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LETTER 280:  MAIDU GROUP, MOTHER LODE CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB 
 
Response to Comment 280-1 (GP):  It is acknowledged that the comments are submitted 
on behalf of the Sierra Club. 
 
Response to Comment 280-2 (GP):  The commenter’s descriptions of alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR are acknowledged.  The commenter asks why the EIR used 1999 
information on the number of existing commitments that have been built.  As discussed on 
page 4-11 of Volume 1 of the EIR, Economic and Planning Systems utilized 1999 as the 
baseline date for its land use forecasts because it was the best information available at the 
time.  The 1999 baseline does not affect the 2025 or buildout projections.  As noted in the 
EIR, an increment of the forecasted development has occurred between 1999 and today, 
which may slightly reduce the difference described in the EIR between the forecasted 
development and existing conditions. 
 
Response to Comment 280-3 (GP):  Volume II of the original 1996 General Plan was not 
included as part of the proposed General Plan Alternatives in part because it was out of 
date as noted by the commenter.  The introductory material in the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative was not 
intended as a replacement for the background information in Volume II.  Rather, updated 
information is provided in the current EIR and serves as a baseline for analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the General Plan alternatives.  To make the General Plan 
alternatives more readable and user-friendly, the background information was not repeated 
in the General Plan alternatives themselves. 
 
Response to Comment 280-4 (GP):  The staff appreciates the suggestions made by 
commenter in its 2001 scoping comments on land use and community design, which were 
considered in developing the General Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 280-5 (GP):  The concerns and opinions in the comment 
expressing support for the removal of permissive language from the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and that these 
alternatives have accompanying implementation measures, 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 280-6 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5 and Response 
to Comment 238-2.  The proposed General Plan alternatives do contain numerous specific 
standards.  However, in some cases detailed standards would not be appropriate for a 
General Plan-level document.  In such cases, the General Plan alternatives (or proposed 
mitigation measures) include policies that establish performance standards, and include 
implementation measures calling for development of specific standards or criteria in the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
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Response to Comment 280-7 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-8 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5.  The 
commenter is correct that development agreements and tentative maps covering about 
14,500 units had been approved prior to the Writ of Mandate, although the statement that 
these approvals occurred after 1996 is not entirely correct; some of the approvals (such as 
the Serrano development agreement) were made prior to 1996. The commenter’s 
statement that the project approvals and development agreements adopted before the Writ 
of Mandate was issued have already foreclosed many good planning options, 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 280-9 (GP):  The commenter states that the “graph above shows 
the projected population of the four ‘equal-weight’ General Plan alternatives taken from 
information presented in the DEIR” and that this format is more informative than the tabular 
form in which it is presented in the DEIR (Volume 1).  However, the graph referred to in 
this comment does not appear in the commenter’s letter.  No further response is possible. 
 
Response to Comment 280-10 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns with the four “equal-
weight” General Plan alternatives with respect to air quality are noted for the record.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 281-475 regarding the effect of exceedences of air 
quality standards. 
 
Response to Comment 280-11 (GP):  The commenter’s support for Alternative 12 with 
inclusion of the Important Biological Corridor overlay and the requirement for an Integrated 
Natural Resources Management 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.  An analysis of the No Project Alternative (“Alternative #1”) is required by CEQA to 
be included in the EIR.  Although the County will seek to have the Writ of Mandate lifted 
when a General Plan is adopted, the No Project Alternative analysis describes the impacts 
that would occur if the County does not adopt a new General Plan, or if the County decides 
to adopt a General Plan with restrictions on new development similar to those contained in 
the Writ of Mandate. 
 
Response to Comment 280-12 (GP):  It is acknowledged that the commenter is indicating 
in subsequent comments preferences relative to the text of the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 280-13 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for Alternative 12 
(Compact Development) in terms of the Land Use Element, and its support for the Housing 
Element in its efforts to provide more affordable 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.  With respect to compliance with air quality law, please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-475. 
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Response to Comment 280-14 (GP):  The commenter’s opposition to road widening is 
noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  Regarding the wildlife movement 
issues for widened roads, please refer to Response to Comments 281-522, 281-525, and 
281-526.  With respect to compliance with air quality law, please refer to Response to 
Comment 281-475. 
 
Response to Comment 280-15 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative’s definition of “worsen” in Policy TC-1d 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 280-16 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-66. 
 
Response to Comment 280-17 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-67 
through 280-71. 
 
Response to Comment 280-18 (GP): Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-72 
through 280-74.   As stated in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, recent State legislation (Water Code Section 
13290 et seq.) requires the State to set standards for onsite sewage treatment system 
permitting and operation by January 1, 2004.  When the State has established these 
standards, the County will be required to apply them. The concerns and opinions 
expressed in the comment stating that PS-4c of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative prohibiting septic systems on parcels less than five acres, unless there is public 
water, is unrealistic for financial and practical reasons, are noted for the record.  However, 
because no specific reasons for this opinion are presented, and the expanded discussion 
referenced by the commenter does not appear to address the cited policy, a specific 
response is not possible. 
 
Response to Comment 280-19 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-75. 
 
Response to Comment 280-20 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies relating to 
Emergency and Law Enforcement Service are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 280-21 (GP):  Implementation Measure PS-M requires the 
development and implementation of a Library Master Plan.  This Plan would necessarily 
include a component relating to funding mechanisms for library services.  
 
Response to Comment 280-22 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-80 
through 280-82. 
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Response to Comment 280-23 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies relating to 
Utilities are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 280-24 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-84. 
 
