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LETTER 253:  TERRY ROSCOE, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
 
Response to Comment 253-1 (GP):  The commenter’s role as a responsible and trustee 
agency is acknowledged.  It is also acknowledged that the comments reflect concerns 
regarding potential resource impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed 
General Plan and EIR, including potential impacts to blue oak woodland, migratory deer, 
and rare Gabbro soil plants. 
 
Response to Comment 253-2 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the vision statement that encourages clustering in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative should also be included in 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. The 
commenter believes that such clustering can offer greater biological benefit than 
application of the Important Biological Corridor overlay. 
 
Response to Comment 253-3 (GP):  A discussion of the differences and similarities of 
the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives is included in Chapter 3 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR.  A discussion of how the Environmentally Constrained Alternative was developed is 
contained on pages 3-53 through 3-61 of the EIR. 
  
Response to Comment 253-4 (GP):  The EIR acknowledges that agriculture, a “medium-
intensity” land use (refer to page 5.12-35 of Volume 2 of the EIR), would contribute to 
significant and unavoidable impacts on biological resources.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) 
has been revised to address conversion of wildlife habitat to agricultural uses.  Refer to 
Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for the text of this mitigation 
measure.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 238-8. 
 
Response to Comment 253-5 (GP):  The scope of agricultural uses allowed on lands 
having the Agricultural Lands designation would be described in the Zoning Ordinance 
under the individual agricultural zone districts.   
 
Response to Comment 253-6 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the Natural Resources 
designation being limited to parcels of 160 acres above the 2,500 foot elevation and 40 
acres at lower elevations is noted for the record.  Regarding the protection of migratory 
deer habitat at lower elevations, most of the important migratory deer habitat in the County 
is designated for at least a 40-acre minimum parcel size. Deer migration corridors were 
considered in establishing the Natural Resources designation (which has a minimum 
parcel size of 40 acres) for each alternative and the –IBC overlay in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative. Please see Response to Comment 299-3 and Appendix E.2 of 
this Response to Comments document. 
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Response to Comment 253-7 (GP):  The staff recognizes the value of allowing transfers 
off of other land use designations and has included a modification to Policy LU-7f in 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 253-8 (GP):  Groundwater in fractured hard rock is discussed on 
pages 5.5-62 through 5.5-65 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The relationship between 
groundwater withdrawals and effects on other wells, surface springs, wetlands, and 
streams is not as predictable as in alluvial situations.  In addition, it is more difficult to 
establish information to predict or quantify such effects because individual wells in a single 
area can have dramatically different yield and depth-to-water characteristics.  As noted on 
page 5.5-70, it is this uncertainty regarding localized groundwater conditions that led to the 
recommendation in the EIR to revise Policy PS-2d to eliminate the requirement for 
development of parcels served by groundwater to demonstrate that “drafting of 
groundwater will not adversely affect the operation of wells on lands in the vicinity of the 
proposed project.”  It is known that most groundwater in the County is found in pockets 
within fractured bedrock, and there may be little connectivity with surface water resources.  
Given this information, no additional conclusions can be drawn with respect to this issue. 
Please also refer to Responses to Comments 281-153 and 281-154. 
 
Response to Comment 253-9 (GP):  Please refer Response to Comment 238-2. 
 
Response to Comment 253-10 (GP):  The commenter correctly states that some projects 
that may be excepted under Policy CO-3c would be subject to CEQA review.  If such 
projects have the potential to affect resources under the jurisdiction of DFG, notification to 
DFG may be required. It is assumed that any potential effects would be mitigated pursuant 
to the results of CEQA analysis and DFG involvement. The policy strikes a balance 
between resource protection and the transportation and recreation needs of the County. 
Regardless of the applicable General Plan policies, such projects remain subject to 
relevant State and federal regulations such as those listed by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 253-11 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the development of 
conservation easements as a means of permanently protecting land for Ecological 
Preserves and other wildlife reserves is noted. Implementation Measure CO-G in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative directs the County to cooperatively develop (with 
DFG and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) a long-term preserve strategy. The County 
anticipates that long-term funding issues not addressed through the current rare plant 
mitigation program will be addressed through this strategic planning process. 
 
