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LETTER 263:  NORMAN A. KRIZL, EL DORADO COUNTY FARM BUREAU 
 
Response to Comment 263-1 (GP/EIR):  The time taken by the Farm Bureau to comment 
on the General Plan and the EIR is appreciated.  Responses have been provided below to 
the comments on the NOP and the previously released draft plan documents, as well as 
the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 263-2 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding an “Agriculture-Constrained Alternative” are noted for the record.  
Each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives includes substantial policies and 
protections related to agriculture.  It is not possible to discern from this comment how an 
agriculture-constrained alternative would be configured and how it would differ from the 
alternatives already included. 
 
Response to Comment 263-3 (GP):  It is recognized that reviewing four alternatives and 
an EIR that analyzes each in an equal-weight manner is complex.  While the No Project 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives contain a number of policies with specific details, the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives defer 
many of those details to the implementing ordinances, with general direction and guidance 
provided in the policy language.  These implementing ordinances will be developed with 
public input and be provided with the “daylight” recommended in the comment. 
 
Response to Comment 263-4 (GP):  A deed restriction provision of the Right to Farm 
Ordinance is included in each of the alternatives, as Policy 8.1.3.3 in the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives, and in Implementation Measure AF-A in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-5 (GP):  The establishment of the Agricultural Districts and 
Agricultural land use designation are based on several criteria, including existing 
agricultural use and future potential use (Policy 8.1.1.2 in the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives and Policy AF-1a in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives).   
 
Response to Comment 263-6 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-5. 
 
Response to Comment 263-7 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-6. 
 
Response to Comment 263-8 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-7. 
 
Response to Comment 263-9 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-8. 
 
Response to Comment 263-10 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-9. 
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Response to Comment 263-11 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the need for support of agricultural land protection and development of 
future water supplies 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 263-12 (GP):  Agriculture is reflected in the vision statements on 
page 8 of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-13 (GP):  While no one specific vision statement addresses 
all of the suggested language reflecting the importance of agriculture, several of the 
statements in each of the alternatives (see pages 8 and 9 of the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, and pages 3-8 of the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives) reflect these concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 263-14 (GP):  The commenter’s opinion that agricultural 
operations enhance the County’s scenic beauty 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 263-15 (GP):  The text labeled “plan strategies “ is only found in 
the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives (page 6).  These strategies were not 
changed from what was adopted as part of the General Plan in 1996. While not specific, 
the retention of natural resources includes agricultural lands.  Numerous policies in each of 
the alternatives further this vision, with the strategy implicit in the concentration of new 
development in Community Regions and Rural Centers (Policies 2.1.1.2, 2.1.2.2, 2.2.2.2, 
8.1.1.1 and all policies under Objective 8.1.3 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives, and Policies LU-1a, LU-2a, LU-2b, LU-2c, LU-4a, LU-4d, LU-4f [4e and 4g in 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative] and AF-1e in the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives). 
 
Response to Comment 263-16 (GP):  The commenter’s suggestion that the Agriculture 
and Forestry Principle be modified to recognize the resource-based economy 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 263-17 (GP):  The commenter’s suggestion that Goal 8.3 of the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives be modified 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 263-18 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding prioritizing agricultural uses and activities are noted for the record and 
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will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 263-19 (GP):  While the California Department of Fish and Game 
has jurisdiction over management of fish and wildlife resources, activities approved or 
carried out by the County can have a significant impact on those resources.  That is the 
reason there are goals and policies included in the Conservation and Open Space Element 
of each alternative addressing fish and wildlife habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 263-20 (GP):  The future Road Improvement Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) will be based on a variety of factors including, but not limited 
to, the number of people served by the improvements.  Other factors will include the need 
to provide safe roads, access to all users, emergency access needs, funding availability, 
etc.  The CIP, and its future revisions, will be adopted by the Board of Supervisors based 
on the priorities established in a public process. 
 