Response to Comment 280-25 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-85 
through 280-88.  Please also refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-26 (GP):  The commenter notes that there are no policies in 
either alternative concerning naturally occurring asbestos.   Ordinance 4548, adopted in 
January of 2000, deals with activities that could potentially create health risks.  It requires 
applicants for grading permits in areas identified on the “Potential Asbestiform Minerals 
Map” to submit an Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan and to adhere to strict 
procedures to mitigate any dust impacts.  Additional sections of the ordinance include 
requirements for the use or sale of serpentine material for surfacing purposes and 
requirements for mining.  In addition, the County Environmental Management Department 
website contains information on naturally occurring asbestos; the map referred to above; 
current information on asbestos-related issues in the County; and useful links to other sites 
containing additional data.  The EIR proposes as mitigation three new policies that would 
strengthen standards; provide disclosure on properties known to contain naturally 
occurring asbestos; and require annual reporting to the Board of Supervisors (see pages 
5.8-88 through 5.8-106 in Volume 2 of the EIR). Please refer also to Responses to 
Comments 281-10 and 281-219. 
 
Response to Comment 280-27 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-93 
through 280-96. 
 
Response to Comment 280-28 (GP):  The commenter expresses the opinion that the 
Hazardous Materials policies are deficient in both the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Implementation 
Measure HS-E requires the maintenance and updating of the Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan and Implementation Measure HS-F requires the development and 
updating of a plan for the storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials used at 
County-operated facilities.  Please also refer to the discussion on Hazardous Wastes 
contained in Volume 2 of the EIR, Section 5.8, and Response to Comment 280-97 
 
Response to Comment 280-29 (GP):  The EIR analyzes air quality impacts in Section 
5.11 and determines that all impacts for all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives are significant and unavoidable.  The EIR proposes mitigation measures to 
reduce emissions, including emissions of ozone precursors.  The commenter does not 
indicate how the proposed alternatives would violate the Sacramento Area Regional 
Ozone Attainment Plan based on information in the EIR. Attainment of the 2005 emissions 
targets in the Attainment Plan depends on region-wide factors and cannot be determined 



 

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

 
4.2-601

based solely on El Dorado County emissions information.  Please refer also to Response 
to Comment 281-465. 
 
Response to Comment 280-30 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the noise policies 
contained 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.  Please also refer to Responses to Comments 280-101, 280-103, 
and 281-433. 
 
Response to Comment 280-31 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative’s Conservation and Open Space policies because 
of the Important Biological Corridor overlay and the requirement for an Integrated Natural 
Resource Management Plan  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 commenter’s statement that Policy CO-2b in Alternative #2 (Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative) disallows mineral extraction on agricultural lands is not 
accurate.  Unlike Alternative #3 (Environmentally Constrained Alternative), Alternative #2 
does not have an Agricultural Lands designation, and therefore that designation is not 
included in the list of compatible land uses.  However, Alternative #2 does have an 
Agricultural District overlay designation.  Mineral extraction would be incompatible with 
certain lands covered by the overlay, depending on the underlying designation. 
 
Response to Comment 280-32 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the Agriculture 
and Forestry policies in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and in particular the 
base land use designation “Agriculture,”  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 280-33 (GP):  Please also refer to Response to Comment 281-
49. 
 
Response to Comment 280-34 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative in terms of the Parks and Recreation Element, 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 also refer to Responses to Comments 253-15, 280-138, 280-
139, 280-143 and 280-144. 
  
Response to Comment 280-35 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment stating their support of the Economic Development Element’s focus on 
supporting local business, 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 280-36 (GP):  The opinion expressed in this comment stating the 
commenter’s approval of allowing mixed uses in primarily residential and primarily 
commercial areas and measures to reduce light and glare, 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 280-37 (GP):  The opinions expressed in the comment stating the 
commenter’s preference for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative because of its 
inclusion of the Important Biological Corridor overlay, the Agricultural Lands land use 
designation, and requirement for an Integrated Natural Resources Management 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 280-38 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative for its separation of communities policies with 
regard to El Dorado/Diamond Springs and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative for its separation of communities policies for Cameron Park/El Dorado Hills, 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 280-39 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the designation of Georgetown and Camino/Pollock Pines as 
Community Regions (in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, the No 
Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative) should be reconsidered because of 
the unlikelihood of constructing a public sewer system, 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 Community Regions defined in the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative exclude Georgetown and Camino/Pollock Pines.  
 
 Response to Comment 280-40 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting Goal LU-3 and stating that open space and recreation are not 
necessarily identical in function are noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
A golf course would not qualify as required open space under Policy 2.2.3.1 of the 1996 
General Plan, however existing golf courses have been designated as Open Space to 
accurately identify that additional residential development would not occur.  See also 
Response to Comment 107-5. Item (B) in Policy LU-3b refers to lots as well as housing 
units.  Concerning Policy LU-3e, this policy focuses on the design aspects of projects, in 
particular the creation of pedestrian-friendly development.  Policies addressing bicycle 
paths are contained in Goal TC-4. 
  
Response to Comment 280-41 (GP):  Open space, recreation, habitat preservation, and 
resource extraction can and do often coexist.  The Natural Resource designation was 
established to recognize that substantial areas of timberland in the County are 
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appropriately managed for multiple uses, and to more appropriately designate open space 
uses dedicated to resource extraction as compared to the more commonly recognized 
open space uses of preservation and recreation. The EIR recognizes that mining can in 
some cases cause conflicts with open space preservation goals. Mitigation Measure 5.12-
1(h) addresses this concern for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 280-42 (GP):  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-
63. 
 
Response to Comment 280-43 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-433. 
  
