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LETTER 217:  THOMAS G. MAHACH, EL DORADO COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION 
DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 217-1 (GP):  The land use designation standard tables in the 
referenced General Plan alternatives specify the maximum density and intensity of use 
permissible in each of the General Plan land use designations as required by law.  The 
commenter’s preference that the table also include a minimum density and intensity standard 
is noted and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as 
they deliberate the General Plan.  The adoption of a Zoning Ordinance to implement the 
General Plan will be a separate process with additional opportunities for public participation 
in developing zoning standards to implement the various General Plan policies including land 
use designations. 
 
Response to Comment 217-2 (GP):  This General Plan effort does not address zoning, 
although modifications to zoning will subsequently occur as a part of implementation.  Please 
refer to Master Response 7.  Until a General Plan is adopted; the Board has regained land 
use authority; direction is given regarding update of the Zoning Ordinance; and an update is 
drafted; it is speculative at best to try and project what changes to zoning on individual 
parcels might be considered.   The number of acres in each land use category in each 
alternative is shown in Table 3-4 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 217-3 (GP/EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response to Comment 217-4 (GP):  As noted by the commenter, the County held hearings 
in August 2002 on the draft policies.  The County also held hearings during the comment 
period on both the Draft General Plan and the DEIR.  Both sets of hearings were widely 
noticed.  At both sets of hearings, all individuals wishing to speak were heard, with several 
speakers returning to the podium numerous times to make comments.  There has been full 
compliance with Government Code Section 65033 to date.  Additionally, 12 future hearings 
are planned – please see Response to Comment 67-13.  This Response to Comment 
document contains individual responses to all “parcel-specific requests” submitted during the 
98-day comment period on the Draft General Plan. Additionally, it documents other requests 
received outside of the comment period (see EIR Volume 2 Appendix A). There is no 
evidence to support the claim that the County has failed to hold appropriate public hearings, 
nor is there evidence to support the claim that parcel-specific requests have been ignored.  
Parcel-specific requests are also discussed in Master Response 8.   
 
Response to Comment 217-5 (GP):  Many of the policy options included in the draft 
alternatives were developed based on comments from members of the public during 
testimony to the Board of Supervisors and others were developed by staff in response to 
direction from the Board of Supervisors to develop a range of options for consideration by 
the public and the Board.  Public review of those policies has been ongoing.  Please see 
Response to Comment 67-1 and Master Response 8.  A history of the process of identifying 
General Plan alternatives is provided in Volume 1 of the EIR commencing on page 3-9.  The 
–IBC overlay is a tool proposed as a part of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative that 
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emphasizes the protection of natural resources. The limitation on subdivision in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative is a way to ensure some greater use of parcels that 
could otherwise be split, but still maintain U.S. Highway 50 at six lanes and meet Measure Y 
level-of-service constraints. 
 
Response to Comment 217-6 (GP/EIR):  The Writ of Mandate did not order the County to 
make changes in the text or background information in the 1996 General Plan.  The Writ of 
Mandate directed the County to vacate its approval of that plan because it found that in 
adopting the Plan, the County had not complied properly with CEQA.  The Writ of Mandate 
directed the County to perform additional environmental review in connection with the 1996 
General Plan including consideration of a broader range of alternatives and land use 
projections supported by substantial evidence.  For a broader discussion of the requirements 
of the Writ of Mandate, please see Master Response 3. 
 
The Writ of Mandate and CEQA require the County to conduct an independent evaluation of 
the various project alternatives in light of the information presented in the new environmental 
documentation.  Following that evaluation and after considering public comments and 
evidence submitted by the public, the Board will certify the adequacy of the EIR and select 
from among the General Plan alternatives to adopt a final General Plan.  As part of the 
General Plan adoption, the Board will consider the mitigation measures proposed by the 
EIR.  Based on evidence in the EIR and provided by the public, the Board will make findings 
concerning the feasibility of the measures proposed.  After a final General Plan is adopted, 
the County will prepare a detailed report to the Court documenting the manner in which the 
County has complied with the Writ of Mandate.  Appendix G of the DEIR (revised in this 
Response to Comments document – please see Appendix C.2 of this document) is intended 
to inform the public how the issues raised by the Writ of Mandate are addressed in the EIR.  
Some of the issues raised in the Writ of Mandate cannot be addressed in the EIR and can 
only be addressed at the time the Board makes findings concerning the mitigation measures 
to be adopted.  The information in Appendix G (as revised in Appendix C.2 of this Response 
to Comments document) will be updated and used in the report to the Court after the EIR is 
certified and a General Plan adopted.  The commenter’s opinion that this approach is 
inappropriate and not what the public expected is noted and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations concerning the plan.  
 