Response to Comment 253-12 (GP):  Implementation Measure CO-J of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires preparation and adoption of an Oak 
Woodland Management Plan and proposed Mitigation Measure 5.12.-1(g) in the EIR 
requires development and implementation of an Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.  
Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) proposed for all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives, would require the adoption of a no-net-loss policy and mitigation program for 
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important habitat, including oak woodlands.  The commenter’s suggestion on inclusion of 
snag protection is noted for the record and is an appropriate subject for consideration in 
the development of the Oak Woodland Management Plan and Oak Tree Preservation 
Ordinance.  Please refer also to Master Response 18.  
 
Response to Comment 253-13 (GP):  It is acknowledged that DFG staff has worked with 
PAWTAC in developing biologically sound protection, conservation and restoration 
strategies for oak woodlands in the County and will continue to help coordinate on this 
issue. Continued coordination with DFG is anticipated as the proposed oak woodland and 
oak tree protection measures are implemented. Please also refer to Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 253-14 (GP):  Some agriculture-designated land may be better 
as rangeland than in other forms of agriculture with lower habitat value.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.12-1(e) has been revised to address the impacts of grading for agricultural 
conversion on important habitat.  Please see Response to Comment 238-8. It is 
recognized that reducing habitat fragmentation is important to protect many sensitive 
biological resources including songbirds that are subject to parasitism by brown-headed 
cowbirds.  Several mitigation measures presented in Section 5.12 are intended to reduce 
habitat fragmentation.  While certain agricultural activities may attract brown-headed 
cowbirds, reducing habitat fragmentation is expected to benefit songbirds more than 
placing restriction on livestock feed lots, dairy operation areas, and cattle confinement 
areas.  
 
Response to Comment 253-15 (GP):  Access points to public open space areas will be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis during environmental review completed for each 
project. As part of this process, the Department of Fish and Game would be consulted as a 
responsible or trustee agency, as appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment 253-16 (EIR):  The commenter supports Mitigation Measure 5.1-
3(a) (General Plan conformity review). The comment is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 253-17 (EIR):  A wide range of options for evaluating potential 
impacts were considered, including those noted by the commenter.  Recognizing that there 
are financial and other limitations that restrict the number of ways any one particular 
impact can be analyzed, methods which would determine the impacts accurately given 
data availability and other constraints were selected. An example of analysis by land use 
intensity can be found on pages 5.12-36 through 5.12-38 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 253-18 (EIR):  The staff is aware of the various options for 
comparing existing land use characteristics relative to proposed land use designations and 
has access to the GIS software that could be used to complete such analyses.  When 
appropriate, this software will be used for various land use analysis and planning.  GIS-
based data were used extensively in the draft General Plan alternatives and EIR.  The cost 
of preparing the specific analyses requested is not justified in light of the fact that the 
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information that would be presented is already contained in the EIR. The analysis 
presented in the EIR adequately supports the impact conclusions.   
 
Response to Comment 253-19 (EIR):  The General Plan specifically addresses 
protection of rural areas by limiting or restricting development.  Goal 2.1 in the General 
Plan Land Use Element for the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternative (page 11) 
directs the County to curtail urban/suburban sprawl.  Policy LU-2a  in the General Plan 
Land Use Element for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative (page 25) and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative (page 26) states that Community Region 
boundaries shall not extend beyond those areas needed to accommodate existing and 
anticipated development, as outlined on the General Plan Land Use Diagram.  This policy 
continues that, in order to promote infill within the Community Regions, the expansion of a 
Community Region boundary shall not be approved unless it can be demonstrated, based 
on substantial evidence, that there is insufficient undeveloped land within the Community 
Region to meet the quantity of housing or type of nonresidential land use that would be 
accommodated by the proposed expansion.  Additionally, assignment of higher intensity 
land use designations to Community Regions and Rural Centers would allow for the 
concentration of higher intensity development in those areas. This would further the 
maintenance of the rural nature of the County’s Rural Regions.  Clustering development in 
urban areas can be utilized as a strategy for protecting wildlife habitat in rural areas, 
however it must be recognized where lots can be legally developed.  
 
