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LETTER 247:  THIAA BESAN 
 
Response to Comment 247-1 (GP):  Policy PR-4b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative require the County to 
revise and implement the Bikeway Master Plan and the Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master 
Plan.  Implementation Measure PR-E of these Alternatives requires the plans to be updated 
within three years of General Plan adoption.  Implementation Measure PR-B of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
requires the maintenance and implementation of the El Dorado County River Management 
Plan.  Policies 9.1.2.2 and 9.1.2.9 of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative concern the updating of the Bikeway Master Plan and the Hiking and Equestrian 
Trails Master Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 247-2 (GP):  The Parks Master Plan referred to in the General Plan 
Alternatives and the EIR would only apply to County parks.  As stated in Policy PR-1a of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative and Policy 9.1.1.6 of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative, the primary stated responsibility of the County is for establishment of regional 
park facilities.  Implementation Measure PR-D of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires development of a plan 
to coordinate County park planning efforts with those of other districts.  Objective 9.1.5 of the 
No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative requires coordination of parks 
development with other outside districts within the County. 
 
Response to Comment 247-3 (GP):  Mitigation Measure 5.7.5 (Provide Funding 
Mechanisms for New Park Development) would require several new policies for all General 
Plan Alternatives.  For the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative, policies 
would require developers to provide mechanisms such as homeowners’ associations or 
benefit assessment districts for the ongoing development, operation and maintenance of 
parks facilities and establishment of a countywide development fee program applicable to all 
new development to fund park and recreation improvements (in addition to Quimby Act 
requirements).  For the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, new policies would also require the establishment 
of a countywide development fee program for projects that are subject to the Quimby Act 
and for those that are not (this could potentially include nondiscretionary projects). 
 
Response to Comment 247-4 (GP):  It would be the responsibility of the local recreation 
provider (in this case the Georgetown Divide Recreation District) to investigate potential 
funding sources such as homeowners’ associations or benefit assessment districts or to 
pursue alternative methods such as federal, State or private grants, user fees and private 
contributions of land or funding.  The commenter is directed to the description of the 
functions of the district on page 5.7-67 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 247-5 (GP):  If the new policies requiring establishment of a 
countywide park fee program proposed for all General Plan Alternatives are adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors, implementation programs would be created to ensure that the 
programs are adopted in a timely fashion.  The fees collected would be based on the type 
and scope of development in all areas of the County.  As stated above, the County’s 
primarily responsibility is for the establishment of regional parks facilities.  Districts such as 
the Georgetown Divide Recreation District were created to provide for neighborhood and 
community park needs. 
 
Response to Comment 247-6 (GP): Please refer to Response to Comment 247-5.   
 
Response to Comment 247-7 (EIR):  Each of the sections in the EIR evaluates impacts 
from development of the General Plan alternative land use plans, and this includes 
development of parks.  Impact 5.7-6 examines impacts peculiar to parks.  It is not possible to 
be more specific about the types of adverse impacts on the environment that might result 
from establishment of parks throughout the County because such impacts are site specific.  
As stated in the discussion of Impact 5.7-6, traffic, nighttime lighting, and noise are usually 
identified as specific concerns when parks are developed.  However, individual sites may 
have additional constraints, such as the presence of endangered species, excessive slope, 
or potential to adversely affect water quality of nearby surface waters.  These potential 
impacts would be evaluated for individual park projects through both the environmental 
review process and the compatibility processes required in Mitigation Measures 5.7-6(a) and 
5.7-6(b). 
 
Response to Comment 247-8 (EIR):  The general nature of the mitigation measures, raised 
as a concern by the commenter, relates to the site-specific nature of the required reviews.  
Mitigation Measures 5.7-6(a) and 5.7-6(b) refer back to Mitigation Measures 5.1-3(b) and 
5.1-3(d).  These land use measures place limitations on the locations for parks and 
recreational facilities and require the County to review any proposed site for compatibility 
with surrounding land uses.  These compatibility requirements would be identified during the 
General Plan compatibility review conducted by the Planning Department under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-3(a) for the individual park projects or during review of capital improvement 
plans, as stated in Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d).   