Response to Comment 263-21 (GP):  The phrase “topographical and other features” was 
removed from the prior draft of Policy AF-1a of the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-22 (GP):  Policy AF-1a of the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives no longer contains the 
reference to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 263-23 (GP):  The disclosure requirement as provided in the 
Right to Farm Ordinance has been moved to Implementation Measure AF-A in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-24 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding a threshold of significance for loss of agricultural land (now 
Implementation Measure AF-F in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 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 263-25 (GP):  The discussion of water resources in the Public 
Services and Utilities Element of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives (page 210 and 208 respectively) indicate that 25 
percent of EID’s water went to irrigation and 70.5 percent of GDPUD’s water was delivered 
to agricultural users.  Additional data are available in the Draft Water Resources 
Development and Management Plan (Eco:Logic for the El Dorado County Water Agency, 
June 2003). 
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Response to Comment 263-26 (GP):  The policy referenced in this comment has been 
deleted from the alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-27 (GP):  The reference to mining activities in policies in the 
Agriculture and Forestry Element has been removed from the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-28 (GP):  Chapter 17.44 of the El Dorado County Code is 
entitled the “Timberland Preserve Zone (TPZ) District” (emphasis added).  When the 
revised Zoning Ordinance, pursuant to Implementation Measure LU-A, AF-A, and AF-H of 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is 
prepared, modification of the district from preserve to production is appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment 263-29 (GP):  The policy referenced in this comment was not 
carried into the draft Environmentally Constrained or Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-30 (GP):  The policy referenced in this comment was not 
carried into the draft Environmentally Constrained or Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-31 (GP):  The policy referenced in this comment was not 
carried into the draft Environmentally Constrained or Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives.  However, Policy 8.3.1.3 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives references specific soil types suitable for the production of timber. 
 
Response to Comment 263-32 (GP):  The 3000-foot elevation threshold is provided as a 
general rule that certain lands above that elevation and otherwise meeting the 
qualifications as timberland for special setbacks and minimum parcel sizes in order to 
protect productive timberland (Policy 8.3.1.3 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives). That threshold was lowered to the 2500 foot elevation in the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives (Implementation 
Measure AF-a). This change is consistent with providing choices to the decisionmakers. 
 
Response to Comment 263-33 (GP):  The General Plan alternatives contain a number of 
policies protective of forestry (see the Agriculture and Forestry Element of the four equal-
weight General Plan alternatives). The EIR evaluated potential threats to forestry and 
concluded that the impact was less than significant. Operationally, agriculture and forestry 
share similar features, but the frequency of harvest is significantly different. 
 
Response to Comment 263-34 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 263-32. 
 
Response to Comment 263-35 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-5. 
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Response to Comment 263-36 (GP):  Subsequent to General Plan adoption, the Zoning 
Ordinance must be revised so that it is consistent with the adopted General Plan. Please 
see the Implementation Plans contained in Appendix B of this Response to Comments 
document. 
 
Response to Comment 263-37 (GP):  Drought preparedness is addressed in the Public 
Services and Utilities Element under the heading of Water Supply in the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, but is not addressed 
explicitly in the 1996 General Plan Alternative. Fire protection is addressed in the Health, 
Safety, and Noise Element of all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-38 (GP):  Fire protection policies of the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives have been revised 
and renumbered, and are now under Goal HS-2.  Implementation Measure HS-B directs 
the County to work with the Fire Safe Council and fire protection agencies to develop a 
wildfire safety plan. 
 
Response to Comment 263-39 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding encouragement of fire fuel reduction programs are noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan.  This is covered under Policy HS-3a and 
Implementation Measure HS-B in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-40 (GP):  Soils are a geological resource and it is 
appropriate to reference this in the Conservation and Open Space Element (Policy CO-1a) 
as well as the Agriculture and Forestry Element. 
 
Response to Comment 263-41 (GP):  Please refer to Policy CO-1d in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives as 
released in April 2003. Policy CO-1d would only affect disturbance of slopes greater than 
30 percent where hazards can not be reduced to acceptable levels. In the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, disturbance of slopes greater than 30 percent is prohibited in the 
–IBC overlay except under limited circumstances (Policy CO-1e), in order to protect 
sensitive biological resources. The commenter’s opposition to these policies is noted and 
will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations. Please refer to Response to Comment 280-107 for further discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 263-42 (GP):  Water supply issues were moved from the 
Conservation and Open Space Element to the Public Services and Utilities Element in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives.  It is 
acknowledged that many agricultural operators are utilizing irrigation management 
systems and other water conservation techniques.  Policy PS-3a is intended to encourage 
others to adopt similar efforts. 
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Response to Comment 263-43 (GP):  Rivers have been recognized as an important 
County feature under Goal CO-3 of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives.  Drought protection is discussed in the Public 
Services and Utilities Element and fire protection in the Health, Safety, and Noise Element. 
 