Response to Comment 280-44 (GP):  The opinion expressed in the comment supporting 
Goal LU-5 in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative which would eliminate inconsistencies between 
TRPA’s regulations and the County’s, 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 280-45 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the Scenic Corridor 
policies contained in the Environmentally Constrained 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. Implementation Measure LU-F in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative requires preparation of a Scenic Corridor Ordinance within one 
year of General Plan adoption.  The Ordinance would necessarily describe the process of 
designating scenic corridors. Please refer also to Response to Comment 198-5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-46 (GP):  Policy LU-7a does provide standards for zone 
changes and General Plan amendments for higher density or greater intensity of use, 
setting forth six findings that must be made prior to such actions.  These standards, if 
adopted, can be applied immediately upon adoption of the General Plan.  No interim 
standards are required. 
 
Response to Comment 280-47 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for the wording under Bullet 6, 
Implementation LU-A, is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  LU-A 
does require that the Zoning Ordinance actually be revised, and sets forth a timeframe of 
one year from General Plan adoption.  Implementation Measures LU-J and LU-K require 
development of programs to monitor population and employment trends and the 
effectiveness of General Plan policies and programs.  These programs are designed to 
provide the Board with information on whether General Plan policies and programs are 
being attained.  Policies LU-9(a) through LU-9(c) provide guidance on how the Board 
should act in response to this information.  Such actions would take the form of a General 
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Plan or zoning amendment, which do not require express authorization in the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 280-48 (GP):  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-
465 regarding air quality conformity.  Exceedance of a standard, as described in Section 
5.11 (EIR Volume 2), is not the equivalent of a legal violation. 
 
Response to Comment 280-49 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the circulation 
diagram and concurrency policies of Alternative #2 is 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 that none of the alternatives call for “unlimited future 
expansion” of U.S. Highway 50 or any other roadways.  The circulation diagrams for each 
of the alternatives define the extent of proposed roadway expansion, and the EIR 
recognizes the fact that significant additional expansion would be infeasible. 
 
Response to Comment 280-50 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 14 regarding 
lane width on U.S. Highway 50.  The problems related to obtaining funding for roadway 
improvements are discussed on pages 5.4-57 through -65 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The 
effects of the proposed low-density land use patterns on traffic are illustrated by the traffic 
modeling results discussed in the EIR.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on widening U.S. Highway 50, 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 280-51 (GP):  Policy 3.2.1.5 is not a “completely new” policy, but 
rather is one of the policies contained in Measure Y.   The initiative referred to in the policy 
is Measure Y.  Modifications to Policy 3.2.1.5 are shown in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 280-52 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 14.  The 
concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s position 
on widening U.S. Highway 50, 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 280-53 (GP):  The commenter’s support of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative’s standards for “worsened” traffic 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 280-54 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative’s measure of compliance with the construction of 
necessary road improvements (Policy TC-1i of that 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.   
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Response to Comment 280-55 (GP):  The commenter’s support for Policies TC-1q of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and TC-1p of the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, which address pedestrian accessibility in new subdivisions, 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 280-56 (GP):  The commenter’s support for Policies TC-1r of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and TC-1q of the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, which address road construction methods that seek to lessen 
environmental impacts, 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 280-57 (GP):  The commenter is correct that the sentence 
structure of Goal TC-3 in both the Roadway Constrained and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives is awkward.  Please see the amended version in Chapter 5.0 of this Response 
to Comments document for clarification. 
 
With regard to Policy TC-3a, the commenter feels that federal and State standards and 
regulations should be included.  Even though the purpose of the AQMD is to administer 
the California and Federal Clean Air Acts via guidelines set forth by State and Federal 
Agencies, clarification of this point could be helpful.  Please see the General Plan Errata, 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 280-58 (GP):  The commenter requests progressive retrofitting of 
curbs and sidewalks adjacent to schools or parks be added to Policy TC-5c.  The County 
cannot require private property owners to install curb and sidewalk along their frontage 
without an associated discretionary development project.  The County already installs 
sidewalks on major roads, especially near schools and parks, as funding becomes 
available for such projects.  However, to add a policy requiring the County to do so would 
be difficult and expensive to implement. 
 
Response to Comment 280-59 (GP):  For a discussion of the County’s role in the 
Sacramento Placerville Transportation Corridor Joint Powers Authority (SPTC JPA), 
particularly in regard to potential rail use, please refer to Master Response 17.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment 66-84 for discussion relevant to the nonmotorized use of 
the SPTC, or El Dorado Trail as well as a discussion of inter-departmental responsibilities.  
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s 
position 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 280-60 (GP):  In many cases, implementation measures have 
been written to assist with application of the proposed policies. For example, 
implementation of Policy TC-1q is listed in Measure TC-C. For others, such as Policy TC-
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1u, implementation will occur as overall General Plan implementation commences (in this 
case, as new road alignment plans are developed consistent with the approved Circulation 
Diagram). The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the 
commenter’s position on implementation of the proposed 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 280-61 (GP):  Proposed Implementation Measures TC-D, TC-K 
and TC-N would direct the County to work with various agencies to seek grants and other 
funding for roadway improvements and maintenance, transit and bikeway construction.  It 
is acknowledged that such funding is uncertain.  The EIR does not rely on these measures 
as mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 280-62 (GP):  The course of action in the event that monitoring 
finds unacceptable LOS is governed by the LOS policies for each alternative.  Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 280-47 
 
Response to Comment 280-63 (GP):  The use of “urban” for transportation purposes is 
based upon the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) designation of urban, 
originating from the 2000 census data. 
 
