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LETTER 261:  DAMON POLK, ET AL THE EL DORADO BUSINESS ALLIANCE 
 
Response to Comment 261-1 (GP):  The commenter expresses support for the 1996 
General Plan Alternative. This is noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the 
General Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 261-2 (GP):  The efforts of this and all the commenters are 
appreciated.  All comments received during the comment period have received individual 
responses in this document. 
 
Response to Comment 261-3 (GP):  The comment documents how the Letter is 
organized.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 261-4 (GP):  The six member organizations are noted.  No 
response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 261-5 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 261-1 and 
261-4. 
 
Response to Comment 261-6 (GP):  The comment provides a comprehensive summary 
of why the 1996 General Plan Alternative is supported by the Business Alliance.  This is 
noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General Plan.   
 
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 refer to Master Response 8 regarding public review of the alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-7 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to the mixing of 
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.  Please refer to 
Master Response 8.  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General Plan Alternative is 
noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-8 (GP):  Please refer to 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.   
 
Response to Comment 261-9 (GP):  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
regarding the General Plan. Please refer also to Master Response 8 regarding public 
involvement during preparation of the General Plan alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 261-10 (GP):  The comment in opposition to the examination of 
all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives and in favor of one “preferred” 
alternative is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General Plan.  Please refer also 
to Master Responses 2 and 4. 
 
Response to Comment 261-11 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 4.  Analysis of 
the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives was discussed before the Board of 
Supervisors on June 25, 2002 with the first report of the then-new General Plan Project 
Manager.  It was subsequently discussed in reports to the Board provided on July 16, 
2002, October 22, 2002, January 28, 2003, March 25, 2003, April 29, 2003, and May 20, 
2003.  There is no record of any comments received at these meetings from any party 
opposed to the approach of undertaking more comprehensive analysis of the various 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-12 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 261-13 (GP):  The commenter’s support for adopting the General 
Plan and the reliance on such adoption to procure water supplies is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 261-14 (GP):  Please see Master Response 11.  In addition, the 
commenter’s request that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors consider the 
possible incorporation of El Dorado Hills to “ensure that incorporation can be accomplished 
in a reasonable manner without major future revisions to the General Plan” has been noted 
and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers. 
 
Response to Comment 261-15 (GP):  The staff does not concur that there has been any 
deprivation to the public by not making the Writ of Mandate available electronically. Paper 
copies have been available upon request. The staff agrees that this would be a 
convenience that is merited.  Therefore, the Writ of Mandate has been scanned and is 
available on the County’s website as of November 1, 2003. Please refer also to Response 
to Comment 217-7. 
 
Response to Comment 261-16 (GP):  This comment introduces the rest of the 
commenter’s letter. Further response is not necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 261-17 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative based on how it addresses Community Regions and Rural Centers is 
noted. The Community Regions and Rural Centers shown on the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives Land Use Diagrams also 
feature historic communities. The identification of Community Regions and Rural Centers 
in the General Plan alternatives serves to identify those areas where the staff believes 
specific land use policies should apply (or not apply). There are no General Plan policies 
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that would preclude historic communities not identified as Community Regions or Rural 
Centers from retaining a sense of identity. 
 
The list of Community Regions in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
differs from the list in the 1996 General Plan Alternative in only one way: the Tahoe Basin 
Community Regions were eliminated because the entire basin is identified as Adopted 
Plan in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, thus negating the need to 
identify specific communities. The list of Rural Centers in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative differs in that it includes three communities that were not identified 
in the 1996 General Plan Alternative (Camino Heights, Omo Ranch and Sierra Springs) 
and excludes one community, Nashville (Nashville was eliminated because, after 
application of Policy LU-1b, there were no parcels having densities allowed in Rural 
Centers). The size of Community Regions and Rural Centers in the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative differ from those in the 1996 General Plan Alternative due to 
the proposed changes in land use patterns and accompanying allowable land use 
designations within Community Regions and Rural Centers. 
 
One of the intents of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative is to reduce density in 
the more rural areas and to concentrate development in existing, larger community areas 
while maintaining adequate community separation. Accordingly, the list of Community 
Regions in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative is smaller than both the 1996 
General Plan Alternative and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, including 
only those communities that currently have the most extensive infrastructure. Two 
communities that are considered Community Regions in the 1996 General Plan and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, Camino/Pollock Pines and 
Georgetown, are considered Rural Centers in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
because infrastructure is currently at levels below that of the identified Community Regions 
(e.g., public sewer service is not available). The list of Rural Centers in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative is also smaller with the intent of limiting expansion 
of more intensive residential development in some of the more rural areas of the County. 
As noted, the staff recognizes that there may indeed be historic communities in some 
areas where Rural Centers are not identified. However, in keeping with the intent of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, the staff did not identify extensive or numerous 
areas for future high intensity development associated with those historic communities. 
 