Response to Comment 263-44 (GP):  The creation of guidelines, as set forth in 
Implementation Measure CO-B of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, will necessitate the creation of definitions and 
thresholds for the types of water features that will be protected by buffers and other 
measures. 
 
Response to Comment 263-45 (GP):  By their very nature aesthetic concerns are 
somewhat subjective. Please see the policies as they were revised in the public release 
drafts dated April 2003. 
 
Response to Comment 263-46 (GP):  Most standards contain a minimum or maximum 
requirement (i.e. minimum setback or maximum coverage).  If a project exceeds the 
minimum replacement requirement, such as 1.2:1, it would still be in compliance with the 
“minimum” standard.  Specific replacement requirements have been removed from the 
Conservation and Open Space Element of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives; however, they are contained in several 
Mitigation Measures in the EIR [5.12-1(e) and 5.12-1(f)].  
 
Response to Comment 263-47 (GP):  Implementation Measure CO-I directs the County 
to develop an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.  This replaces the 
previous draft’s requirements for a habitat conservation plan.  The development of that 
plan will be a public process including final adoption by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 263-48 (GP):  Policy CO-5e is the current policy in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives that 
addresses special status species.  The phrase “suspected to support special status 
species” was only contained in earlier drafts of the policies and revised in the final draft 
dated April 2003 to “areas known or having the potential to support special status species”. 
 
Response to Comment 263-49 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 263-47. 
 
Response to Comment 263-50 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 263-47. 
 
Response to Comment 263-51 (GP):  The prior policy from earlier drafts has been 
amended and is no longer a part of either the Environmentally Constrained or the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-52 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 263-47. 
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Response to Comment 263-53 (GP):  The commenter is correct that invasive plant 
eradication and management programs exist and are run by the Agricultural Department. 
 
Response to Comment 263-54 (GP):  The Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives have dropped objectives under each goal and 
added implementation programs to each element. 
 
Response to Comment 263-55 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-5. 
 
Response to Comment 263-56 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-5. 
 
Response to Comment 263-57 (GP):  Visual appeal is, by its nature, subjective and 
therefore subject to interpretation by those making the determination.  Final determination 
of any visual resources pursuant to the policies under Goal LU-6 and Implementation 
Measure LU-F in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives and Objective 7.5.2 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives will be made by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 263-58 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-5. 
 
Response to Comment 263-59 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 248-8. 
 
Response to Comment 263-60 (GP):  The draft plan documents that have resulted in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives have 
been modified since this comment was written, to provide the general vision and guidance 
suggested in the comment.  The list of implementation measures provides a roadmap for 
the County to follow to develop the detailed ordinances and standards to implement any of 
the alternatives selected by the County as its General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 263-61 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding inclusion of agriculture in the vision statements 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 263-62 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding agriculturalists as land stewards 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 263-63 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the need for farmworker housing and how the specified policies in the 
Housing Element are consistent with meeting this need are noted for the record and will be 



 

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

 
4.2-555

considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 263-64 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment expressing support for Agricultural districts and the Right to Farm Ordinance 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 263-65 (GP):  The County will be developing a comprehensive 
update to the Zoning Ordinance, including the zoning map, upon completion of the General 
Plan adoption process (Implementation Measures LU-A and AF-A.  The zoning must 
conform to the new General Plan land use designations, and an opportunity to change the 
zoning to more accurately reflect the actual land use and the designations will exist.   
 
Response to Comment 263-66 (GP):  The definition of the Agricultural overlay district is 
to identify the general areas where agriculture is the predominant use (Policy 2.2.2.2 in the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and page 23 in the Land Use Element of 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative).  Other uses are recognized, as 
well as the fact that agricultural activities occur outside of the districts. 
 
Response to Comment 263-67 (GP):  The agricultural land protection measures 
identified in the policies of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives are expanded upon in the Implementation Program of the 
Agriculture and Forestry Element.  The actual establishment of standards and ordinances 
are deferred to the development of those programs subsequent to the adoption of the plan 
so that those interested in such programs may participate in the process more directly. 
 
