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LETTER 281:  MAIDU GROUP, MOTHER LODE CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB 
 
Response to Comment 281-1 (EIR):  The organization of the General Plan alternatives is 
determined largely by the required General Plan elements set forth in State planning law. 
The organization of the EIR, while similar to that of the General Plan, is based on 
environmental impact categories, which do not always correspond to General Plan elements. 
 In some cases, the policies of a particular element may have effects in several impact 
categories, and are therefore treated under multiple sections of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-2 (EIR):  Written responses to the comments submitted on the 
1996 EIR by Taxpayers for Quality Growth and others were provided in the responses to 
comments prepared for that EIR.  While the 1996 General Plan Alternative is similar to one 
of the alternatives considered in the 1996 EIR, the environmental analysis in this EIR is 
completely new, and issues raised on the earlier EIR and found to have merit by the Court in 
the ensuing litigation have been addressed in the new analysis (see Appendix G of Volume 3 
of the EIR – this has been revised and included in Appendix C.2 of this Response to 
Comments document).   The comments on the 1996 EIR are not applicable to the current 
EIR, and responses to those comments have not been prepared as a part of this process. 
 
Response to Comment 281-3 (EIR):  Scoping comments submitted by the Maidu Group of 
the Sierra Club on the NOP are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-567 through 
281-1071. 
 
Response to Comment 281-4 (EIR):  It is noted that the commenter provides cited 
references at the end of each section and has used symbols to indicate questions that 
should be answered and suggested mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 281-5 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding energy 
conservation and green building are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-569 through 
281-575. 
 
Response to Comment 281-6 (EIR):  The commenter reiterates information provided in the 
setting portion of Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing.  The 1997 information relating to the 
area of the County in agricultural production identified by the commenter (agricultural 
acreage/Williamson Act acreage) was obtained from the most current source available.  
State agencies often encounter delays in finalizing and processing data submitted to them by 
the various counties, resulting in a gap of several years in the date of the best available 
information. This information was included to provide a general indication of land use trends 
in the County. Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-33. 
 
Response to Comment 281-7 (EIR):  A CD containing the DEIR was reviewed by staff and 
Exhibit 5.1-1 is on the disk.  If the commenter is unable to access this table, it is also
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available on the County website, under the General Plan heading.  A hard copy is also 
available for review at the Planning Department offices. 
 
Response to Comment 281-8 (EIR):  The land use projections do not assume the 
expansion of wastewater infrastructure in the Georgetown and Camino/Pollock Pines areas. 
There is existing high-density development in the Georgetown and Camino/Pollock Pines 
areas currently served by septic systems. This development would benefit from improved 
infrastructure. Impacts related to the need to construct additional infrastructure for 
wastewater treatment are analyzed in Section 5.5 of Volume 1 of the EIR, in terms of the 
environmental impacts of facilities construction and water quality issues.  With the exception 
of the Tahoe Basin, only areas within EID’s wastewater collection service area would be 
connected to a wastewater collection and treatment system. The impacts related to 
wastewater disposal necessitated by development outside the EID service area are also 
analyzed in Section 5.5 of the EIR, Volume 1.  
 
Response to Comment 281-9 (EIR):  The General Plan does contain standards as required 
by Section 65302.  However, a General Plan is a program level planning document covering 
a large land area and a wide range of planning issues.   Zoning, subdivision and other 
County ordinances are designed to implement General Plan policies that require the 
development of standards at a greater level of specificity than appropriate for a General 
Plan, such as sign standards, height limits, and the other examples cited by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 281-10 (EIR):  The commenter is correct in the statement that the 
County Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Section 15.14 of the County 
Code specifies 250 cubic yards as triggering the need for a grading permit.  See Chapter 2.0 
of this Response to Comments document for changes.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment 281-19 for a discussion of this threshold for grading activities.  
 