Response to Comment 261-18 (GP):  Policy LU-1a of the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives directs new medium-density, 
multifamily, commercial and industrial development to the Community Regions and Rural 
Centers, and is intended to limit that type of development outside of those areas.  It does 
not prohibit all commercial development in the Rural Regions.  Nothing in this policy 
precludes appropriate support services for agriculture and forestry, as provided in the 
Ranch Marketing Ordinance and TPZ zone.  The policy has been revised, however, to 
more clearly articulate the intent, which was to direct higher intensity development to 
Community Regions and Rural Centers and prohibit the stated land use designations 
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(emphasis added) in the Rural Regions.  Revised policy text is contained in Chapter 5.0 of 
this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 261-19 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-20 (GP):  Although the 1996 General Plan Alternative 
contains policies related to Planned Communities, there are no longer any lands within the 
County so designated.  The reason for this is that of the three specific development 
proposals that were identified in the final version of the 1996 General Plan (Carson Creek, 
The Promontory, and Pilot Hill Ranch), two have been approved and are now designated 
AP, Adopted Plan, and the third has been abandoned due to irresolvable issues (the 
property subsequently sold).  A fourth planned community designation was applied as an 
overlay to the Missouri Flat area.  That designation is no longer necessary due to the 
adoption of the Master Circulation and Financing Plan by the Board of Supervisors.  The 
policies relating to planned communities were inadvertently retained in the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives (Objective 2.1.4 and the policies under that Objective and 
Policy 2.2.2.6) and have been removed as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment regarding the maintenance of 
planning flexibility are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  It should 
be noted, however, that all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives encourage 
and provide for the utilization of planned developments, clustering, and mixed uses, and 
contain policies promoting tourism. 
 
Response to Comment 261-21 (GP):  The commenters’ support of the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative Circulation Element 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 261-22 (GP):  The commenters’ preference for the Circulation 
Plan included in 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. The General Plan Alternative documents and the EIR provide for 
circulation systems that are compatible with the proposed land uses associated with each 
alternative. In some cases, traffic impacts are significant and unavoidable. This is true of 
all the alternatives, including the 1996 General Plan Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 261-23 (GP):  The County has not adopted a single set of 
circulation goals and objectives. Rather, each of the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives has Circulation Element goals and policies. Many of the same policies occur in 
each alternative (e.g., the Measure Y policies, the limited number of roads allowed to 
operate at LOS F), but there are some fundamental differences in the policy sets as well. 
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As noted by the commenter, one such difference is in the timing of roadway infrastructure 
improvements required as a result of new development. While all of the alternatives 
require the funding of such improvements concurrent with growth, the required timing of 
actual infrastructure installation differs. Under the 1996 General Plan and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives, actual construction does not have to occur before construction of 
the development project that is resulting in the need for the improvement (under the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, building permits for development 
projects cannot be issued until the infrastructure improvement is in place).   
 
Response to Comment 261-24 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative is premised on a County position that U.S. Highway 50 should remain at six-
lanes, however Caltrans ultimately controls this facility.  Goal TC-0 and Policy TC-Oa 
recognize U.S. Highway 50 is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and that the County cannot 
limit the expansion of the Highway if Caltrans should undertake to widen it beyond the six 
lanes. 
 
The commenter is correct that limiting U.S. Highway 50 to only six lanes will increase 
congestion and delays.  This was identified in the EIR as a significant impact – Impact 5.4-
1.  Also, please refer to Responses to Comments 97-2 and 97-7. 
 
Response to Comment 261-25 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives do not restrict roadway improvements. Please 
refer to Response to Comment 261-22. Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative, U.S. Highway 50 is assumed to remain at six-lanes, however Caltrans 
ultimately controls this facility (please refer to Response to Comment 261-24).  All the 
General Plan alternatives address the need to make road safety improvements in those 
locations needing such improvements. 
 
Additionally, all the General Plan alternatives call for revisions to the County’s Design and 
Improvements Manual and Standard Plans and enforcement of revised roadway 
standards, including those related to roadway safety. Please see Implementation Measure 
TC-C in the Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternatives. It is also implied in the policies of the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives under Objective 3.1.2 and Policy 3.1.2.1. 
 
Response to Comment 261-26 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives include a policy that directs the “fair” distribution 
of housing to serve all income groups throughout the County.  Ultimately what is 
determined to be “fair” may not necessarily be “equal”.  All four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives contain approximately the same forecasted housing levels in the western 
portion of the County for 2025. This fact is recognized, however, additional housing for all 
income groups may be constructed in other areas. Please refer also to Response to 
Comment 261-33. 
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Response to Comment 261-27 (GP):  The staff is aware that “latent demand” is a locally-
defined term. The range of definitions is addressed in the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives (e.g., compare Policy TC-1i in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives). Ultimately, a decision regarding the General 
Plan will resolve this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 261-28 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on “latent demand” issues 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.  However, the commenter makes several statements regarding project 
staging, increased costs, and damage to the environment.  These statements may be true 
or not, but the documentation supporting the commenter’s conclusions has not been 
provided. 
 