Response to Comment 280-64 (GP):  These measures are appropriate for consideration 
in conjunction with Implementation Measure HS-B of the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 280-65 (GP):  The opinion expressed in the comment stating the 
commenter appreciates the attention to the policies addressing the provision of affordable 
housing in the Housing 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 280-66 (GP):  As with Implementation Measure LU-A, Measure 
PS-B does require revisions to the County Code, not simply review.   Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 280-47.   Interim standards prior to implementation of Measure PS-
B(C) are not required; that measure implements Policy PS-7(c), which specifically 
identifies the evidentiary showings relating to safety that must be made by project 
applicants. 
 
Response to Comment 280-67 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies under 
Water Supply are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  In addition, the commenter notes differences 
in wording at the beginning of Implementation Measure PS-C.  In the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, it states “Work with the Water Agency and water 
service providers…” This language was unintentionally omitted from the Environmentally 
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Constrained Alternative and will be added to the text.  See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for the changes. 
 
Response to Comment 280-68 (GP):  The commenter’s statement that provision for an 
annual evaluation of water supply should be in the General Plan is noted.  Although page 
207 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and page 209 of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, under the “Water Supply” section, states that the 
Water Agency is responsible for preparing an annual water availability report, a new policy 
is proposed for inclusion in all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  See 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for the text of the new policy. 
   
Response to Comment 280-69 (GP):  Policy PS-2a, states in part that new surface water 
supplies may include reclaimed water.  To the extent reclaimed water can and does 
replace potable water, such that potable water can be used elsewhere, it qualifies as “new 
water.”  This policy is under Goal PS-2, which states “To ensure that the County has 
adequate water for existing and proposed residential, commercial/industrial, and 
agricultural uses.”  The policies under this section are referring to a range of water usage, 
not just uses requiring potable water. 
 
Response to Comment 280-70 (GP):  Concerning Policies PS-2d and PS-2e, applicants 
on discretionary projects would be required to have professional testing done to determine 
the adequacy of the supply.  This would also apply to determining parcel sizes on potential 
subdivisions. Please also refer to Master Response 5.   
 
Response to Comment 280-71 (GP): The commenter’s suggested language change for 
Policy PS-3b in the Environmentally Constrained 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.  Policy PS-3b and Measure PS-D would require certain types of new 
development to utilize reclaimed water.  The measure would ensure that reclamation is 
incorporated into new development where appropriate. It is recognized that use of 
reclaimed water is regulated under State law.  Policy PS-3b does not require cross-
connections, but emphasizes their control and protection. 
 
Response to Comment 280-72 (GP):  The authority of the RWQCB to regulate onsite 
sewage treatment systems is acknowledged.  Policies under Goal PS-4 would be applied 
in addition to, not in lieu of, State regulations. Policy PS-4e is based on the assumption 
that if a community system is serving a number of parcels, an area with appropriate soils 
for such onsite disposal could be located. 
 
Response to Comment 280-73 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that Policy PS-4b in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and Policy 5.3.1.1 in the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan 
Alternative (working with service providers to develop public wastewater treatment facility 
in Community Regions of Georgetown, Camino, and Pollock Pines) is unrealistic, are 
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noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.   In the event connections to 
wastewater treatment facilities are not available in these areas, Policy PS-4a would require 
that an applicant for new development demonstrate that the proposed water disposal 
system can accommodate the highest demand that could be permitted on the land in 
question, which would limit development in these areas to a level which could be served by 
available wastewater infrastructure. 
 
Response to Comment 280-74 (GP):  The commenter is directed to the EIR analysis of 
Impact 5.5-8 (Increase in Groundwater Pollutants from Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
Systems (Septic Systems).  Mitigation Measure 5.5-8 proposes a new policy which would 
require the Environmental Management Department to conduct an annual monitoring 
program of all septic systems installed since implementation of Ordinance 4542. 
 
Response to Comment 280-75 (GP):  The County has been granted an extension to July 
1, 2005 by the Integrated Waste Management Board to meet the fifty percent recycling 
goal.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment requesting retroactive 
application of Policy PS-6b (requirement for onsite recycling in commercial, industrial and 
multifamily residential projects); extension of mandatory garbage collection; and tightening 
of contracts with franchisees to promote more recycling, 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 County has implemented a program for homeowner recycling 
(see page 5.6-16 to 5.6-20 of Volume 1 of the EIR) which is why the General Plan policies 
focus on construction waste. There was no existing program for recycling of construction 
waste at the time the draft General Plan was written. However, the County has recently 
adopted a Construction Recycling Ordinance. 
 
Response to Comment 280-76 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5 and Response 
to Comment 280-66.  
 
Response to Comment 280-77 (GP):  The commenter identified a policy that was 
inadvertently omitted from the text of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative.  See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for the text of this 
policy. 
 
Response to Comment 280-78 (GP):  The policy establishes a performance standard. 
Signoff by a relevant purveyor in the form of a “will-serve letter” would satisfy the 
performance standard. 
 
Response to Comment 280-79 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-21. 
 
Response to Comment 280-80 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies and 
implementation under Schools are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
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Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Please also refer to Master 
Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-81 (GP):  The County can and has used the development 
agreement process to require set-asides for school facilities.   A number of development 
agreements in the past (e.g. Valley View, The Promontory, and Serrano) have identified 
schools sites.  However, the County cannot require developers to enter into development 
agreements. Please refer to Response to Comment 281-289. 
 
Response to Comment 280-82 (GP):  Safety concerns would be considered a 
component of determining the appropriateness of the site. 
 
Response to Comment 280-83 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies and 
implementation under Utility Services are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The commenter is 
referred to Ordinance 4599 (Wireless Communication Facilities).  In this ordinance, 
wireless communication facilities are described as including transmission and relay towers, 
dishes, antennae and similar facilities.  Please also refer to Responses to Comments 281-
264 through 281-266. 
 