Response to Comment 253-20 (EIR):  Table 5.12-2 on page 5.12-14 of the EIR has been 
revised.  Please see Chapter 20 of this Response to Comments document.  The status of 
Layne's butterweed is revised to reflect its current federal status as a Threatened species.  
This category has also been added at the end of the table.  This clarification does not alter 
the conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 253-21 (EIR):  The commenter’s support of Mitigation Measure 
5.1-2 is noted. A number of potential landowner incentive programs were explored and it 
was determined that Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 was the only potentially feasible option 
available.  No other feasible options have been presented to the County.  The 
commenter's recommendation that the County develop additional incentive programs is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 253-22 (EIR):  The commenter concurs that residential, timber 
production, mining and mineral extraction, as allowed uses under the NR Land Use 
designation, will create the potential for incompatible land uses.  The EIR explains that by 
buildout, much of the existing habitat at lower elevations could be fragmented or removed 
by urban and agricultural development under each of the alternative.  The comments on 
limiting agricultural expansion on land designated as NR, including the feasibility of such 
action, will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their consideration during deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 253-23 (EIR):  The role of CDFG and other pertinent State 
agencies is summarized on page 5.5-15 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The summary does not 
describe all the responsibilities of CDFG but the descriptions are adequate for the purpose 
of this EIR.  The commenter's clarification of the additional roles is noted.   
 
Response to Comment 253-24 (EIR):  It is acknowledged that the use of drought-
resistant landscaping for new residential and commercial uses as well as landowner 
education regarding drought tolerant landscaping would reduce demands on surface water 
supplies.  Policies designed to conserve water through the use of drought tolerant plant 
species are presented in the Conservation and Protection of Water Resources section of 
the General Plan for each alternative. Further, the County currently requires water 
conserving landscaping for certain types of projects (Resolutions 69-93 and 105-99). The 
recommended mitigation measure referred to by the commenter on page 5.5-48 will 
require that additional steps are taken to conserve water, but also acknowledges that 
substantial conservation measures are already in place.  Although this measure does not 
include specific requirements, it specifies the use of "Best Management Practices" to 
reduce water use, which would include the use of drought tolerant landscaping and other 
methods. 
 
Response to Comment 253-25 (EIR):  Table 5.5-12 (page 5.5-153) of the EIR list 
potential impacts associated with lining canals, ditches, and other waterways; page 5.5-57 
acknowledges that these impacts are the responsibility of EID and other water purveyors.  
Page 5.5-60 lists mitigation to reduce this impact.  Furthermore, the EIR addresses 
potential impacts to riparian and wetland vegetation in Section 5.12.  Mitigation is provided 
in Section 5.12 that would reduce the impacts identified by the commenter, including 
measures that would protect special-status species including the western pond turtle.  
However, impacts to sensitive habitats including riparian and wetland vegetation is 
considered significant and unavoidable.  The EIR concludes that it is not feasible to reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 253-26 (EIR):  Impacts associated with implementation of fire 
safety methods are identified as a potentially significant effect on wildlife habitat on page 
5.12-36 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  It is recognized that clustering development in urban 
areas can be utilized as a strategy for protecting wildlife habitat from vegetation removal 
associated with fire safety and other secondary impacts in rural areas.   It is also 
recognized that legal lots can be developed and that, in fire prone areas, clearing 
vegetation near structures can reduce the risk of property damage.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 253-19.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment are 
noted for the record and forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors for consideration in their deliberations on the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 253-27 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter's position on the need to protect streams, rivers 
and lakes, and other aquatic areas from excessive sedimentation through the regulation of 
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grading are noted for the record. It should be noted that the County currently regulates 
grading through its grading ordinance and pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act 
(NPDES program). Please also see the discussion of sedimentation on pages 5.5-115 
through 5.5-120 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 253-28 (EIR):  On pages 5.12-47 and 5.12-48 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR it is acknowledged that mining is generally not considered compatible with protection 
of wildlife habitat and that it can have long-lasting effects on wildlife populations.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.12-1(c) for the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives would prohibit 
surface mining on land designated as Open Space.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(h) for the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative would remove the Open Space 
designation from the list of land use designations considered compatible with application of 
the Mineral Resource (-MR) overlay.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(m) for the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative would also remove the Open Space designation 
from the list of land use designations considered compatible with application of the Mineral 
Resource (-MR) overlay and would prohibit surface mining on land designated as Open 
Space.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the 
commenter's position limiting the size and cumulative number of ongoing mineral 
extraction projects in the –IBC overlay areas, will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors for consideration in their deliberations on the 
General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 253-29 (EIR):  It is acknowledged that the introduction and 
spread of noxious weeds is a source of habitat degradation.  This impact is noted as a 
potentially significant secondary impact on wildlife habitat on page 5.12-36.  A new policy 
is proposed under Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d) that identifies removal of nonnative plant 
species as a potential restoration and management action associated with an Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan.  A summary of threats to biological resources 
associated with the spread of noxious weeds is also inserted under the heading "County 
Planning Issues" on page 5.12-31 of the EIR.  See Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for these revisions.  
 