Response to Comment 261-29 (GP):  There is no evidence that restrictions on ridgeline 
development will adversely affect agriculture and/or the provision of housing. Development 
may still occur on hillsides as long as potential impacts are fully mitigated. Agricultural 
lands are protected for future agricultural use through application of Agricultural Districts or 
the Agricultural land use designation. The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the prohibition of ridgeline development and potential effects upon 
agricultural lands and housing needs 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 261-30 (GP):  It was not the intent, nor is there specific language 
in either the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative or the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative to suggest that mass transit can or will provide a near-term 
solution to the County’s transportation needs.  Mass transit is only one part of a fully 
integrated transportation system for the County.  The automobile is anticipated to be the 
transportation mode of choice for the near-term and likely for the life of the General Plan.  
However, the concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the 
commenter’s position on mass transit discussions and policies in these two alternatives, 
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 261-31 (GP): The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as it relates to supporting homes for families is noted, as is the 
commenter’s opposition to the No Project, Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus", and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. This view will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations.  
 
The draft Housing Element contains a number of measures that address the issue of fee 
requirements and the construction of affordable housing. Fee deferral and/or fee waivers 
for such development are included in Measures HO-E, HO-I, and HO-O. Additionally, a 
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number of measures address streamlining current processes or propose actions that could 
change or relax development standards, which could result in cost savings to developers 
of affordable housing. Please review Policies HO-1j, HO-1p, HO-1q, HO-1r, and HO-1t and 
Measures HO-G, HO-J, HO-K, HO-M, HO-N, HO-R, HO-U, and HO-V. 
 
Response to Comment 261-32 (GP): Please refer to Responses to Comments 251-5 and 
251-10. The commenter’s opposition to inclusionary housing requirements is noted for the 
record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
during General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 261-33 (GP): Many types of housing can be constructed in the 
Rural Regions, including housing that is affordable to very low, lower, and moderate 
income families. Consistent with the Land Use designations and policies in the Land Use 
Element, densities would by necessity be lower in the Rural Regions. Lower density, 
however, does not mean that housing affordable to very low, lower, and moderate income 
families cannot be constructed in the County’s more rural areas. 
 
Policy LU-8b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives includes the words “fairly distributed throughout El Dorado 
County” [emphasis added] in recognition that some areas of the County are more suitable 
for the construction of housing. For example, the staff recognizes the challenges of 
constructing substantial amounts of any type of housing in the upper American River 
Canyon area (e.g., Kyburz, Phillips) and would not encourage rates of housing 
development that may be similar to those in more populated and accessible areas.  
 
Response to Comment 261-34 (GP): The commenter’s opinion regarding the potential 
effect of land use overlays on the goals of the Housing Element is noted for the record and 
will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General 
Plan deliberations. It should be noted that the land inventory included in the draft Housing 
Element was based on current zoning. The Housing Element recognizes that the 
document must be updated subsequent to General Plan adoption and revision of the 
Zoning Ordinance in order to maintain consistency. Any potential inconsistencies 
associated with land use overlays will be reviewed and addressed as appropriate at that 
time. 
 
Response to Comment 261-35 (GP): Please refer to Response to Comment 251-1. 
 
Response to Comment 261-36 (GP): Please refer to Response to Comment 251-1. The 
commenter’s opinion that the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives would severely impair the County’s ability to meet State and 
federal housing requirements is noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 
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Response to Comment 261-37 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to the acquisition of water rights is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-38 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to infrastructure planning for water, power, waste management, 
and communications is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-39 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative as related to the provision of public services and utilities in the County’s rural 
areas is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-40 (GP): The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to the Public Health, Safety, and Noise Element is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-41 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to nonjurisdictional lands is noted. Please note that the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives 
recognize nonjurisdictional lands but do not show them on the Land Use Diagram. Please 
see page 3-35 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 261-42 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to protection for rare and endangered plants is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-43 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to conservation and open space and the preservation of 
property rights is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-44 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to geologic features is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-45 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative as related to the economic impacts of Natural Resources, Agricultural, and 
Biological Corridors is noted. Please refer also to Master Response 8 regarding the 
development of General Plan alternatives, including the boundaries of Community Regions 
and Rural Centers. 
 
Response to Comment 261-46 (GP):  Land use designations shown on the Land Use 
Diagrams for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives are based on the overall focus of those alternatives. Please refer also to 
Master Response 8. In addition to the public hearings and meetings that have already 
been held, there are 12 public hearings planned prior to adoption of the General Plan.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 67-13. 
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Response to Comment 261-47 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to the separate and distinct industries of agriculture and forestry 
is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-48 (GP): All four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives employ overlay designations that can affect development.  These include 
Ecological Preserve (-EP); Agricultural District (-A) (No Project, 1996 General Plan, and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives only); and Mineral Resources (-MR).  
The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives also include the Non-Jurisdictional (-
NJ) and Platted Lands (-PL) overlays.  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative also 
contains the Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay and, instead of the Agricultural 
District, utilizes an Agricultural Lands designation to identify and protect lands most 
suitable for agricultural production.  Acreages contained in the overlays vary between 
alternatives, but conditions or restrictions on development are contained within the policies 
of all of the alternatives. 
 