Response to Comment 280-84 (GP):  The document, Multi-Hazard Functional 
Emergency Operations Plans, as referenced by the commenter, is intended to be an 
outline of the County’s emergency operations plans.  Specific and detailed information, 
such is evacuation routes, is coordinated through the County Office of Emergency 
Services (Hackett 2003). 
 
Response to Comment 280-85 (GP):  As noted by the commenter, Policy HS-2c in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative precludes development in areas of high and very 
high wildland fire hazard.  However, the policy also states “unless it can be demonstrated 
that the hazard can be reduced to a moderate or better level as determined by the local 
fire protection district…”  This caveat would give fire districts (such as the El Dorado Hills 
district) the ability to determine their capability of serving wildland fire hazard areas.  
Please also refer to Responses to Comments 281-381 through 281-389. 
 
Response to Comment 280-86 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the prohibition on 
new gated subdivisions under Alternative #3 is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 280-87 (GP):  The Open Space designation would provide fire 
hazard benefits.  The policies in the Health and Safety are designed to provide safety 
measures for development that occurs in areas not designated Open Space. 
 
Response to Comment 280-88 (GP):  There are existing fire standards in place that will 
continue to apply in the interim. The Wildfire Safety Plan called for by Implementation 
Measure HS-B will include the mentioned items. 
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Response to Comment 280-89 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies and 
implementation for Geologic Hazards are identical for both Alternatives.  Please also refer 
to Response to Comment 280-26 regarding asbestos. 
 
Response to Comment 280-90 (GP):  The risk of geologic hazards in the County is low. 
There are no Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones or Seismic Hazard Zones within the County, and 
exposure of new development to seismic hazards is not considered a significant impact in 
the County under existing building regulations.  Avalanche and landslide hazards are 
considered significant but would be mitigated by proposed Mitigation Measure 5.9-2(a).  
Implementation Measure HS-C would create a program to monitor and develop additional 
information on geologic hazards that would further improve the County’s ability to address 
these hazards, but this necessarily would occur over an extended timeframe.  Please refer 
to Response to Comment 280-87 and Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-91 (GP):  The commenter points out that abandoned mines 
aren’t addressed in Policy HS-4b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for a modification of this policy. Please refer also to Response to 
Comment 281-418. 
 
Response to Comment 280-92 (GP):  The County’s response to the issues raised in the 
Writ of Mandate is discussed in EIR Volume 3, Appendix G.  A revised copy of this is 
included in this Response to Comments document (in Appendix C.2).  Mitigation Measure 
5.9-2(b) would add a new policy to the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative regarding avalanche hazards that address the problem identified in the Writ of 
Mandate with the 1996 General Plan policy found inadequate by the Court. 
 
Response to Comment 280-93 (GP):  Implementation Measure HS-D requires the 
County to update flood hazard maps and other relevant floodplain data as information 
becomes available.  FEMA is currently updating flood mapping (in digital format).  The 
County is on the list of jurisdictions to be mapped within the next ten years. Expanded 
language will be added to the appropriate sections of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, under “Flood Hazards.”  
See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for this modification.  
Regarding the use of the 100-year floodplain as a planning criterion, please see Response 
to Comment 281-340. 
 
Response to Comment 280-94 (GP):  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 162-
31 and 281-331. 
 
Response to Comment 280-95 (GP):  The regulatory environment related to dam safety, 
including federal, State, and county laws and programs, is described beginning on page 
5.8-54 of Volume 2 of the EIR.   
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The California Water Code defines a “dam” as a barrier at least six feet in height or 
capable of impounding 15 acre feet of water, regardless of height (Section 6003). The 
County uses this definition of a dam as well. Although the Water Code states that “all dams 
and reservoirs in the state are under the jurisdiction of the department [of Water 
Resources]”, the State only actively takes jurisdiction over dams that “impound or divert 
water, and which either (a) is or will be 25 feet or more in height from the natural bed of the 
stream or watercourse at the downstream toe of the barrier, as determined by the 
department, or from the lowest elevation of the outside limit of the barrier, as determined 
by the department, if it is not across a stream channel or watercourse, to the maximum 
possible water storage elevation or (b) has or will have an impounding capacity of 50 acre-
feet or more”  (Section 6002). Currently, the County Department of Transportation takes 
jurisdiction over the construction of dams in excess of six feet in height but less than 25 
feet in height, regardless of capacity; dams allowing storage in excess of 15 acre feet but 
less than 50 acre feet, regardless of height; and the construction of any dams less than six 
feet in height that require the movement of 250 yd3 (or more) of material (El Dorado 
County Code Chapter 15.14). This is consistent with direction provided in the California 
Water Code. The owner of a dam is responsible for the maintenance of dams that may 
have been built under the County’s jurisdiction. Often, permits are also required from other 
State or federal agencies, such as the Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, in order to construct dams. Because authority for the oversight of dam 
construction is already contained in the County code, an additional policy addressing dam 
construction is not necessary. Please refer to Response to Comment 281-333. 
 
Response to Comment 280-96 (GP): Flooding from a 100-year event and localized 
flooding from drainage problems are two different issues. The County Drainage Manual 
addresses the latter. One-hundred-year flooding is addressed as well in the EIR (see 
Response to Comment 281-341). Goal HS-5 of the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is also relevant. 
 
Response to Comment 280-97 (GP):  Policy HS-6b in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires 
hazardous materials management plans from businesses (not just County facilities) that 
propose to “handle, store, and/or transport hazardous materials…”  The implementation 
measures in these alternatives do address management of hazardous waste sites, in 
addition to information collection.  Implementation Measure HS-E requires the update of 
the Hazardous Waste Management Plan for manage of hazardous waste. 
 