With regard to treatment of grading activities in asbestos-prone areas, the following 
precautions are currently in place with various departments within the County.  The Grading 
Ordinance exempts excavations in connection with a building permit because the Building 
Department incorporates grading into their process.  With every building permit issued within 
the County, (not just identified asbestos-prone areas) the Building Department, in 
cooperation with the Environmental Management Department, enforces the requirements set 
forth in the Air Pollution Control District’s Prescriptive Standard - Fugitive Dust Prevention 
and Control and Contingent Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan.  Building permits are also 
required for outdoor construction that may involve grading activity such as swimming pools, 
retaining walls over four feet in height, and fences over six feet.  The intent of this 
Prescriptive Standard is to insure adequate dust control and asbestos hazard mitigation 
measures are implemented during all phases of project construction and operation, including 
any soils that require capping or soils moved offsite. These soils are considered and 
managed as hazardous substances.     
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The EIR proposes mitigation measures that address the need for more stringent asbestos 
control measures.  These include the following:   
 

• Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) requires that all discretionary and ministerial projects of 
120 square feet or larger would be required to undergo a General Plan conformity 
review to ensure that all applicable General Plan policies are complied with.  This 
would include the vast majority of projects in the County; including projects too small 
to qualify for a grading permit.  In this way, unregulated asbestos exposure would be 
addressed and the circumstances identified would be brought to the attention of the 
appropriate decisionmakers prior to project approval. 

 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(b) (as clarified – see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 

Comments document) requires all projects requiring a building permit that would 
result in earth disturbance in asbestos-prone areas to have a California registered 
geologist inspect the project site using appropriate test methods and to amend the 
Prescriptive Standards for Fugitive Dust Prevention and Control Plan and Contingent 
Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan. This mitigation measure has been further 
clarified (see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document) to required the 
County Air Quality Management District to evaluate post-construction exposure to 
asbestos on sites known to contain asbestos, and only allow development to be 
occupied when it is deemed asbestos levels do not create significant health risk 
exposure. 

 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(c) requires a public information program for each of the four 

Alternatives to notify the public about the health risks of asbestos exposure through a 
property deed notification program. The measure also requires the adoption of a 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos Disclosure Ordinance. 

 
• Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(d) requires the Environmental Management Department to 

report annually to the Board of Supervisors any new information regarding asbestos.  
 
The above mitigation measures add significant regulation and protection, and fully address 
the potential for significant impact regarding this issue area.   
 
Response to Comment 281-11 (EIR):  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the impacts of 
proposed policies and actions into the future (in this case at 2025 and Buildout) compared to 
existing conditions. It is based on detailed forecasting, as well as an assumption of full 
buildout.  A detailed comparison of existing conditions with those of 25 years ago is beyond 
the scope of this EIR.  The extent of future sprawl under each of the proposed alternatives 
and its related effects on land consumption and other impact categories are analyzed in the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-12 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding land use and 
housing are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-576 through 281-602. 
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Response to Comment 281-13 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-11.   
 
Response to Comment 281-14 (EIR):  The text under Table 5.1-5 has been revised to 
clarify that USFS land exchanges are with private land owners, not the County.  Please refer 
to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for changes to the text. 
 
The commenter’s statement that the boundaries of the Important Biological Corridor are not 
yet known is incorrect.  The boundaries of the Important Biological Corridor overlay are 
proposed and mapped as part of the proposed Environmentally Constrained Alternative.    
Please see Figure LU-1 in that alternative. 
 