Response to Comment 263-68 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the application of the -IBC overlay district to agricultural land 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 263-69 (GP):  Please refer to the prior responses on the 
commenter’s previous letters, above.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 248-2, 
248-3, and 263-63. 
 
Response to Comment 263-70 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding agricultural use of nonchoice soils, discouragement of agricultural land 
conversion, and the need for farm-worker housing 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 to Response to Comment 263-63 regarding farm-worker 
housing.  Policies related to the identification of land suitable for inclusion in the 
Agricultural Overlay District or the A, Agricultural, land use designation are Policies AF-1a 
and AF-1b in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
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Alternatives and Policies 8.1.1.1 through 8.1.1.3 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives.  Policies discouraging conversion of agricultural land include AF-1f in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives and 
Policy 8.1.1.5 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 263-71 (GP):  The Agricultural (A) land use designation of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative has been applied to broad areas within the 
County, where the predominant use is agriculture.  Many of the parcels are presently not 
under production, but have the potential for agricultural use as set forth in Policy AF-1a.  
Policy AF-1b sets forth the methodology for expanding those areas.  Additionally, the A 
designation applies to existing and potential agricultural designations outside of the 
Agricultural Districts depicted on the other alternatives.  The concerns and opinions 
expressed in the comment regarding the land use designation and changes in agricultural 
practices 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 263-72 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding water for agriculture 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 Responses to Comments 210-6 and 210-7. 
 
Response to Comment 263-73 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the development of subsequent ordinances and standards after 
adoption of 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 263-74 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the level of detail of the General Plan, support for TPZ zoning and 
application of the Right to Farm Ordinance to timberland, and forest management 
practices 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 263-75 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding forest management practices and the importance of the timber 
industry 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 263-76 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding limited regulation of the timber industry and support for the policies 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. 
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Response to Comment 263-77 (GP):  Agricultural development can have impacts on 
certain natural resources (soil erosion, loss of natural habitat, for example) similar to 
commercial or residential development. The balancing of these issues will be part of the 
deliberations and final plan adoption action by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors.   
 
Response to Comment 263-78 (GP):  Policy CO-1c in the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives provides two policy options 
relevant to restrictions on grading. The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding the restrictions on grading during specified times of the year (Policy CO-1c in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 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 263-79 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding restrictions on development on slopes greater than 30 percent 
(Policies CO-1d and CO-1e, Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" 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. In 
addition, the EIR proposes Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) which limits disturbance of slopes 
25 percent or greater outside of Important Biological corridor overlays areas unless it can 
be demonstrated by a California-registered civil engineer or an engineering geologist that 
hazards to public safety can be reduced to acceptable levels. 
 
Response to Comment 263-80 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding application of buffers around bodies of water and wetlands are noted 
for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  While federal and State agencies 
have jurisdiction over some aspect of streambed and wetland development, the County 
also plays a role in protecting those resources.  Agricultural activities can have an equally 
detrimental effect on wetlands and riparian resources as other types of development. 
 
Response to Comment 263-81 (GP):  The primary pollutant addressed in Policy CO-4b in 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is 
sedimentation from exposed soils created by clearing for a variety of development 
activities, including agricultural clearing.  However, this policy applies to discretionary 
development, and at present clearing for new agricultural cropland is not a discretionary 
activity, and is not regulated by the County.  Simple erosion control measures are typically 
the best management practice for this type of activity. 
 
Response to Comment 263-82 (GP):  Policy CO-5e requires that a biologist assess an 
area as a part of the application process for a discretionary project if the project has the 
potential to impact special status species.  It does not mandate that land be set aside as 
potential habitat, but instead ensures that the land being developed is not habitat, prior to 



 

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

 
4.2-558

approval of the project.  For example, land that has been identified as potential habitat for 
the red-legged frog by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would need to be surveyed to 
determine if it is actual habitat prior to project approval.  Only if it is determined to be 
important habitat, would other protection measures be applied.  The concerns and 
opinions expressed in the comment regarding application of this policy to agricultural land 
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 263-83 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment expressing support for having the details of oak canopy protection provisions in 
the implementation program rather than the policies 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 263-84 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment expressing opposition to application of the –IBC, Important Biological Corridor 
overlay designation in the Environmentally Constrained 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. 
 
