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LETTER 265:  VICKI D. YORTY, COORDINATOR, EL DORADO COUNTY FIRE SAFETY 
COUNCIL 
 
Response to Comment 265-1 (GP):  The detailed comments submitted, both at this time 
and with the previous review of the draft policy documents are appreciated.  Some of the 
previous recommendations were incorporated into the final policies included in the draft 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 265-2 (GP):  The County has received several letters expressing 
support for these recommendations, including Letters 26 and 155 (Georgetown Fire 
Prevention District), 100 (El Dorado County Fire Prevention Officers Association), 169 
(California Division of Forestry and Fire Protection), and 237 (U.S. Forest Service, 
Eldorado National Forest). 
 
Response to Comment 265-3 (GP):  The offer of assistance in developing appropriate 
standards and regulations relating to wildfire safety is appreciated.  It is the intent of each 
of the alternatives to provide general guidance to the County and the public on the 
importance of wildfire safety, and develop the detailed strategies in the follow-up 
implementation programs (Implementation Measure HS-B in the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives.) 
 
Response to Comment 265-4 (GP):  The purpose of having different alternatives is to 
provide the County decisionmakers with a range of options.  Significant modifications to 
the text of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives have not been proposed in 
order to retain their original text.  However, changes have been proposed where errors 
have been identified.   
 
Response to Comment 265-5 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding integration of the UBC and UFC with the types of fires expected in the 
County are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  Development of the 
Wildfire Safety Plan, or similar planning efforts as directed by Implementation Measure 
HS-B in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives can incorporate the integration suggested in this comment.  Please refer to the 
modifications made to this measure, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-6 (GP):  The staff agrees. Implementation Measure HS-B in 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives 
require the County to adopt such a plan. 
 
Response to Comment 265-7 (GP):  Modifications have been made to the text of the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives to 
incorporate some of the suggested language contained in this comment, as provided in 
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Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document.  The remaining detail in the 
suggested text should be more appropriately included in the fire safety plan required under 
Implementation Measure HS-B of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 265-8 (GP):  The objectives of the proposed goals and policies 
are addressed in Goal HS-2 and related policies. 
  
Response to Comment 265-9 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position regarding additional language regarding 
fire safety issues for Goal TC-1 and two policies of the Environmentally Constrained and 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives 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.  These types of specific standards are at a level 
significantly more detailed than is appropriate for a General Plan.  However, it should be 
noted that these issues with road standards in high fire risk areas will be dealt with in the 
form of revisions to the County’s Design and Improvements Manual and Standard Plans 
and enforcement of these revised standards.  This is an Implementation Measure in the 
Environmentally Constrained and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives – 
Measure TC-C.  It is implied in the policies of the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives – Objective 3.1.2 and Policy 3.1.2.1. 
 
The suggested policy has been incorporated into Implementation Measure HS-B, where 
that level of detail is more appropriate, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-10 (GP):  The suggested policy language is already a 
requirement of law; duplicating it is not necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 265-11 (GP):  The policies will be renumbered as necessary in 
conjunction with adoption of a final General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 265-12 (GP):  The suggested new goal seems somewhat 
redundant, and is at a level of detail more appropriate in the fire safe plan required in 
Implementation Measure HS-B.  Focusing solely on Rural Regions may actually limit the 
effectiveness of wildfire safety planning.  One of the items to be included in the safety plan 
is the establishment of standards unique to each type of area in the County.  However, 
Implementation Measure LU-H has been expanded to specifically include wildfire safety as 
a consideration when updating the Design and Improvement Standards Manual, and 
Policies LU-4c and HS-2b have been revised, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response 
to Comments document. Please refer also to Response to Comment 265-9. 
 
Response to Comment 265-13 (GP):  Revisions have been made to Policy HS-2c in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives in 
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response to this comment, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments 
document.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 265-9.   
 
Response to Comment 265-14 (GP):  This suggested policy essentially calls for a fire 
safe plan for all new development in the County on lands that contain some vegetation, 
even in urbanized areas.  Revisions to Implementation Measure HS-B provide the 
opportunity to specify when fire safe plans will be required.  However, in order to better 
integrate that Implementation Measure into the Health, Safety and Noise Element, a new 
policy has been proposed, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments 
document.   
 
Response to Comment 265-15 (GP):  The level of detail suggested in unnecessary to 
enforce this policy. 
 
Response to Comment 265-16 (GP):  Goal TC-1 has been revised to include the 
suggested revision, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-17 (GP):  The suggested revision has been incorporated into 
revisions to Policy HS-2e and Implementation Measure HS-B, rather than in the 
transportation policy suggested.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 265-9, above. 
 
Response to Comment 265-18 (GP):  These requirements are already a part of the 
standards enforced in the County, and are at a level more appropriate in the implementing 
standards and ordinances. 
 
Response to Comment 265-19 (GP):  State Housing Element law requires the 
identification of the version of the various codes enforced. The dates are necessary in this 
section of the plan, although the text has been modified slightly to acknowledge that the 
versions may change. 
 
