concerning the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 204-6 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding development agreements are noted for the record and will be considered 
by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General 
Plan.  Fiscal impacts are not considered environmental impacts under CEQA; consequently 
the EIR does not contain a fiscal analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 204-7 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding transitional residential densities and fire hazards are noted for the record and will 
be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan.  Fire protection districts, fire safe councils, and other individuals and 
agencies provided a significant level of input on the draft policies, and have also commented 
on this EIR.  Please refer to the responses to comments for Letters 26, 155, 169, 187, and 
265. 
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Response to Comment 204-8 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding the naming of the 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 204-9 (GP):  The definitions of the LDR, Low Density Residential, 
designation is a significant point of difference between the alternatives; therefore, the 
application is different for each.  The reason that LDR is appropriate in the Community 
Regions and Rural Centers in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative is due to 
the limitation on subdivision to no more than four parcels.  This restriction is not applicable to 
the other alternatives, and more appropriate land use designations are applied to the 
Community Regions and Rural Centers in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The 
1996 General Plan Alternative provides for future expansion of the Community Regions into 
lesser developed areas and permits the inclusion of LDR within the Community Region 
boundaries for that reason. 
 
Response to Comment 204-10 (GP):  As pointed out in the comment, the detail of 
permitted uses lies in the Zoning Ordinance and its application to lands designated R&D, 
Research and Development.  The development of the revised Zoning Ordinance, which will 
commence upon General Plan adoption, will determine which supporting services are most 
appropriate to support the businesses within R&D areas of the County. 
 
Response to Comment 204-11 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 12. 
 
Response to Comment 204-12 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment in support of Policy LU-3n 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 204-13 (GP):  That is the point of the policy, to encourage design 
that avoids breaking up the ridgelines. 
 
Response to Comment 204-14 GP):  The commenter is correct.  The original action to 
create the El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Road Impact Fee (RIF) was approved in 1984.  It 
was extensively modified in 1988 with the approval of the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan. The 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative are corrected accordingly, as shown in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 204-15 GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on funding to mitigate traffic impacts and 
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.  The 
Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives 
contain Implementation Measures (TC-B) requiring the County to revise its traffic impact 



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

 
4.2-389

mitigation fee programs.  The issue raised by the commenter will need to be addressed in 
those revisions.  The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives do not include such an 
implementation measure, but the policy language in them implies revisions to the fee 
programs. 
 
Response to Comment 204-16 (GP):  At the time Table HO-22 was developed, the 
affordable apartment units in El Dorado Hills were still under construction.  Subsequently, 
this table, at the direction of the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development, has been revised to show only those affordable units at risk of being 
converted to market rate units. 
 
Response to Comment 204-17 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the timeframe for nonconversion of apartments to condominiums 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 Board could choose to extend 
this period. It should be noted this policy does not affect the affordability of the units. 
 
Response to Comment 204-18 (GP):  The County is not bound by the private agreements 
between sellers and purchasers of property within the County.  Regardless, staff is aware of 
maximum density provisions within certain CC&Rs but is not familiar with any within the El 
Dorado Hills area with minimum density requirements.  The concerns and opinions 
expressed in the comment regarding infill parcels are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan. 