The commenter is correct in that GIS-based data are utilized to identify agricultural soils, 
rare plant habitat, and areas containing state-designated important mineral resources.  
These data were derived from known sources, such as the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and State Department of Conservation.  
 
The Agricultural District and Agricultural Lands designation are intended not only to identify 
those lands currently under production, but also those that contain choice agricultural soils 
as defined in the Agriculture and Forestry Element of each alternative; are currently 
included in a Williamson Act Contract; and are currently or historically have been utilized 
primarily for grazing.  The fact that water may not be currently available does not preclude 
the possibility of agricultural production in the future. Through the use of the Agricultural 
District overlay or Agricultural Lands designation, those areas most suitable for agricultural 
production are identified. This does not mean that the lands cannot be used. 
 
Response to Comment 261-49 (GP):  It is recognized that the federal government has 
jurisdiction over National Forest lands. Please see page 5.1-4 of Volume 1 of the EIR. The 
commenter’s opposition to the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative as related to regulation of use of lands in and 
adjacent to National Forests is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-50 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to the acquisition and development of new parks and recreation 
facilities is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-51 (GP):  This comment summarizes policies of the 1996 
General Plan related to the fairgrounds.  No response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment 261-52 (GP):  This comment summarizes the position of the 1996 
General Plan Alternative on recreational tourism.  No response is necessary. Please note 
that the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives also address tourism in the Economic Development Element and the Parks 
and Recreation Element. 
 
Response to Comment 261-53 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives do not restrict current use of recreational land. 
Both alternatives contain policies focused on increasing and enhancing recreational 
opportunities. The commenter’s concern regarding treatment of recreational land in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-54 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns regarding funding for 
trails and bikeways in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative are noted. Please note that the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives also include requirements for the funding of new trails and 
recreational facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 261-55 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related economic development and land use authority is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-56 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to economic development is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-57 (GP):  The Economic Development Element of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives was 
developed in coordination with the County’s Economic Development Office. The 
commenter’s concerns and opinions regarding goals and policies in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative are 
noted.  The draft Implementation Plans for all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives are provided in Appendix B of this Response to Comments document.  The 
prioritization of implementation tasks is entirely within the discretion of the Board of 
Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 261-58 (GP):  The commenter’s opinion that the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative acknowledges the importance of utilizing local business expertise is noted. 
The staff concurs that public/private partnerships are important to economic development. 
Implementation of policies and measures in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives will also require such partnerships. 
 
Response to Comment 261-59 (GP):  The County currently has an Office of Economic 
Development. Currently, that office is staffed by one individual, as referenced by the 
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commenter. The commenter’s support for a fully staffed and funded economic 
development department is noted.   
 
Response to Comment 261-60 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as related to Lake Tahoe is noted.  The Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative do address Lake 
Tahoe through the Land Use Element.  Please see page 3-17 of Volume 1 of the EIR and 
the Land Use Elements of those two alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-61 (GP):  The Housing Element in each of the General Plan 
alternatives notes that fees imposed by the County and other public agencies can operate 
as a constraint to housing development in the County.  Many of the fees contributing to the 
overall fee requirements in the County are administered by agencies other than the 
County.  With respect to County-imposed fees, the General Plan proposes developing a 
fee waiver or reduction ordinance for residential development projects meeting certain 
affordability requirements. 
 
Table HO-27 in each of the General Plan alternatives lists existing development-related 
fees in the County.  None of these fees exceeds the cost of providing the service or 
mitigation program for which the fee is charged.  The commenter identifies specific fees 
that have been proposed to help mitigate the impacts associated with new growth.  These 
fees would also operate as a constraint on at least some types of housing as identified in 
the Housing Element.  For each fee, the Board of Supervisors will need to weigh the need 
for the program that would be funded by the fee as well as the cost of the program.  
 
The EIR proposes funding various mitigation programs by requiring payment of fees based 
on a theory that new development should be required to pay for the costs of the programs 
required to mitigate the impacts of that development.  If the County determines that these 
costs should not be borne by new development, the Board could elect to fund some or all 
of the programs through tax revenues, special assessments, or other funding mechanisms.  
In some cases, the Board may decide that a particular program is not feasible due to 
factors such as costs required to implement the program and/or the degree of benefit that 
the program would provide.  CEQA does not require a analysis of the economic impact of 
development fees but the Board will consider all evidence that is submitted to it in that 
regard.  
 
The rationale for the fee programs referenced by this comment is discussed in Response 
to Comment 296-17. 
 