Response to Comment 280-98 (GP):  Please refer to Responses 280-26 and 280-29. 
Policy HS-8d in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, requiring the County to identify and reserve the 
necessary right-of-way for extending light rail to El Dorado Hills, is implemented by 
Measure TC-Q of the Transportation and Circulation Element.  Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 280-48 regarding violations of State and federal law. 
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Response to Comment 280-99 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-100 (GP):  The commenter notes that the text and policies 
under the Airport Safety section are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.   
 
Response to Comment 280-101 (GP):  The commenter notes that the policies and 
implementation are identical in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative for the Noise section, with some differences in 
the standards in Tables HS-1, HS-2, HS-3 and HS-4.  The commenter’s preference for the 
more protective standards in the Environmentally Constrained 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.  Regarding noise standards for cemeteries, please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-433.  Regarding the five decibel threshold, please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-431. 
  
Response to Comment 280-102 (EIR):  The identified contours are largely dependent on 
measured (or, for future conditions, estimated) traffic volumes.  Modeling was conducted to 
approximate the 60 dBA contours anticipated under future conditions.  However, it should 
be noted that these contours are not intended to represent absolute lines of demarcation.  
Future road widening would not significantly affect the location of the contour line.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-436.  The commenter’s preference for a lower 
maximum noise level is noted for the record.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
429 for an explanation of the 60 dBA level used in the EIR.    Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 281-435. 
 
Response to Comment 280-103 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that Policy HS-14e in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative should be expanded to state 
that the flight path should not change where it would worsen the existing situation for 
residents anywhere in the County, are noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  The location of flight paths is not the 
jurisdiction of El Dorado County; rather, it falls under the control of Sacramento County 
and the Federal Aviation Administration.  Please see the discussion on pages 5.10-35 
through 5.10-42 of the EIR, Volume 2. 
 
Response to Comment 280-104 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for Policy CO-1c in 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, which precludes grading during the rainy 
season unless properly mitigated, over the same policy in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” Alternative, which only discourages such grading, is noted for the record, and 
will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan.   Whatever alternative General Plan is selected by the 
Board of Supervisors, grading activities within El Dorado County are subject to the County 
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Grading Ordinance, and provisions of State and Federal law associated with wetlands, 
stream alteration, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  The 
County has submitted the required Discharge Permit application and a draft “Storm Water 
Management Plan” (SWMP) to the State Water Quality Control Board, which includes 
proposed Best Management Practices for controlling and minimizing erosion, sediment 
transport, and discharge of pollutants into surface waters within the County of El Dorado. 
 
Response to Comment 280-105 (GP):  The “County of El Dorado Grading, Erosion, and 
Sediment Control Ordinance” currently controls grading activities within the County, and 
this ordinance will be updated as part of the implementation programs associated with the 
adoption of the General Plan.  Regarding asbestos policies, please refer to Response to 
Comment 280-26. 
 
Response to Comment 280-106 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Implementation Measure CO-A regarding 
applicant funded monitoring of erosion control measures, 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 measure does require that identified revisions to the County 
Code be made, and provides a three-year timeframe for doing so. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 280-47. 
 
Response to Comment 280-107 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for disturbance of slopes of 30 percent or 
more being prohibited both in and out of the Important Biological Corridor (IBC) areas, 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 policies in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative are not a “loosening” of slope standards.   Current County 
regulation restricts the installation of septic systems to areas with slopes less than 30 
percent, but County design standards would allow development in areas in excess of 40 
percent.   The 1996 General Plan discouraged (but did not prohibit) development on 
slopes 40 percent or greater.  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative prohibits 
development on slopes 30 percent or greater, with limited exceptions.  Outside the -IBC, 
development could proceed only if hazards could be reduced to acceptable levels.  Within 
the -IBC, exceptions would be allowed only to avoid a regulatory taking or to protect public 
health, safety and welfare or avoid hazards from existing infrastructure.  These policies 
represent a significant strengthening from the prior policies.  It should be noted that 
embankments constructed with slope ratios of two horizontal to one vertical are routinely 
constructed, and are safe, stable, and with proper treatment are not susceptible to undue 
erosion potential.  This slope ratio represents a 50 percent slope.  Excavations can be 
routinely constructed to this same slope ratio, and with proper oversight from registered 
Civil Engineers, registered Geotechnical Engineers, or certified Engineering Geologists, 
can be constructed at slope ratios of 1.5:1 (66 percent), 1:1 (100 percent), or steeper. 
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Ministerial building permits on existing parcels are subject to the applicable building codes, 
and County ordinance codes. It is noted that Policy CO-1d in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative does apply to ministerial projects.   For the purposes of land use 
forecasting, it was conservatively assumed that at least one single family dwelling could be 
constructed on each existing legal residential parcel, notwithstanding slope limitations.  
Slope was considered a constraint on development at maximum density only for medium-
density and multifamily residential uses. 
 
Implementation Measure CO-A has been modified to include an update to the County 
Grading Ordinance. See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for 
changes. 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 280-108 (GP):  Policies CO-1d in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative and CO-1e in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative will be changed to reflect the proper designations 
of engineers and geologists.  See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document 
for these changes.  The commenter’s preference for a requirement that a biologist be 
involved as well is noted for the record. There is nothing in either policy that precludes the 
involvement of a biologist. 
 
Response to Comment 280-109 (GP):  Please see Response to Comment 280-108 
regarding exceptions to slope restrictions.  Policy CO-1d does not remove slope 
constraints.  It mandates adequate mitigation, which in particular cases may be 
economically or technologically infeasible. 
 
Response to Comment 280-110 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-31. 
 
