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LETTER 208:  SUSAN BRITTING, CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
 
Response to Comment 208-1 (GP/EIR):  Receipt of comments from the California 
Native Plant Society is acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 208-2 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that comparing the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives is 
difficult, 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 208-3 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment requesting that the structure of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative be used in the ultimate 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 208-4 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the vision statement in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative is most closely aligned with that 
envisioned by the commenter, 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 208-5 (GP):  The commenter presents a statement of their 
preferred alternative (a blend of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and 
Alternative 12, the compact development alternative), and appends a list of policies and 
mitigation measures they recommend for inclusion in the adopted alternative.  The opinion 
and proposed policies and mitigation measures expressed in this comment 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 208-6 (EIR):  The County used the most accurate and 
comprehensive source of information available to identify habitat types on the over one 
million acres covered by the General Plan, but because of the difficulty of distinguishing 
riparian habitat using remote-sensing imagery (as described on page 5.12-23 of the EIR), 
the amount of riparian habitat could not be accurately quantified.  Without accurate 
baseline data, attempting to assess potential impacts in more detail would have yielded 
results based largely on speculation.  The DEIR identifies the significant effects on the 
environment including potential effects on riparian and wetland habitat and used the best 
available information to do so.  Additional information would not change the significance of 
this impact or the extent of the mitigation proposed.  A new policy is proposed under 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d) that would include an inventory and mapping of riparian and 
wetland habitat. 
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Response to Comment 208-7 (GP/EIR):  The commenter expresses a concern 
regarding the lack of interim standards pending the development and implementation of 
oak woodland canopy replacement standards and stream setback standards.   As 
discussed in Master Response 18, under Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k), the oak 
canopy “replacement” option allowed under the 1996 General Plan would be eliminated.  
A new option of providing funding for oak woodland preservation under the INRMP would 
be available, but not until the INRMP is developed; in the interim, the canopy retention 
standards would be applied.   With respect to stream setbacks, the mitigation measures 
for Impact 5.12-4 have been revised to include more specific interim setback guidelines.  
Please see Response to Comment 238-2. 
 
Response to Comment 208-8 (EIR):    Please refer to Response to Comment 208-7. 
 
Response to Comment 208-9 (GP/EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 208-10 (GP): Please refer to Master Response 20 regarding the 
Pine Hill Preserve. 
 
Response to Comment 208-11 (EIR):  The opinion expressed by the commenter who is 
in favor of including the –IBC overlay in all General Plan alternatives is noted for the 
record.  The staff concurs with the commenter that land important to maintaining habitat 
connectivity is found outside of the -IBC overlay and that maintaining habitat connections 
across the landscape depends on the preservation of natural habitat in both the areas 
covered by the -IBC overlay and areas covered by adjacent Natural Resources and Open 
Space land use designations. 
 
Response to Comment 208-12 (EIR):  A summary of the Oak Woodland Conservation 
Act is inserted as the fourth paragraph under the heading "Conservation of Oaks and 
Other Hardwoods" on page 5.12-31 in Volume 2 of the EIR.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of 
this Response to Comments document.   
 
Response to Comment 208-13 (EIR):  The summary of State protection for special-
status plant has been clarified in the EIR. The second paragraph on page 5.12-28 under 
the California Endangered Species Act heading is deleted and replaced with a summary 
of the information presented on CDFG's website at www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/ 
species/t_e_spp/nat_plnt_consv.shtml.  These changes do not alter the conclusions 
regarding impact significance or mitigation measures.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 