Response to Comment 261-62 (GP):  In each instance where a new fee is proposed, 
there would need to be a follow-up process of analyzing the cost of providing the service 
and examining the implications of adopting such a fee.  The fee itself would have to be 
established by resolution or ordinance.  This required process will ensure that the public 
has a chance to address each fee separately and participate in public hearings on the fee.  
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Response to Comment 261-63 (GP):  It is not accurate to state that the cost of 
implementation of the General Plan has been “ignored”.  Rather, the documents released 
to date have not addressed it.  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 Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 261-64 (GP):  The commenter’s strong opposition to 
discretionary building permits is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-65 (GP):  Table 3-5 in Volume 1 of the EIR compares the 
distribution of land use designation by market area and by alternative.  It shows that there 
is a total of 49,161 acres of land with the Agricultural District overlay in the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives and 49,511 acres in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative.  The main difference is the reduction in the size of some of the Rural 
Centers and Community Regions with a resultant increase where those boundaries abut 
the Agricultural Districts.  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative utilizes an 
Agricultural land use designation in lieu of the Agricultural District.  The total acreage under 
the Agricultural designation is 59,344. 
 
The methodology used for designating land Agricultural was identifying those parcels that 
met one of the following criteria:  1) lands with more than 50 percent of the soil type being 
classified as “choice” as defined in the Agricultural Element of each alternative; 2) lands 
under active Williamson Act contract; and 3) lands under production as identified by the 
Agricultural Department.  Individual parcels that did not meet the criteria but were 
surrounded by those that did were included in the Agricultural designation to make 
cohesive boundaries, as some isolated parcels that met the criteria but were surrounded 
by higher intensity uses were given other land use designations. 
 
A comment on page 5.2-27 of Volume 1 of the EIR indicated there is an effort to expand 
the Agricultural Districts.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment regarding 
the potential effects of expansion of the Agricultural Districts 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 261-66 (GP):  The definition of Community Region, Rural Center, 
and Rural Region are identical for each alternative (see page 3-18 of Volume 1 of the EIR).  
The boundaries of these areas do indeed vary among the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives and that is described commencing on page 3-36 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The 
Planning staff determined the boundaries of these areas in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, based on 
the overall focus of those two plans. 
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The point of the last sentence of this comment regarding public disclosure and the various 
General Plan Land Use Diagrams is unclear.  The General Plan (including all the Land 
Use Diagrams) has been made available in hard copy (for purchase or review), in the 
libraries, electronically, on the Internet.  Public noticing has been extensive including both 
mailed and e-mailed notices.  Media coverage has been extensive.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 67-13 and Master Response 8. 
 
The General Plan Land Use Diagrams are available in reduced scale in the documents, 
and large-scale for separate purchase.  They are available electronically and on the 
internet as well, including an interactive link that allows someone to enter a parcel number 
and retrieve the land use designation for that parcel under any of the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-67 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 217-2 and 
Master Response 8, which describes development of the alternatives. Planning staff 
developed the Land Use Diagrams based on the overall goals of each alternative as well 
as input received at public workshops and hearings. 
 
Response to Comment 261-68 (GP):  The numbers quoted by the commenter are slightly 
off.  Please see Table 3-2 on page 3-24 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  Items #1 and 2 of the 
comment are addressed on the Land Use Diagrams for each alternative, which identify 
proposed land uses for each.  The employment projections are based on the land use 
projections developed for the General Plan.  This is further explained in Chapter 4.0 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR and in the EPS studies (Appendix B of Volume 3 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 261-69 (GP):  The commenter’s position in favor of “flexible” 
zoning is noted.  All four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives provide for mixed 
uses.  Applicable provisions are Policies LU-3a, LU-3h, HO-1h and Implementation 
Measure LU-A in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives, and Policies 2.1.1.3, 2.1.2.5, and HO-1h in the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives.  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-32. 
 
Response to Comment 261-70 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on bicycle paths 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. Bicycle and pedestrian use 
constitute 2.5 percent of daily trips from home (2000 Census). Although this may be lower 
than more urbanized jurisdictions, it is still necessary to plan for this mode of travel. 
 
Response to Comment 261-71 (GP):  Hiking and equestrian trails are addressed in the 
Parks and Recreation Element of each alternative. Please refer to Objective 9.1.2 of the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and Goal PR-3 of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. The 
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Circulation Elements focus on nonmotorized transportation routes, which may also be 
used for recreation. 
 
Response to Comment 261-72 (GP):  Technology such as electric and low-emission 
vehicles can contribute to the State’s goals of improving air quality. The concerns and 
opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s position on electric 
vehicles 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 EIR proposed modifications to this approach, calling for the encouragement of 
alternative fuel vehicles (see pages 5.11-26 through 5.11-38 of Volume 2). Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 150-17. 
 
Response to Comment 261-73 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 15. The concerns 
and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s position on time 
horizon issues for the Measure Y policies 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. 
 
Response to Comment 261-74 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-9. It 
should be noted that funding information and sources are not normally included in a 
General Plan document because they rarely remain static for the life of the document. 
 