Response to Comment 280-111 (GP):  Policies CO-2c through CO-2g do not conflict with 
Measure A; they add additional requirements for mining uses.  In some cases, Measure A 
may impose more stringent requirements than the proposed policies, but the policies 
would not preclude application of the more stringent requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 280-112 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-41, 
280-131, 281-542 through 281-546, and 299-5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-113 (GP):  The most current version of mineral land 
classification from the State identifies sources of construction aggregate. Please refer also 
to Master Response 21. 
 
Response to Comment 280-114 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-47 
and 280-106, and to Master Response 5.  Policy CO-2d and Implementation Measure CO-
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A(B) set forth narrative standards regarding mining buffers that could easily be applied to 
new development on a case-by-case basis prior to the adoption of specific standards, 
through Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c).  Application of Measure A would also prevent 
conflicts with mining. 
 
Response to Comment 280-115 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 5, and 
Responses to Comments 238-2 and 281-533.   
 
Response to Comment 280-116 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting Policy CO-3e (integration of surface water features into new 
development) in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, but recommending that exceptions to the policy 
be difficult to get, 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 280-117 (GP):  The language contained in Policy CO-3f is 
correct.  The term “USGS hydrologic unit is defined on page 257 of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and page 259 of the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative. As noted by the commenter, the features listed in Policy CO-3f are listed 
incorrectly in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of 
this Response to Comments document for a modification of the language. Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 46-12. 
 
Response to Comment 280-118 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for the 3:1 habitat restoration for wetlands 
and other water features contained in Policy CO-3f of 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.  Provisions for long 
term monitoring would be included in mitigation measures for specific projects. 
 
Response to Comment 280-119 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for the policies under Goal CO-4 of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative and that they should also apply to ministerial projects, are noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan.  The commenter’s request to eliminate the term 
“reduce” from proposed Policy CO-4a is also noted.  The commenter is incorrect that any 
discharges of pollutants to surface waters would violate state and federal law.  Point 
source discharges and some non-point source discharges can be permitted with an 
approved discharge permit, and some non-point source discharges are not regulated.  
Accordingly, “reducing” discharges remains a necessary and appropriate goal.  Relating to 
the concern of the commenter on implementation of Measure CO-D of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, in July of 
2003 the County submitted a second version of the County of El Dorado Tentative Storm 
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Water Management Plan (TSWMP) to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB).  This Plan addressed comments and concerns of the RWQCB 
expressed after their review of the original TSWMP.  Requirements of the Plan will apply to 
ministerial permits that disturb over one acre of ground.  The County will undertake a 
public review process for the Plan after the RWQCB completes a final review, and 
approves the TSWMP.  This is an ongoing process involving County Staff and RWQCB 
Staff that will take some unknown time to complete, and is highly dependent upon attention 
from both agencies.  It is anticipated that the final Storm Water Management Plan will be 
completed and adopted within three years. 
 
Response to Comment 280-120 (GP): Policy CO-6d of the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative requires the County to protect biologically important core areas with application 
of the Important Biological Corridor overlay.  This policy is implemented by Measure CO-K, 
as stated by the commenter.  The standards applied to different areas of the County may 
vary based on various factors that would govern their effectiveness, such as topography, 
presence of sensitive resources, and existing parcelization. The narrative criteria set forth 
in Measure CO-K could be applied on a case-by-case basis during the interim period 
before adoption of specific standards.  Please also refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-121 (GP):  Please also refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-122 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Policy CO-5e in the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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.  Implementation Measure CO-G in both 
Alternatives (implementation in part for Policy CO-5d) states “Work cooperatively with the 
State Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to implement the 
rare plant ecological preserve and recovery program and to develop a long-term preserve 
strategy….” 
 
Response to Comment 280-123 (GP):  The Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory 
Committee was formed as required by Policy 7.4.2.7 of the 1996 General Plan.  The 
Committee has worked on biologically-related issues for a number of years and 
participated in formulation of policies for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. There is no need to place 
creation of the Committee in the policy document. 
 
Response to Comment 280-124 (GP):  The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure 
5.12-1(i) in the EIR that would require the County to replace Implementation Programs 
CO-E, CO-F and CO-I with Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d) (preparation of an Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan).     
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Response to Comment 280-125 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Policies CO-6b and CO-6d 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 280-126 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Goal CO-7 and Policy CO-7a in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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.  Although 
implementation for Policy CO-7a directs the preparation of an Oak Woodland Management 
Plan, the policy itself would not preclude identifying and protecting heritage and landmark 
trees of species other than oaks. 
 
Response to Comment 280-127 (GP):  The commenter is directed to the County 
Agriculture Department website for a description of the weed eradication program. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment 253-29. 
  
Response to Comment 280-128 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Goals CO-8 and CO-9 in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
concerning 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.  
Please also refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-129 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for possibly re-forming a Cultural Resources 
Commission, 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 Board of 
Supervisors formed a subcommittee to consider options (including re-forming the 
Commission).  The subcommittee is continuing to meet on this subject. 
 
Response to Comment 280-130 (GP):  The commenter points out that no policy under 
Goal CO-10 addresses identification of cemeteries.  The stated goal should not include 
identification of cemeteries.   Unidentified cemeteries may be discovered as a result of 
surveys required for discretionary projects, but requiring a separate program for 
identification is beyond the scope of this document.  See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for the modification of Goal CO-10 in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative and Objective 7.5.4 of 
the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 280- 43. 
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Response to Comment 280-131 (GP):  The Open Space designation is designed to be 
applied to a broad range of uses and activities, including resource conservation, habitat 
preservation, and recreation, just as other land use designations, such as Commercial, 
also cover a wide range of uses and activities.  Differentiation between open space uses is 
more appropriate at the zoning level, as is done for commercial and industrial uses. 
 