Economic impacts are not environmental impacts, as defined by CEQA.  Therefore, a 
detailed fiscal analysis of the General Plan alternatives is not included in the EIR.  Where 
fiscal considerations are relevant to the environmental impact analysis, they are discussed in 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-15 (EIR):  The differences in the size of Rural Regions among 
the alternatives, although seemingly small when expressed as a percentage of Rural Region 
area, are substantial.  Rural Regions comprise between approximately 93 to 95 percent of 
the County, so even small differences in the size of Rural Regions have a substantial effect 
on the size of the remaining Community Regions and Rural Centers.  Please see Table 3-7 
in Volume 1 of the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-16 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 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 281-17 (EIR):  The commenter reiterates the discussion on page 
5.1-48 of the EIR, Volume 1, with respect to community separators. As stated in the EIR, the 
potential effectiveness of a policy to create community separators is difficult to judge, 
because it depends in large part on voluntary land owner participation. Please also refer to 
Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for changes to page 5.1-48 that 
further address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-18 (EIR):  The last sentence of the proposed implementation 
measure states as follows:  “In lieu of requiring detailed resource assessments as part of 
initial applications, the County shall establish a program for preliminary site inspections by 
qualified professionals employed or retained by the County to determine the need (if any) for 
specific resource evaluations required to complete this review.”  This addresses the 
commenter’s concern. 
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Response to Comment 281-19 (EIR):  Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.1-3 (b) would apply 
to all projects that are subject to Mitigation Measure 5.1.-3(a) (i.e., structures over 120 
square feet and grading permits). 
 
Response to Comment 281-20 (EIR):  The opinion expressed in the comment stating 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c) recognizes the problem of delayed implementation for policies in 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and 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.   
 
Response to Comment 281-21 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-433.  
 
Response to Comment 281-22 (EIR): Please refer to Responses to Comments 107-2 and 
107-3. 
 
Response to Comment 281-23 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-433.  
With respect to potential disturbance to unmarked gravesites at identified cemeteries,  
proposed Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(g) would revise Policy CO-10b in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative to 
state that projects located adjacent to cemeteries will be evaluated to ensure that they do not 
disturb human interments.  Protection could include setbacks and buffer areas. 
 
Response to Comment 281-24 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 107-1 and 
107-2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-25 (EIR):  It is recognized that there is a need to serve all 
housing market segments. Currently the market seems to be most focused on large houses 
that better serve the upper income segment. The Housing Element provides policies and 
implementation measures that address a wide range of housing types. 
 
Response to Comment 281-26 (EIR):  The commenter notes that because of policies in the 
Housing Element directed at conserving the stock of affordable housing, the EIR deems the 
impact “less than significant.” Please see Section 5.1.2 of Volume 1 of the EIR for the full text 
of the analysis.  
 
Response to Comment 281-27 (EIR):  The commenter’s statement concerning the 
continued conversion of farmland into suburban subdivisions is acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 281-28 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding agriculture are 
addressed in Responses to Comments 281-974 through 281-994. 
 
Response to Comment 281-29 (EIR):  The Planning staff does not have information 
regarding the information requested by the commenter nor was this request determined to 
be relevant to the General Plan EIR analysis. The analysis of impacts to agricultural
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lands in the EIR does not assume that impacts will be reduced by participation in the 
Farmland Protection Program, which is not a County program. 
 
Response to Comment 281-30 (EIR):  Water pollution associated with runoff from irrigation 
tailwater has most typically been a problem in California in large, flat valley agricultural 
regions with cultivated fields where the soil is disturbed and in some cases with runoff of 
pesticides in flood irrigation of orchards.  The extent to which tailwater may currently run off 
irrigated lands in the County is not known. Unlike areas where tailwater runoff has proven to 
contribute substantially to water quality degradation, agriculture in El Dorado County is not 
typically flood irrigated, which is a major source of runoff. As described on page 5.5-99 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR, there are no waterways in western El Dorado County that are listed by 
the State as impaired, suggesting that agricultural tailwater has not resulted in any 
substantial water quality impacts in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-31 (EIR):  In certain instances, issuance of Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is exempt 
from CEQA.  Conversion of land from one use to a vineyard does not require a WDR, 
unless, under certain conditions, a winery is constructed.  Please see page 5.5-17 of Volume 
1 of the EIR.  Also, please see Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) concerning water quality impacts 
from grading. 
 
Response to Comment 281-32 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 210-6 and 
210-7. 
 