Response to Comment 261-75 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-11. 
 
Response to Comment 261-76 (GP): Please refer to Response to Comment 251-1. 
 
Response to Comment 261-77 (GP): The Land Use Element of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives include an 
implementation measure directing the County to develop a transfer of development rights 
ordinance, as suggested by the commenter. Please see Measure LU-I of those 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-78 (GP): The Housing Element contains a discussion of 
fees, which would include fees required to mitigate project impacts, as required by the 
Measure Y policies. Please refer also to Response to Comment 94-16. 
 
Response to Comment 261-79 (GP): The Housing Element does not include a specific 
analysis of the “move up” market or on the effect of building and development fees on 
those individuals that own undeveloped property in the County.  The Housing Element 
recognizes that the fees associated with new housing construction are a significant 
challenge for builders. It should be noted that many of the required fees are not under the 
control of the County. Please refer to Response to Comment 94-15. 
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Response to Comment 261-80 (GP): The commenter’s assumption that 67 percent of all 
housing will require subsidies is incorrect.  It appears that the commenter believes that any 
very low, lower, or moderate income housing cannot and/or will not be constructed without 
subsidies and that the Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) allocation assigned to El 
Dorado County requires the actual construction of units as outlined in Housing Element 
Table HO-1. While developers often rely on subsidies to construct affordable housing, 
subsidies may not be necessary if, for example, a jurisdiction has other incentives 
available (such as density bonuses).  
 
The RHNP allocation represents a five-year target for construction by income (affordability) 
category in the unincorporated areas of the County. While the County must develop a plan 
to achieve the target (the Housing Element), it is not obligated to actually construct every 
unit included in the allocation.  
 
The possible effects of “subsidized” housing development associated with implementation 
of the proposed Housing Element programs, on overall housing affordability, is not known.  
Much of the outcome will depend upon how the programs are developed and how 
successful they are.  
 
The Planning Department has, in the past, waived some fees. The experience of that 
department has been that the amount waived was such a small amount of the total fees 
collected annually that the “difference” was negligible. However, if developers substantially 
increase the use of fee waivers/deferrals, a strategy to recover those fees those fees will 
be necessary to protect the General Fund. These details can be worked into the Housing 
Element programs as they are developed. 
 
Response to Comment 261-81 (GP): As noted in Response to Comment 261-79, it is 
recognized that the fees associated with new housing construction are a significant 
challenge for builders. Please refer to the “Development Processing Procedures, Fees, 
and Improvement Requirements” discussion in the draft Housing Element and to proposed 
revisions to that discussion included in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comment 
document.   Please also refer to Response to Comment 94-15. 
 
The County has not conducted studies on the number of mobile and modular homes 
present countywide in comparison to other counties. Manufactured homes have historically 
been one means of providing affordable housing in the County and nationwide.  There is 
nothing about the County’s policy framework for manufactured homes that would cause 
the County to differ from other similar areas in this regard.   The County has not conducted 
detailed studies regarding the relationship of fee increases and housing type construction.  
 
Response to Comment 261-82 (GP): The commenter does not explain the basis for his 
conclusion that the Housing Element creates two classes of property owners. The Housing 
Element provides a broad range of policies and programs in the form of mandates and 
incentives to meet the housing needs of all economic segments of the County’s population.  



 

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

 
4.2-541

 
Response to Comment 261-83 (GP):  Between 1990 and 2001, the County issued an 
average of 59 temporary mobile home permits (also called “hardship” mobile home 
permits). The yearly number has not changed dramatically over that period (the year with 
the highest number—80—was 1991 and the year with the lowest number—47—was 
1996). Temporary mobile homes do not require a building permit and are not considered 
permanent residences. Accordingly, they are not considered in analyses that project future 
permanent residences. 
 
Response to Comment 261-84 (GP): The County’s Housing Element will not  be certified 
by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) before the 
December 31, 2003, deadline for State housing law compliance. As the commenter points 
out, there is a schedule discrepancy in the State requirement and the current projections 
for General Plan adoption. Because the County cannot adopt a Housing Element separate 
from the remainder of the General Plan, it must delay completion of the state-mandated 
certification process. HCD is aware of the County’s dilemma and the County understands 
that the delay may result in the loss of some housing program funding. 
 
As with other General Plan implementation tasks, the County may begin preparing for 
implementation prior to adoption of the plan for those items it knows must be completed 
regardless of which alternative is adopted (e.g., the Zoning Ordinance update). State 
housing law does not prevent the County from applying housing units constructed during 
the time it is “out of compliance” to its housing goals for the Housing Element planning 
period. 
 