Response to Comment 263-85 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment expressing concern about requiring onsite monitors during ground disturbing 
activities to protect cultural resources 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 263-86 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding utilizing the Williamson Act for open space protection are noted for the 
record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan.  Policy CO-11a in the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives specifically identifies the Land 
Conservation Act (Williamson Act) as a method to provide open space. 
 
Response to Comment 263-87 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding application of viewshed and scenic corridor provisions on agricultural 
land 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 263-88 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the importance of agriculture and the impositions of restrictions on the 
industry are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 263-89 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding pursuit of water supplies and land use protections for agriculture 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 263-90 (EIR):  The commenter suggests that the mitigation 
standard for loss of agricultural land required in Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(c) should be 
developed through an ordinance that involves public review and comment in addition to the 
public review and comment afforded by this EIR.  Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document contains revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(c) on page 5.2-60 to 
clarify the involvement of public review in the process.  
 
The commenter also suggests that the mitigation standard could vary based on the value 
(according to various criteria) of the agricultural land in question.  Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 
states that the standard shall be based on the California Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment (LESA) system, which addresses many of the criteria of concern to the 
commenter.  No change to the measure is required to address this concern. 
 
Response to Comment 263-91 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 would place limitations 
on the extent of ranch marketing activities, wineries, and other agricultural promotional 
uses within agricultural designations.  The County’s Ranch Marketing Ordinance and 
Winery Ordinance identify these activities as promoting agricultural development, and the 
discussion in Impact 5.2-2 acknowledges the value of these activities.  These ordinances 
identify minimum acreages of agricultural land that must be in active production to be 
eligible for promotional activities.  However, these acreages are relatively small; as stated 
in Impact 5.2-2, “To qualify for ranch marketing activities, an owner must show only that 
five acres of the parcel are in agricultural production, no matter how large the parcel is.”  In 
addition, in many zoning districts, ranch marketing uses and some winery uses are allowed 
by right with no opportunity for County review to ensure compatibility of the intended 
promotional uses with neighboring land uses.   
 
Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 is intended to fill a gap in these ordinances by requiring a 
compatibility review and placing limits (based on acreage and percentage of parcel size) 
on the amount of land that a given landowner can devote to these promotional uses.  This 
measure is intended, in part, to ensure that an inappropriate proportion and a total acreage 
of an agricultural site is not converted to nonagricultural uses.  The measure does not 
eliminate or substantially restrict the right of landowners to engage in accessory uses on 
agricultural land, but it does ensure that the promotional uses remain accessory (i.e., 
secondary) to the agricultural use of the land.  The commenter’s recommendation to 
eliminate this mitigation measure 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 263-92 (EIR):  As described in Impact 5.2-3, General Plan 
policies and the Right to Farm Ordinance protect agricultural operations from conflicts with 
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or encroachment by surrounding uses.  The impact discussion acknowledges that 
agricultural properties outside the boundaries of Agricultural Districts have a lower level of 
protection, and to some degree this is inevitable because of the greater amount of 
surrounding property in other uses.  Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(d) has been revised to 
require compatibility review for all lands zoned for agriculture as well as lands in the 
Agriculture overlay. See Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 263-93 (GP/EIR):  While there are some parcels zoned RE-5 and 
RE-10 with agricultural uses, the zone district purpose statement sets forth that agricultural 
uses, while permitted, are intended to be accessory to the residential use and character of 
the area so zoned.  In several cases, an agricultural use has intruded into an otherwise 
estate residential area, and the provisions of the Right to Farm Ordinance may not be 
appropriate in such instances.  If a landowner wishes to take advantage of the provisions 
of the Right to Farm Ordinance, it would be appropriate to process a zone change 
application, so that the public and the County have the ability to discern whether the site 
and surrounding land is indeed agricultural rather than residential, and the protections 
afforded by the ordinance are appropriate in that location.  However, under the review 
directed by Implementation Measure AF-A, consideration of expanding the application of 
the ordinance to the general areas of the Agricultural Districts, as provided in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus", No Project, and 1996 General Plan Alternatives may be 
appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment 263-94 (GP/EIR):  The Right to Farm Ordinance exempts 
activities normally associated with agricultural operations from nuisance complaints.  The 
scenic corridor protections included in Section 5.3, Visual Resources, are not intended to 
prohibit all visible changes within a viewing area; standard agricultural activities and 
changes in cropping patterns would not be subject to limitations discussed in this context.  
Signage related to agricultural promotional uses is already afforded special treatment in 
the Ranch Marketing Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance.  In both instances, Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-1(c) would not apply to agricultural activities.  In addition, standard 
agricultural activities are not considered “development” and so would not be addressed by 
the measure.  No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to the commenter’s 
concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 263-95 (EIR):  The Right to Farm Ordinance exempts activities 
normally associated with agricultural operations from nuisance complaints.  New 
agricultural operations, however, are required to consider the effects of their activities on 
surrounding land uses.  Existing agricultural operations would not be prohibited from using 
lighting to protect their animals, and new agricultural operations in areas zoned for 
agricultural use would likely not be subject to Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(b).  However, for 
new agricultural projects, restrictions could limit the direction and brightness of such 
lighting on surrounding properties.  No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to 
the commenter’s concern. 
 