Response to Comment 281-33 (EIR): Because the EIR seeks to analyze future potential 
effects associated with farmland conversion, past trends were not extensively analyzed. 
However, Table 5.2-4 of Volume 1 of the EIR summarizes the conversion of farmland for the 
period 1998-2000; these data were provided for informational purposes. Data for the most 
recent period, 2000–2002, were not available from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection at the time 
the EIR was prepared. This recently-released data indicate that, for the 2000–2002 period, 
important farmland and grazing land acreages in El Dorado County changed as follows: 
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Total Acreage Inventoried Acreage Changes 

 2000 2002 Lost Gained 
Net Acreage 

Changed 
Important Farmland 
Prime Farmland 989 950 141 102 -39 
Farmland of 
Statewide 
Importance 

909 930 196 217 21 

Unique 
Farmland 4,680 4,413 1,177 910 -267 

Farmland of 
Local 
Importance 

61,714 61,215 1,767 1,268 -499 

Grazing Land 203,798 201,738 3,537 1,477 -2,060 
TOTAL 272,090 269,246 6,818 3,974 -2,844 
 
 
Data regarding changes for the period of 1996–1998 are available from the Department of 
Conservation (DOC) (see http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/index.htm). However, 
because of a change in mapping methodology by the DOC, the data for the 1996-2002 
period cannot be compared (the DOC switched to a digital database created by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service between the 1998-2000 
and 2000-2002 reporting periods; that database provides more accurate data regarding 
agricultural soils locations). According to the DOC, farmland conversion trends did not 
dramatically change from 1996 to 2002 (Penberth, Molly. California Department of 
Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program. Conversation with Sue Lee, Senior Planner. November 19, 2003). 
 
For the period 1992-2003, 1,703.2 acres of land currently under Williamson Act Contracts 
have been identified for nonrenewal, resulting in a net increase of 281.1 acres. During the 
same period, the County gained 1,984.3 acres of new Williamson Act Contract land. (El 
Dorado County Assessor’s Office Records 2003). 
 
Response to Comment 281-34 (EIR): Please refer to Responses to Comments 173-8, 216-
41, 248-7, 263-8, and 281-33. 
 
Response to Comment 281-35 (EIR):  Table 3-4 in Chapter 3 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
shows the acreage of each land use designation for each alternative.  Adding the acreages 
of land use designations in which agriculture is permitted results in the following: 
 
 No Project/1996 General Plan Alternatives 946,498 acres 
 Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative 974,894 acres 
 Environmentally Constrained Alternative 997,376 acres 
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These figures reflect the amount of acreage that could be in agricultural production at 
buildout of the applicable General Plan alternative.  It is impossible to calculate acreage 
“remaining” at 2025 and buildout because the amount of conversion to and out of agricultural 
use are unknown.  The area of agricultural lands with a medium or high conversion potential 
under each alternative are set forth in Table 5.2-5. 
 
The estimates and assumptions used to arrive at the agricultural water demand figures in 
Section 5.5 are described in notes to Tables 5.5-6 through 5.5-8, and in Table 5.5-1 note 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-36 (EIR):  Under the current ordinance, unless a project is 
discretionary or requires a timberland conversion permit from DCF, an environmental review 
is not required for conversion of woodland or other lands to vineyards.  However, proposed 
Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) would add a new policy to all four of the equal-weight General 
Plan alternatives which would require agricultural grading activities that turn over one acre or 
more of soil to obtain a grading permit, which is discretionary.  Please refer to Master 
Response 5.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) has been revised to  mitigation for 
agricultural conversion of more than one acre of important habitat.  Please see Master 
Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 281-37 (EIR): I is acknowledged that requiring agricultural fencing 
on adjacent residential property would likely cause substantial secondary impacts by also 
constructing barriers to wildlife movement.  The EIR includes mitigation in Section 5.12 that 
would reduce the impact of fencing on wildlife movement.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b) 
would add the Important Biological Corridor overlay to all four of the equal-weight 
alternatives of the General Plan.  Implementation measure CO-K (now only in the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative) requires development of the overlay.  Under 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b), lands located under the overlay district would be subject to a 
requirement that prohibits fences that would restrict wildlife movement.     
 