Response to Comment 261-85 (GP): According to best available data, approximately 700 
residential parcels currently have two legal dwelling units in the unincorporated areas of El 
Dorado County. As noted by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS), in their land use 
forecasts for the General Plan, the rate of permits for second unit construction as a portion 
of total building permits since 1995 has averaged 3.6 percent. EPS assumed that this rate 
of second unit development would continue. The County has not conducted detailed 
studies on potential increases in second unit development as a result of future land use 
restrictions. Under the 1996 General Plan and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, 
the two alternatives through which the projected 2025 housing unit demand could be fully 
accommodated, the rate of second unit development is not likely to increase. Whether the 
rate of second unit development would increase under the No Project and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is unknown for a variety of reasons, including the 
desire, capability, and needs that may be associated with the construction of such units 
(e.g., landowners may not want a second household on their properties, properties may 
not be configured in a manner that could accommodate a second unit).  
 
Response to Comment 261-86 (GP): Please refer to Response to Comment 261-77. 
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Response to Comment 261-87 (GP): As noted in Response to Comment 261-85, EPS 
included second units in its land use forecasting. Because the EPS forecasts were used in 
the environmental analysis, second units were considered in the EIR. Because of the 
nature of the analysis, second units were considered along with other types of dwelling 
units, not separate from them.  
 
Response to Comment 261-88 (GP): Please refer to Responses to Comments 94-15 and 
261-81.  
 
Response to Comment 261-89 (GP):  Please see Response to Comment 2-27. 
 
Response to Comment 261-90 (GP): The General Plan alternatives, development 
forecasts based on those alternatives and the analysis in the EIR all take into account the 
fact that the supply of land is finite and that much of the future development will take place 
on land assemblages that are small in comparison to areas covered by previously-
approved specific plans. 
 
Large subdivision developments often are not completed for single parcels, but for a 
number of parcels that are considered collectively. The County has received a number of 
letters from individuals having either a single large parcel or a collection of parcels that 
they feel would be suitable for future subdivision. Whether these parcels are ultimately 
developed in this manner will depend on which General Plan alternative is selected by the 
Board and actions by the property owners.   The policies in the General Plan alternatives 
have been designed to be applicable to development projects of all sizes. 
 
Response to Comment 261-91 (GP): The development of effective incentives for the 
construction of certain types of housing could greatly increase success in providing for a 
more balanced housing distribution. The Housing Element contains a number of 
implementation measures addressing incentives. It should be recognized, however, that 
incentives alone or actions solely by the County cannot accomplish the task and that many 
entities will need to continue to work together to address the issue. The Housing Element 
recognizes this as well.  
 
Implementation Measure HO-T of the Housing Element requires amendment of the 
Planned Development combining zone district to provide incentives to encourage inclusion 
of a variety of housing types for all income levels.  This would be incorporated into the 
Zoning Ordinance revision, which is scheduled to be completed within one year after 
adoption of the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 261-92 (GP): The County has not completed an analysis of the 
potential financial implications of Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a).  The Board of Supervisors 
will consider evidence presented regarding the cost of mitigations as it deliberates on the 
General Plan. The commenter’s concern with such implications is noted for the record and 
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will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General 
Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 261-93 (GP):  Although there are many policies in the Public 
Services and Utilities Element of each alternative that address the maintenance of existing 
levels of service for water, sewage disposal, power, and other public services and utilities, 
they do not specifically address improvement of those services.  The concerns and 
opinions expressed in the 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 261-94 (GP):  Policy PS-2f of the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives direct the County to work with the 
water providers to develop drought-preparedness plans.  Policy 5.2.1.7 of the No Project 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives directs the County to allocate water to affordable 
housing projects during “water shortage emergencies”, but otherwise there are no policies 
in the latter alternatives dealing with drought situations. 
 
Response to Comment 261-95 (GP):  Each of the alternatives identifies the site of the 
potential Texas Hill Reservoir, which is the only potential future reservoir on land under 
County jurisdiction. 
 
Response to Comment 261-96 (GP):  The County requested information from all of the 
water, wastewater treatment, and utility providers in the County related to existing lands 
dedicated to public utility uses.  Where existing or known proposed facilities were 
identified, those lands were designated as Public Facilities.  However, there are some 
potential facilities that may not have been identified by the utility or service provider, or are 
not presently owned by the utility, service provider, or public agency, that could be 
developed as a public facility in the future, but were not shown because it would be too 
speculative at this time.  Please refer also to the responses to Comment Letter 210. 
 
Response to Comment 261-97 (GP):  The OS, Open Space, land use designation is 
used for a variety of purposes, but primarily to identify lands committed to recreation or 
resource protection (such as the Pine Hill Preserve system acquired for the protection of 
the rare plants found on Gabbro soils.)  While other lands, particularly those under federal 
ownership (e.g., USFS), have an open space component to them, the majority of those 
lands have a resource extraction or production use as well as open space, and the NR, 
Natural Resources, designation has been applied.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments 107-2, 107-5 and 107-9. 
 
Response to Comment 261-98 (GP):  The amount of nonjurisdictional land in the County 
is just under 50 percent.  This is discussed on page 3-5 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  It is 
identified on page 263 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, and page 
266 of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. This fact was a consideration in the 
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development of the Conservation and Open Space Elements of the various alternatives.  
Please refer also to Response to Comment 2-20.  
 