 

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

 
4.2-561

Response to Comment 263-96 (EIR):  The commenter expresses concerns about the 
requirement that development projects demonstrate the availability of water to serve their 
anticipated needs and requests that agricultural operations be exempted from this 
requirement.  Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) requires a General Plan conformity review for 
development involving any structure greater than 120 square feet or requiring a grading 
permit.  This review process ensures that the project is in compliance with all applicable 
General Plan policies, including water supply policies, and is intended to be efficient for 
agricultural or any other type of development.   
 
Availability of surface water and groundwater is an issue that affects the entire county, and 
many types of projects rely on adequate water supply to ensure their success.  For this 
reason, all types of development—including agricultural development projects—must be 
considered for water use.  Similarly, broadly applied water conservation and recycling 
programs (as described in Mitigation Measure 5.5-3) can help to alleviate any anticipated 
shortages.  Because water supply and use affects the entire county, it is County staff’s 
opinion that it would be inappropriate to exempt agriculture from having to comply with the 
specified mitigation measures, especially given the substantial amount of additional water 
that could be demanded for agriculture.  In particular, please see footnote 2 in Table 5.5-1 
on page 5.5-141 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 263-97 (EIR):  No mitigation is incorporated into the EIR to 
address impacts of runoff from agricultural or other lands that may contain nitrogen and 
pesticides.  The summary for Impact 5.5-6 identifies that agricultural runoff is subject to a 
Conditional Waiver of Agricultural Discharges from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB).  The summary also states that agricultural and other lands are subject to 
General Plan policies, the County’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), and the 
requirements of a federal permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  None of these requirements are mitigation required by the General 
Plan EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 263-98 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment suggesting that agricultural uses be exempt from restrictions imposed on lands 
with slopes greater than 25 percent per Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) 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 is noted that agricultural activities can occur on 
such slopes, just as other development can occur, but that restrictions would reduce the 
amount of erosion resulting from such use. 
 
Response to Comment 263-99 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) requires that a 
grading permit be obtained for agricultural grading activities that would affect one acre or 
more of soil.  The commenter is correct that grading is a normal agricultural practice that is 
recognized by the Right to Farm Ordinance; this ordinance, however, does not address 
environmental impacts associated with agricultural activities.  Erosion control measures 
protect the environment from associated impacts such as unstable slopes, increased 
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particulate matter in the air, increased sedimentation of water bodies, and loss of 
productive agricultural topsoil.  Agricultural lands are subject to these impacts at the same 
level as other lands subject to grading.  
 
Response to Comment 263-100 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.10-1(a), which contains the 
time restrictions identified by the commenter, applies only to construction activities.  
Agricultural activities would not be affected by this measure.  Mitigation Measure 5.10-1(b) 
involves County review of truck routes and possible rerouting to reduce truck noise at 
noise-sensitive land uses.  This measure could affect trucks traveling to and from 
agricultural properties but would not interfere with fundamental agricultural practices.  
Mitigation Measure 5.10-2(a) restricts unacceptable noise levels caused by new 
transportation noise sources; this relates to new development projects with substantial 
amounts of new traffic and should have no effect on agricultural operations.  None of these 
mitigation measures would substantially restrict agricultural activities. 
  
Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 establishes guidelines for acceptable stationary noise levels 
near noise-sensitive land uses.  These standards would apply to new development 
projects, including agricultural activities.  The Right to Farm Ordinance protects existing 
operations from nuisance complaints relating to excessive noise.  In agriculturally-zoned 
areas, minimum 10-acre parcel sizes should provide sufficient noise buffering that the 
standards established in Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 would not restrict agricultural activities.  
No changes to the DEIR are necessary in response to the commenter’s concerns. 
 