Response to Comment 281-38 (EIR): The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment suggesting that Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(f) be changed to require animals that 
might harass livestock to be confined in smaller areas rather than have perimeter fencing, 
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 281-39 (EIR):  It is recognized that there would be some loss of 
agricultural land, even with this mitigation measure.  The mitigation measure would require 
conservation of existing agriculture, but would not create new agriculture.  This program, by 
creating permanent set-asides of land suitable for agricultural production, would provide 
substantial protection over agricultural lands in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-40 (EIR):  The creation of a new agricultural zoning district and 
ordinance changes were completed in advance of the General Plan adoption because a 
number of Williamson Act Contract requests were being delayed pending
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General Plan adoption and a complete revision of the Zoning Ordinance.  Adoption of the 
new district will enable additional contracts to be executed.  The preservation of agriculture 
through incentives such as Williamson Act contracts is consistent with the goals of all of the 
proposed General Plan alternatives.  Uses such as ranch marketing or winery activities will 
not be allowed by right in the new district.  Accordingly, the new district is not anticipated to 
create environmental impacts that are not already addressed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-41 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment agreeing with the statement that the potential for loss of agricultural land through 
expansion of visitor-serving activities is considerable under present regulations, 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 281-42 (EIR):  The traffic modeling performed for the General Plan 
assigned trip generation values to agriculturally-designated properties based upon 
established average trip generation rates for that land use type. The Ranch Marketing 
Ordinance allows by right “special events for commercial purposes not to exceed 125 
persons with the number of events not exceeding the following limits: 
 

i. Parcels less than 20 acres in size – six per year 
 

ii. Parcels 20 acres or more in size – 12 per year 
 

iii. All Special events shall be subject to available parking as set forth in subsection 
17.14.180(c).” 

 
Given the relatively small size of these permitted events; the fact that there are specific 
limitations on the number of events that may occur per year; the fact that commercial events 
generally are scheduled for non peak hour periods; and the fact that it would be speculative 
to attempt to predict the numbers of properties that would engage in these activities, it was 
determined that this could not be incorporated into the traffic analysis for the General Plan 
alternatives.   
 
The County does not track, or regulate temporally, the special events that are allowed by 
right under the Ranch Marketing Ordinance.  Those special events that require a special use 
permit however, such as concerts, carnivals, music festivals etc., are reviewed with respect 
to timing, and potential impacts, including traffic congestion, and County approval for a 
proposal could be withheld if a large event was proposed for Apple Hill season, and it caused 
the increase in traffic to reach unacceptable levels. 
 
At this point, the staff is not aware of any traffic problems related to special events allowed 
by right in agricultural districts.  The Apple Hill season is generally a period of traffic 
congestion in the Camino area, but that congestion does not typically occur on weekday 
peak hour periods, and that period is not considered a special event under the
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terms of the Ranch Marketing Ordinance.  Also, Apple Hill Growers are engaging in such 
things as free shuttle busses from the Placerville area to address the congestion issue.  If 
agriculture expands, the potential for traffic problems to occur as a result of special events 
would be dependent upon the area of the County where the agricultural expansion occurred; 
the nature of the road system where the expansion occurred; the potential for the type of 
agricultural activity engaged in to lend itself to conducting special events; whether the event 
occurs on a weekday or a weekend; and whether shuttle busses or other transit programs 
are in place to handle the traffic associated with the special event.  Given that high number 
of variables, it is impossible to predict whether future problems attributed to special events 
will occur as a result of the expansion of agriculture. 
  
Response to Comment 281-43 (EIR):  Please refer to the responses to Letter 173. 
 