Under Section 65560(b) of the Planning and Zoning law, the managed production of forest 
lands and areas containing major mineral deposits is considered one of the functions of 
open space.  As discussed in Response to Comment 280-41, these open space functions 
would be protected under the proposed Natural Resource designation.  Other functions of 
open space (recreation, agriculture, habitat preservation, etc.) would also receive some 
protection under the NR designation, but would additionally receive more direct protection 
under other designations (e.g., Open Space, Ecological Preserve Overlay, and -IBC 
Overlay), and under various policies.   All General Plan Alternatives contain policies that 
function to create or protect different types of open space.  For example, in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, 
Policy LU-3a promotes clustered compact development with open space; LU-3b  provides 
for planned developments which require a minimum 30 percent open space/recreation 
area; LU-7f and Implementation Measure LU-I relate to a transfer of development rights 
program; Goal CO-5 promotes the protection of special status species through, among 
other methods, acquisition of conservation easements; Goal AF-1 concerns the protection 
of agricultural and rangelands; Measure AF-D requires programs to ensure the 
conservation of agricultural lands; and PR-2 would promote and conserve resource-based 
recreation uses.  In the No Project Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative, 
Objective 2.2.3 relates to planned developments and transfers and development rights; 
Objective 7.4.1 provides methods for protection of special status species; Objective 2.2.4 
covers density bonuses; and Objectives 8.1.3, 8.3.1 and 8.3.2 relate to identification and 
preservation of timberlands.  Transfers of development rights and acquisition of 
conservation easements are two of the methods recommended in the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research document cited by the commenter.  Please also refer to 
Responses to Comments 281-542 through 281-546, and 299-5. 
 
Response to Comment 280-132 (GP):  The commenter points out that Policy CO-12a 
does not pertain to Goal CO-12 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Staff agrees, and this Goal has been 
deleted and Policy CO-12a will be moved to Goal CO-6.  In addition, Implementation 
Measure CO-P of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative has been moved to a bullet under LU-A.  Please 
refer to Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for these modifications. 
 
Response to Comment 280-133 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for Policy AF-1 in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative concerning the Agricultural Land designation and the protection of 
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grazing lands, 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 280-134 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s preference for Policies AF-1b through AF-1g 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 280-135 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating the commenter’s support for Policies AF-2a and AF-3a in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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 280-136 (GP):  The policies in the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative do not eliminate 
the review authority of the Agricultural Commission.  They are generalized descriptions of 
County policy.  Implementation Measure AF-E specifies development of a procedure for 
the Agricultural Commission to review and provide recommendations on discretionary 
projects affecting agricultural/forestry lands. 
 
Response to Comment 280-137 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-66. 
 
Response to Comment 280-138 (GP):  The commenter points out minor languages 
differences between the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative in paragraph 3 under the discussion “General 
Services Department, Airports, Parks, and Grounds Division” in the Parks and Recreation 
Element.  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative will be modified to reflect 
the language contained in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Please refer to 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for these modifications. 
  
Response to Comment 280-139 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 280-140 (GP):  The commenter requests that the information on 
El Dorado Irrigation District facilities on page 293 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative and page 295 of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative be updated 
in connection with Project 184.  Please refer to Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments 
document for changes to the text. 
 
Response to Comment 280-141 (GP):  As reflected in Table 5.7-9 in Volume 2 of the 
EIR, the County has increased its inventory of parkland over the last 15 to 20 years with 
the addition of Henningsen Lotus Park and Pioneer Park.  Bass Lake Park is currently in 
the planning stages and other regional parks are proposed in Pollock Pines and South 
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Lake Tahoe. These facilities will aid in satisfying current recreational needs and 
accommodating any future growth in these areas of the County. 
 
Response to Comment 280-142 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-15. 
 
Response to Comment 280-143 (GP):  Development Agreements are required by law to 
be consistent with the General Plan in place at the time of execution. Policy PR-1a 
addresses the commenter’s concern. 
 
Response to Comment 280-144 (GP):  The commenter is directed to Policy LU-6f of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative which deals with limiting excess nighttime light and glare.   Implementation 
Measure LU-A (bullet 13) requires the strengthening of the Zoning Ordinance (Section 
17.14.170).  The lighting ordinance could at that time be modified to include park lighting 
standards.  
 
Response to Comment 280-145 (GP):  Policy PR-1b states that the County will strive to 
attain County-owned parkland at a minimum of five acres per thousand residents.   The 
Parks Master Plan, as required by Implementation Measure PR-A, could provide more 
specific standards for provision of parklands throughout the County. 
 
Response to Comment 280-146 (GP):  Implementation Measures were identified where 
they appeared to be necessary. Additional recommendations are welcome. 
 
Response to Comment 280-147 (GP): The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating some of the problems addressed by implementation measures could be 
alleviated by more aggressive use of Development Agreements, 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 280-148 (GP):  The commenter’s support for the Economic 
Development 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 280-149 (GP):  The commenter points out language differences 
in Implementation Measure ED-E in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Measure ED-E in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative will be changed to mirror the measure in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
  
Response to Comment 280-150 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that only nonbusiness representatives to an economic advisory body 
would not have conflicts of interest, 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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Membership in the proposed economic advisory body will be determined by the Board of 
Supervisors once this group is established. 
 
Response to Comment 280-151 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding eliminating the provision for incentives and tax credits in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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.  The commenter also suggests that 
ED-A(C) be changed to read “locally-owned businesses.”  Consideration of this change 
would be more appropriate once the economic advisory body is created. 
 
Response to Comment 280-152 (GP):  The questions posed by the commenter would 
more appropriately be considered by the new economic advisory body, not in a General 
Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 280-153 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 174-65. 
 
 