Response to Comment 253-30 (EIR):  The commenter's clarification of DFG's current 
trout stocking practices at alpine lakes in El Dorado County is noted for the record. Please 
see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for the proposed text revision 
that clarifies the description of DFG’s program. 
    
Response to Comment 253-31 (EIR):  Because there are no important anadromous (i.e., 
migratory) fish populations in El Dorado County, waterway obstructions are not expected 
to pose serious impediments to migratory species.  Local movement, including movement 
between areas of suitable spawning and foraging habitat, by resident fishes could be 
impeded by these obstructions.  
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Response to Comment 253-32 (EIR):  The discussion of the historical distribution of 
anadromous salmon and steelhead under the "Fisheries" heading on page 5.12-11 is 
revised in this Response to Comments document (see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document). 
 
Response to Comment 253-33 (EIR):  Table 5.12-2 includes 29 special-status plants. 
The federal status of Layne's butterweed has been revised to indicate that it is federally-
listed as threatened.  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-20 and Chapter 2.0. 
 
Response to Comment 253-34 (EIR):  The commenter's clarification of take authorization 
for listed species in conjunction with a Natural Communities Conservation Plan is noted for 
the record. 
 
Response to Comment 253-35 (EIR):  The role of CDFG as a trustee and responsible 
agency is described on page 5.5-15 of the EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
253-23. 
  
Response to Comment 253-36 (EIR):  The commenter's clarification of protected birds 
under the Fish and Game Code is noted.   
 
Response to Comment 253-37 (EIR):  The commenter's clarification of State protection 
of candidate species for listing as threatened or endangered, take under ESA and CESA, 
and the CESA consistency review process is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 253-38 (EIR):  Based on information provided by the commenter, 
the second paragraph under the "California Endangered Species Act" has been revised 
and the text pertaining to State protection of special-status plants has been clarified.  
Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 253-39 (EIR):  The comment, which addresses CDFG regulatory 
authority over rivers, streams, and lakes, is noted for the record. The discussion of this 
authority is included in the EIR (page 5.12-29, Volume 2). 
  
Response to Comment 253-40 (EIR):  The commenter concurs with EIR that loss and 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat as summarized under Impact 5.12-1 is significant and 
unavoidable for all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 253-41 (EIR):  The percentages presented in Table 5.12-4 are 
based on acreage totals calculated by overlaying GIS layers of land use intensity 
groupings (see methodology described on pages 5.12-34 and 5.12-35 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR) on to land-cover data (as described on pages 5.12-1 and 5.12-2 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR).  The land-cover data, which is updated regularly by CDF-FRAP, represents recent if 
not current habitat conditions.  The land use intensity groupings were developed 
independently for the analysis of biological impacts in Section 5.12 of the EIR; they do not 
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directly equate to the density of land uses, as shown in the General Plan land use 
designations. The definitions of the intensity categories are articulated on pages 5.12-34 
and 35 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 253-42 (EIR):  The commenter identifies several sources of 
information that may be useful in future efforts to develop an oak woodland management 
plan.   
 