This comment also addresses the General Plan policies and maximum allowable noise 
exposure standards associated with the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The 
concerns and opinions expressed in the comment regarding proposed noise restrictions for 
agricultural land use designations 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 263-101 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(b) requires that 
projects that require earthwork and grading minimize erosion and maximize retention of 
natural vegetation.  Please refer to Response to Comment 263-99 regarding the 
applicability of erosion control for agricultural activities.  By definition, maximizing retention 
of natural vegetation means retaining as much as possible within the bounds of the project; 
this requirement should not impede normal agricultural practices.  Mitigation Measure 
5.12-1(d) establishes the framework for an Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan, which would apply to all development projects throughout the County.  Actively 
farmed agricultural properties are unlikely to be considered important habitat and would 
probably not be affected by the plan to an extent that would impede normal agricultural 
practices; however, conversion of natural lands to agriculture could affect these resources 
and thus be more restricted.  The concerns and opinions expressed by the commenter 
regarding this issue are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.   
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Response to Comment 263-102 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) is intended to 
mitigate for the loss of important habitat through both conversion to developed uses and 
fragmentation.  Existing, ongoing agricultural activities on land zoned for agricultural use 
would not fall into the category of “development projects requiring discretionary review” 
and thus would not be subject to this mitigation measure.  For agricultural activities that 
would fall into that category (i.e., new agricultural development projects), to the extent that 
those activities exhibit land stewardship through preservation of important habitat or 
avoidance of habitat fragmentation, they would not result in a significant impact requiring 
mitigation.  If a significant impact would result, the required mitigation would be scaled to 
the severity of impact; presumably, projects with a less severe impact on habitat would be 
required to mitigate at the minimum 2:1 ratio rather than a higher ratio.  All of these 
variables allow for consideration of the stewardship value of agricultural land compared to 
more permanent conversion resulting from other types of development projects.  
Exempting agricultural projects entirely from the requirement to compensate for effects on 
habitat, however, weakens the ability of the measure to successfully mitigate for biological 
impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 263-103 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 164-9 
and 268-9 and Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 263-104 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b) requires application 
of an –IBC overlay to lands with high wildlife habitat values.  As with all policies in the 
General Plan, the overlay and the accompanying restrictions would govern new 
development projects within the overlay area, and would not require changes to operations 
on properties already developed for agriculture or any other purpose.  The commenter is 
concerned about the possibility that overlay restrictions could cause damage to agricultural 
operations.  The General Plan policies, and revisions to those policies identified in the EIR, 
attempt to balance the need to protect environmental resources with the valuable 
contribution of agriculture to the County.  No changes to the DEIR are necessary in 
response to the commenter’s concerns.  The concerns and opinions expressed by the 
commenter regarding this issue 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 263-105 (EIR):  The cultural resources ordinance described in 
Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(c) would not place restrictions on agricultural activities taking 
place on private land.  The ordinance would apply to new development projects or 
activities that require County approval or permit.  Continuing agricultural operations on 
private land would not be restricted based on the buffers or setbacks described in the 
mitigation.  No changes to the DEIR are necessary in response to the commenter’s 
concerns.   
 
Response to Comment 263-106 (EIR):  Restrictions on activities adjacent to historic 
districts and sites apply only to subsequent activities, not to activities that are ongoing 
before or at the time the property is determined eligible for listing.  Although new 
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agricultural operations adjacent to historic structures could face restrictions, these 
requirements are established by the California State Office of Historic Preservation and the 
federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and would apply with or without the 
County’s ordinance.  No changes to the DEIR are necessary in response to the 
commenter’s concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 263-107 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the importance of updating the Zoning Ordinance and expressing 
support for the interim conformity review process [Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c)] 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 Master 
Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 263-108 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the level of specificity in the General Plan compared with implementing 
ordinances and procedures 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 263-109 (GP/EIR):  The commenter’s preference that thresholds 
be established in ordinances rather than in the General Plan is noted.  A General Plan is 
an appropriate planning tool for establishing countywide thresholds and standards to 
ensure consistent environmental review for all projects in the County.  No changes to the 
DEIR are necessary in response to the commenter’s concerns. 