Response to Comment 217-7 (GP/EIR):  The Court’s Writ of Mandate is included in full in 
Appendix A of the Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives.  The Court’s initial 
decision, which is the larger document referenced by the commenter was not included due to 
its size and the fact that the Writ of Mandate provides the substantive direction to the County 
as to the specific steps that must be taken prior to adoption of a new General Plan.  
Nonetheless, this document is a public document and copies have been and continue to be 
available through the County Counsel’s office.  A copy of the decision has been scanned and 
posted on the General Plan web site (see Response to 
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Comment 261-15).  The commenter is correct that the Judge did not identify any legal 
inadequacy in the 1996 General Plan itself.  The Court required the County to vacate the 
General Plan because the Court found the County did not have legally adequate 
environmental information concerning the effects of that plan at the time it was adopted and 
the County did not provide sufficient evidence to document its rationale for rejecting policies 
and alternatives that would have lessened the environmental effects of the plan.  Please see 
page 3-7 of Volume 1 of the EIR for additional clarification. 
 
Response to Comment 217-8 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 217-9 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions of the commenter 
regarding the similarity among the project alternatives is noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
regarding the General Plan.   The EIR analyzes four equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
and an additional eight comparative alternatives.  This is fully compliant with the 
requirements of CEQA to evaluate “…a range of reasonable alternatives...” (CCR 
Section15126.2) and the comment does not suggest any feasible alternatives that should 
have been considered.  A summary of the policy differences between the alternatives 
appears:  1) in Chapter 3.0 of Volume 1 of the EIR (Project Description) commencing on 
page 3-23; 2) in the “Summary of Differences between the Equal Weight General Plan 
Alternatives” (April 9, 2003) released with the draft General Plan alternatives and on the 
County website; and 3) in Master Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 217-10 (GP):  Staff disagrees with the comment that the plan 
alternatives are internally inconsistent because different elements focus on different policy 
objectives.  Many of the policy options from which the County must select have competing 
interests, including the trade-offs between fire protection and maintaining natural vegetation 
and a rural landscape.  Policies within the Public Health and Safety Element of each 
alternative provide methods to address the potential for fire hazards while maintaining 
buffers and open space regions.  These policies have been expanded and otherwise 
modified based on the recommendations of the El Dorado County Fire Safe Council in 
Comment Letter 265, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document.  
 
Response to Comment 217-11 (GP):  As concluded on page 7-2 of Volume 2 of the EIR, a 
General Plan EIR is cumulative by nature in that it takes into account impacts throughout the 
entire county. Section 7.1 of the EIR addresses regional cumulative impacts, beyond those 
identified in Chapter 5.0 of the EIR. The comment is taken out of context from the analysis 
on page 7-12 of regional human health and safety issues. Impact 5.8-10 concludes that fire 
hazard is a significant unavoidable issue countywide. 
 
Response to Comment 217-12 (EIR):  Estimated labor needs and costs for implementation 
of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives are provided in Appendix B of this 
Response to Comment document.  Please also refer to Master Responses 5 and 6. 
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Response to Comment 217-13 (GP):  The commenter is correct that no such analysis has 
been prepared.  A study to analyze the potential effects of the proposed policies, both in 
terms of enhancing and detracting from property values is beyond the scope of the planning 
process. 
 