Response to Comment 265-20 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances.  However, the general intent has been applied to a 
new policy in the Health, Safety and Noise Element, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-21 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances. However, the general intent has been applied to a 
new policy in the Health, Safety and Noise Element, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this 
Response to Comments document.  
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Response to Comment 265-22 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances.  
 
Response to Comment 265-23 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances.  
 
Response to Comment 265-24 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances.  
 
Response to Comment 265-25 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances.  
 
Response to Comment 265-26 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the Housing Element policies in a General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent 
implementing standards or ordinances. 
 
Response to Comment 265-27 (GP):  Goal PS-2 has been revised, as provided in 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document, to include emergency use, which 
would include fire protection. 
 
Response to Comment 265-28 (GP):  While not specifically identifying water storage for 
fire protection purposes, Policy PS-1g requires a finding that there is adequate service and 
utility infrastructure to serve a project.  Section 1275.00 of the El Dorado County Fire Safe 
Regulations requires that water for wildfire protection be available in specified quantities.   
Many of the fire districts accept the availability of their water tenders to satisfy this 
requirement.  The level of detail suggested in this comment is more suitable for a revision 
to the fire safe standards or other implementing ordinance or standards.  However, the 
general intent has been applied to a new policy in the Health, Safety and Noise Element, 
as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-29 (GP):  The suggested policy language is too detailed for 
the General Plan and instead belongs in subsequent implementing standards or 
ordinances. 
 
Response to Comment 265-30 (GP):  Policy PS-7a of the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives has been revised in response to 
this comment, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-31 (GP):  There is in several cases in the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives Implementation 
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Programs, some duplication and redundancy due to the fact that there is a lot of overlap 
between the provisions of the different elements.  However, Implementation Measure PS-K 
has been revised in response to this comment, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-32 (GP):  The suggested text has been incorporated into the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, as 
provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-33 (GP):  The suggested policy language is already part of 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives 
as Implementation Measure HS-B. 
 
Response to Comment 265-34 (GP):  The suggested policy revision is too detailed for 
the policy, however, it has been incorporated into the revision to Implementation Measure 
HS-B of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document.  Please 
refer also to Response to Comment 265-9. 
 
Response to Comment 265-35 (GP):  The difference in the text of Policy HS-2c was 
purposefully made different between the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative in order to provide the County 
decisionmakers with options.  Development is already “regulated”; therefore, that 
suggested change would provide nothing in the way of policy direction.  To substitute 
“unless it can be” with “until it has been” presupposes that such a finding can be made, 
and would seem inappropriate. 
 
Response to Comment 265-36 (GP):  The suggested policy revision is already included 
in the provisions of Implementation Measure HS-B. 
 
Response to Comment 265-37 (GP):  The intent of the suggested policy revision has 
been incorporated into revisions to Implementation Measure HS-B of the Environmentally 
Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, as provided in 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-38 (GP):  The suggested policy has been added, with some 
modification, to the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives under Goal HS-2, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 265-14 and 265-28. 
 
Response to Comment 265-39 (GP):  The suggested additional text to Policy HS-3a in 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is 
more detailed than necessary to accomplish the stated goal. 
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Response to Comment 265-40 (GP):  The General Plan regulates fuel management 
activities only to the extent they pose a significant threat to natural resources such as 
water quality and sensitive habitat. The General Plan provides sufficient flexibility to allow 
appropriate fuel management activities to ensure defensible space and address other fire 
management objectives. 
 
Response to Comment 265-41 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding exemptions for prescribed fire from burn day restrictions are noted for 
the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
in their deliberations on the General Plan.  For the most part, the declaration of no burn 
days is beyond the control of the County, and the County has no authority to exempt such 
activities as a matter of course.  Individual prescribed burns may apply to the AQMD for a 
specific exemption under certain circumstances. 
 
Response to Comment 265-42 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding fire suppression activities are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan.  There are no policies within the plan alternatives that would encumber 
such activities. 
 
Response to Comment 265-43 (GP):  A new policy has been added to the Conservation 
and Open Space Element of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives under Goal CO-6 regarding noxious weed management, as 
provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-44 (GP):  Standards for open space and greenbelts within 
subdivisions has been added to the list of areas to be addressed under Implementation 
Measure HS-B, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-45 (GP):  The suggested new policy is already a requirement 
of the County for any building permit, pursuant to the fire safe standards adopted by the 
County.  More stringent standards may result from Implementation Measure HS-B. 
 
Response to Comment 265-46 (GP):  References to the applicable new policies have 
been added to the referenced Implementation Measure, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-47 (GP):  Revisions have been made to include low water 
use and fire resistance in landscaping with native plants, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 265-48 (GP):  The existing timber buffer policies provided in 
Section17.06.150, and Implementation Measure AF-A in the Environmentally Constrained 
and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, and Policies 8.3.2.2, 8.4.1.1, and 
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8.4.1.2 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives provide the buffer suggested.  
Timber harvest and management activities are regulated by the State, as is pesticide and 
herbicide use (although the latter is managed by the Agriculture Department under the 
State regulations.) 