Response to Comment 261-99 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to the designation of 
more wilderness areas in the County is noted. Please refer also to Response to Comment 
2-21. 
 
Response to Comment 261-100 (GP):  The commenter recites points regarding the 
strength of the agricultural economy in the County.  No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 261-101 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-14. The 
vision of the commenter is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 261-102 (GP):  The commenter’s support for protection of prime 
agricultural soils under specified circumstances is noted.  All of the policies proposed in the 
General Plan have been and will continue to be subject to a public hearing process.  
Please refer also to Master Response 8. This includes the policies on agriculture.  The 
staff disagrees with the commenter.  The General Plan is precisely the place to establish 
the framework for an agricultural preservation program.  Subsequent implementation of 
such an effort, if approved, would be then be guided by the General Plan framework. 
 
Response to Comment 261-103 (GP):  The opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding agricultural tourism 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 refer also to Response to Comment 173-9 and the new policy proposed for the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives as 
provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document.  Other policies related 
to agricultural tourism are LU-4h and Implementation Measure ED-E in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, and 
2.2.2.2(C), 2.2.5.10, 8.2.4.3, 10.1.5.4, and 10.1.6.1 in the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-104 (GP):  The commenter’s support for property rights is 
noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 261-105 (GP): The Housing Element addresses the housing 
needs of migrant farmworkers (please refer to the “Farmworkers” discussion in the draft 
Housing Element and in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document). Such 
housing is also regulated by the state, and, depending upon the type of project being 
proposed, developers of such housing may choose to go through the State’s process 
rather than the County’s. 
 
Response to Comment 261-106 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-18. 
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Response to Comment 261-107 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns regarding the 
Economic Development Element are noted.  The commenter provides six suggestions for 
specific performance standards for economic development success in the County that may 
be included in the implementation of Measure ED-A. 
 
Response to Comment 261-108 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-34. 
 
Response to Comment 261-109 (GP):  This is embodied in Goal ED-1, Policy ED-3a of 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative (page 305) and Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” Alternative (page 303), and Objectives 10.1.5 and 10.1.7 of the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 261-110 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-36. 
 
Response to Comment 261-111 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 2-37. 
 
Response to Comment 261-112 (GP): The commenter suggests that the County 
designate and protect an adequate amount of industrial land in order to provide for high-
paying jobs and to assist in addressing jobs/housing imbalance issues. The General Plan 
Land Use Diagrams identify 3,280 acres of Industrial and Research and Development land 
in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, 2,947 acres in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, and 2,482 acres in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, as shown on Table 3-5 in Volume 1 of the EIR.  As described in El 
Dorado County Land Use Forecasts for Draft General Plan, prepared by EPS in March 
2002 (Appendix B of Volume 3 of the EIR), job growth is a function of population growth 
(page 41-42 of Appendix B of Volume 3).  Because EPS considered all of the 
nonresidential lands capable of supporting job growth collectively (Commercial, Industrial, 
and Research and Development), it is not possible to determine if the available Industrial 
and Research and Development lands alone could support the projected population 
growth. However, as noted in the March 2002 and subsequent October 2002 EPS reports, 
job growth between the base year and 2025 is expected at the following rates under the 
four equal-weight General Plan alternatives (buildout capacity is also shown for 
comparative purposes): 
 

NEW JOBS 

Job Type 
Alternative Retail Service Other 

Total New 
Jobs 

No Project Alternative 

2025 8,150 15,701 10,563 34,414 

Buildout Capacity 22,494 38,176 26,528 87,198 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 

2025 8,515 15,423 10,517 34,455 
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Buildout Capacity 23,027 37,748 25,913 86,688 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

2025 11,384 18,886 12,411 42,681 

Buildout Capacity 18,384 29,311 20,014 67,709 
1996 General Plan Alternative 

2025 10,589 18,785 12,828 42,202 

Buildout Capacity 23,832 38,382 27,136 89,350 
 
Response to Comment 261-113 (GP):  The commenter’s suggestion that the General 
Plan include policies to attract higher education facilities is noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan.  Policy 5.8.2.3 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives 
directs the County to explore the potential for attracting a four-year college or university to 
the County. 
 
Response to Comment 261-114 (GP):  There is nothing in the General Plan policies to 
preclude such a project, and a senior project is contemplated in the Carson Creek Specific 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 261-115 (GP):  The opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding becoming a tourist destination 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 No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives contain several objectives in the 
Parks and Recreation Element (Objectives 9.3.1, 9.3.2, 9.3.3, and 9.3.7) although there 
are no supporting policies under those objectives.  In addition, policies under Objective 
10.1.6 also encourage the development of the tourist industry.  In the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives Policies PR-6a-c, ED-
5a, and Implementation Measures PR-C, PR-G, and ED-E apply. 
 
Response to Comment 261-116 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the encouragement of developing “niche economics” are noted for the 
record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
 