Response to Comment 217-14 (GP):  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative both reduce the potential densities of 
undeveloped lands throughout the County, in differing ways and for different reasons.  The 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative Land Use Diagram directs anticipated growth into 
areas most capable of supporting new residential development, based on access, availability 
of public services and physical constraints.  Greater limitations were developed in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative by limiting the total number of new units 
that could be created on any existing parcel to four or fewer, regardless of location.  The 
creation of these alternatives, and the methodology used in doing so, was based on direction 
from the Board of Supervisors. 
 
The assertion that promoting development in regions in need of infrastructure improvements 
would result in those improvements being completed (road widening, development of water 
supplies, etc.) has not been proven in the past.  Furthermore, it is arguable whether the land 
use patterns that exist in the County today would facilitate such large scale improvements 
when most of the development would most likely occur on an incremental basis, and the 
economies of scale are insufficient to support the needed infrastructure.  The development in 
those areas are just as likely to worsen the fire hazard by placing more people in harm’s way 
without the needed infrastructure to provide for emergency ingress and egress, water 
supplies for fire fighting capabilities, etc. and increasing the risks from greater numbers of 
people in the wildlands interface zone, with more likelihood of fires starting by debris burning, 
power equipment, and other accidents. Policies HS-2d and HS-3a direct the County to work 
with the appropriate agencies to develop fire safe plans and fuel reduction programs. 
 
Response to Comment 217-15 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 9.  The case 
referenced by the commenter does not change the legal principles described in this Master 
Response. 
 
Response to Comment 217-16 (EIR):  Impact 5.5-1 (beginning on page 5.5-31 of Volume 1 
of the EIR) identifies the potential for surface water shortages as a result of increased water 
demand under the General Plan development scenarios, and mitigation measures are 
provided to reduce this impact, although not to a less-than-significant level. Agricultural water 
demand is primarily served by groundwater wells at the present time, and Impact 5.5-3 
(beginning on page 5.5-61) identifies the potential for increases in groundwater demand as 
well, with partial mitigation identified. 
 
Response to Comment 217-17 (GP):  Although not stated as policy, it is in fact the 
responsibility of the agency or property owner managing the open space preserve or 
conservation easement.  For example, BLM has worked closely with CDF to reduce the fuel 
buildup and fire hazard along the perimeter of the Pine Hill Preserve unit adjacent to 
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Cameron Park.  This will result in costs for the agencies responsible for management, as 
suggested by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 217-18 (GP/EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 217-7. 
 
Response to Comment 217-19 (GP/EIR):  The County is tasked with adopting a legally 
adequate General Plan that is responsive to the needs of the citizens of the El Dorado 
County.  The commenter may be referring to discussions that have occurred from time to 
time regarding how “good” the General Plan can be, beyond meeting the requirements of 
adequacy, given the legal, financial, and time constraints the County faces.  There has been 
discussion and debate regarding whether or not it is feasible or even possible to adopt a 
“perfect” General Plan.  The Project Manager has advocated recognition of the fact that 
there are indeed constraints on this process, and that there is nothing to preclude the Board 
from making further improvement to the General Plan over time, after a Plan is adopted and 
in place, and the Writ of Mandate is lifted. It is not possible to predict the cost or nature of 
subsequent General Plan amendments without adoption of a General Plan and further 
direction from the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 217-20 (GP):  At the point in which the Board of Supervisors makes 
a final decision regarding adoption of a General Plan for the County, all of the alternatives 
will have been through required public, legal, and CEQA review. A Zoning Ordinance update 
will be necessary with any alternative chosen. The commenter’s recommendations and 
opinions regarding expenditures of funds for the General Plan process, and in support of the 
1996 General Plan Alternative, are noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General 
Plan. The Findings of Fact the Board is required to adopt in conjunction with certification of 
the EIR and adoption of a General Plan will provide the best documentation of the Board’s 
reasoning for their decision (please refer to Master Response 6).  Estimated costs to 
implement the various General Plan alternatives have been provided in Appendix B of this 
Response to Comment document.  Costs will vary depending on what mitigation measures 
are accepted by the Board and other decisions made during the adoption process. Estimated 
costs of future litigation are not known at this time, as there is no way to predict the focus of 
any such litigation or the effort that may be needed to provide a defense. 