Response to Comment 253-43 (EIR):  Development of standards at the level of detail 
proposed by the commenter is not feasible as part of the General Plan. Implementation 
Measure CO-K requires development of an implementation ordinance that would address 
the issues raised by the commenter. Please also refer to Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 253-44 (EIR):  If an INRMP is developed, the County will develop 
a program that is consistent with applicable State and federal regulatory requirements 
protecting biological resources (e.g., CEQA, NEPA, CESA, ESA).  Mitigation Measure 
5.12-1(d), which outlines the major components of the INRMP, requires that the INRMP be 
developed with and included informal consultation with local, state, and federal agencies 
having jurisdiction over natural resources in the County.  It is anticipated that this level of 
consultation would ensure consistency with regulatory requirements of applicable State 
and federal agencies.  The County has explored and will continue to explore resource 
planning options including development of a HCP, NCCP, or a combination HCP/NCCP.  
The US Fish and Wildlife Service has suggested that the INRMP could be a key part of an 
HCP (see Comment 238-9). The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, 
representing the commenter's position on the duration of time needed to complete a 
resource management plan and basis for that plan, are noted for the record.   
 
Response to Comment 253-45 (EIR):  The County will continue to use existing data 
sources such as those listed by the commenter and to coordinate with CDFG and USFWS 
on pertinent resource planning efforts. The suggestions regarding the use of specific, 
existing map projections and other applicable elements used in resource planning by 
CDFG and USFWS are noted for the record.  
 
Response to Comment 253-46 (EIR):  The staff concurs with the commenter’s concern 
regarding interim resource protection. Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 253-47 (EIR):  As noted on page 5.12-60 of the EIR, as part of 
the Important Habitat Mitigation Program, the County would adopt standards that ensure a 
reduction in direct and cumulative impacts of proposed development on important habitat 
to less-than-significant levels, in accordance with CEQA thresholds.  The resource 
assessment standards identified by the commenter are routinely used during biological 
assessments currently produced for projects in the County. The commenter’s suggestion 
that the County continue to use such standards is noted for the record. 
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Response to Comment 253-48 (EIR):  State and federal statutory requirements 
protecting biological resources were considered when developing the list of important 
habitat listed on page 5.12-56 under Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d).  The determination of 
the presence of important habitat will be consistent with these requirements.  In addition, 
the County has the option of expanding the definition of important habitats beyond those 
listed on page 5.12-56.  
 
Response to Comment 253-49 (EIR):  The basis for the determination of percent canopy 
refers to a percentage of the parcel acreage.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f), as proposed in 
the DEIR, only applies to parcels with at least 10 percent canopy cover.  The standards 
have been revised to apply to parcels with less than 10 percent cover on parcels greater 
than one acre. For a discussion of this issue, please see Master Response 18.    
 
Woodland replacement as described under Option A on page 5.12-61 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR would not be based solely on acreage affected but would be based on a formula, 
developed by the County, that accounts for the number of trees and acreage affected. The 
EIR does not specify how woodland habitat would be replaced; it would be at the County's 
discretion to require tree planting, preservation of existing woodland by contribution to the 
INRMP, or a combination of both.  It is acknowledged that replacement is not equivalent to 
avoidance, and that temporal loss of functioning and potential failure would reduce the 
efficacy of this form of mitigation.  These shortcomings are discussed in the EIR.  
However, replacement can be a valuable tool as part of an overall woodland protection 
strategy.  The 1:1 replacement ratio under Option A is in addition to canopy retention 
standards that require significant retention of onsite woodland canopy. 
 
The intent of Option B is to require preservation of existing woodlands at a 2:1 ratio where 
retention is not required or feasible.  The measure has been revised to clarify this intent.  
Please see Master Response 18 for additional discussion of issues regarding the oak 
canopy policy.   
 
The primary goal of the INRMP is to preserve and manage important habitat in the County. 
One of the major components of the INRMP listed on page 5.12-58 is habitat acquisition.  
Therefore, although not specified in the EIR, it is anticipated that a large percentage of the 
conservation funds will be allocated for habitat acquisition.  However, as described under 
New Policy 7.4.2.8, the INRMP will have several other components including a habitat 
management component, which will include habitat restoration. 
 
As noted on page 5.12-61, the cost associated with acquisition, management, and of 
habitat protected would be included in the mitigation fee. 
 
Response to Comment 253-50 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 18.  
  
Response to Comment 253-51 (EIR):  Planting 15-gallon oak trees can be successful 
when proper site preparation, planting methods, and maintenance activities are employed.  
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However, it is acknowledged that these considerations will not always be applied and that 
some mortality can be expected.  To provide greater flexibility to the County when 
determining appropriate size of replacement trees the 15-gallon size requirement 
described on page 5.12-62 of the EIR has been deleted.  See Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document for changes.  The comment regarding an oak woodland 
restoration fund is apparently in reference to a fee that could be paid in lieu of planting 
replacement trees in which case the County's INRMP conservation fund could be applied 
to meet goals outlined by the commenter.  While the INRMP conservation fund would help 
to preserve some of the largest and most unfragmented woodlands, it is also important to 
encourage the protection, planting, restoration, and regeneration of native trees in new 
developments and within existing development (Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives, Policy 7.4.4.2).  The Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance as described on page 
5.12-62 of the EIR would help the County meet these objectives.  
 
Response to Comment 253-52 (EIR):  The County will develop specific criteria for 
exemptions from the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance prior to approval of the ordinance.  
Because the County will not begin to draft the ordinance until after the General Plan is 
approved, it is not possible to speculate what exemptions will be included in the approved 
ordinance.  The oak tree ordinance proposal and other mitigation measures related to oak 
tree protection have been developed in part to serve as incentives for landowners to 
maintained existing oaks on their property.  The Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors may consider additional incentive programs for landowners, including the cost 
and feasibility of such programs, during their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 253-53 (EIR):  As used in the EIR, the word “mining” differs from 
“surface mining” in that “mining” could also include subsurface mining.   
 
Response to Comment 253-54 (EIR):  The commenter appears to be referring to Table 
3-4 on page 3-27 in Volume 1 of the EIR. This table and Table 5.12-5 are intended to 
provide two different types of information. The purpose of Table 3-4 does not include 
information on special-status species. 
 
Land use density does not equate to land use intensity as described in Section 5.12.  As 
noted on page 5.12-35 of Volume 2 of the EIR, areas of low intensity land use are 
expected to continue to function as undisturbed habitats. Given this, significant impacts to 
special-status species in jurisdictional low intensity land use areas are not anticipated. 
Please refer also to Response to Comment 253-41. 
 
Low intensity land uses (lands with a designation of NR or OS, page 5.12-35 of Volume 1 
of the EIR) are presumed to be compatible with habitat conservation, and that is why Table 
5.12-5 focuses only on medium and high intensity lands. 
 
Response to Comment 253-55 (EIR):  The staff concurs with the comment. The purpose 
of the paragraph to which the commenter is referring (page 5.12-77 of the EIR) is to 
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describe concerns with General Plan Policy 7.4.1.5 as it relates to protection of special-
status species. Impacts to special-status species are considered significant and 
unavoidable for all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  The revised and new 
policies proposed as mitigation in the EIR would provide substantially more protection for 
threatened and endangered species than that provided by Policy 7.4.1.5. 
 
Response to Comment 253-56 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 253-57 (EIR):  The alternatives analysis consists of four project 
alternatives evaluated at an equal level of detail throughout the EIR; several hundred 
pages of analysis are devoted to each of these alternatives.  These alternatives represent 
a full range of General Plan development scenarios.  Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the EIR 
considers eight additional alternatives, of which two were eliminated from further 
consideration because they were deemed infeasible.  The remaining six alternatives are 
evaluated on an issue-by-issue basis and compared to the No Project Alternative.  
Additionally, a table (Table 6-1) is provided in Volume 2 of the EIR comparing the relative 
level of impact of each of the feasible alternatives (including the four equal-weight General 
Plan alternatives) to the No Project Alternative.  This level of evaluation fully meets 
requirements of CEQA.  The comment does not specifically state why the alternatives are 
not sufficiently described and no further response can, therefore, be provided. 
 
Response to Comment 253-58 (EIR):  The commenter’s agreement with the analysis of 
Alternative #12: Compact Development is noted.  Alternative #12 is consistent with many 
of the concepts of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, but because it would 
cluster development, it would likely result in less environmental impact to biological 
resources than the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the other alternatives.  
Regarding the request to develop a full Land Use Diagram for Alternative #12, the County 
would be required to dedicate substantial additional financial resources toward this task; 
this level of detail is not required for an alternatives analysis in an EIR.  Rather, an EIR is 
required to provide sufficient information to “…allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project” (Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines) and 
the description on page 6-31 of Volume 2 of the EIR allows for the analysis on pages 6-32 
through 6-35, which consider this alternative.  The comments requesting development of a 
land use map based on Alternative #12 are noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 