Response to Comment 281-44 (EIR):  The commenter points out that proposed Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-3 would incorporate productive and suitable agricultural land into Agricultural 
Districts, thereby extending the treatment of such lands to all four of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-45 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding forestry are 
addressed in Responses to Comments 281-995 through 281-1015. 
 
Response to Comment 281-46 (EIR): The commenter provides information about historic 
forest management activities in El Dorado County. The staff shares the commenter’s 
concerns regarding the current level of wildfire risk. The California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection recognized the current character of the County’s vegetation as it 
developed its Fire Hazard Severity Rating and fuel hazard ratings associated with the 
California Fire Plan (please refer to pages 5.8-116 and 117 of Volume 2 of the EIR and the 
Fire and Resources Assessment Program’s Internet website at http://www.fire.ca.gov). The 
fire hazard risks are recognized and policies have been included in all of the General Plan 
alternatives to address the issue. The EIR also addresses the issue and assigns mitigation to 
address the issue (please refer to pages 5.8-131 through 133 of Volume 2 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-47 (EIR):  The comment accurately states the definition of 
timberlands used in the EIR and reiterates the statement on page 5.2-77 of Volume 1 of 
the EIR that commercial logging can create conflicts with residential development, and can 
affect air quality and water quality. The comment notes that the EIR analysis of impacts to 
forestry resources is focused on private timberland. The forestry section of the EIR 
addresses protection of forestry resources. The impacts considered in this section address 
issues associated with potential conversion of timberland to nontimber uses or creation of 
obstacles to processing of timber resources. The analysis is focused on timberlands that 
are within the jurisdiction of the County, because the County has no control over the 
management and protection of forestry resources under the jurisdiction of the federal or 
State government. Thus, the EIR is appropriately focused on those
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resources that could be affected by actions taken by the County in implementing the General 
Plan Alternatives.   
 
Response to Comment 281-48 (EIR):  The text on page 5.2-80 of Volume 1 of the EIR has 
been modified as suggested by the commenter.  Although the logging industry includes 
employment at the remaining operating mills, truck drivers and forestry workers, it is not a 
major source of employment as is reflected in the text.  Also, since the DEIR was published, 
the Wetsell-Oviatt mill has been closed.  These modifications are shown in Chapter 2.0 of 
this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-49 (EIR):  As stated by the commenter, the California Division 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (“CDF”) has jurisdiction over timber harvest plans (THPs).  
Applications for THPs are sent to the County for review, but the County does not have 
authority to approve THPs or to issue its own regulations regarding timber harvesting.  
Section 4516.5 of the Forest Practice Act, cited by the commenter, authorizes local 
governments only to propose regulations to CDF, which CDF may or may not adopt; the 
section expressly prohibits Counties from regulating the conduct of “timber operations” or 
requiring a permit  or license for those operations, except on lands of less than three acres 
outside of timber preserve zones.  "Timber operations" are defined in the statute to include, 
among other things, soil erosion control, protection of stream character and water quality, 
water distribution systems, flood control, stand density control, reforestation methods, mass 
soil movements, location and grade of roads and skid trails, excavation and fill requirements, 
slash and debris disposal, haul routes and schedules, hours and dates of logging, and 
performance bonds.  The County of Santa Cruz timber harvesting regulations referenced by 
the commenter (from Chapter 16.52 of the Santa Cruz County Code) were adopted prior to 
the enactment of the preemption provisions of the Forest Practice Act.  They are considered 
obsolete by the Santa Cruz County Planning Department and are not applied.  (Pers. 
Comm., Mark Deming, November 2003). 
 
Response to Comment 281-50 (EIR):  As stated above, THPs are routed to the County for 
review.  Approval from the Department of Transportation may be needed if the project would 
involve either an encroachment permit or a grading permit, but the County does not have the 
authority to approve or deny THPs, or to enforce their terms. 
 
Response to Comment 281-51 (EIR):  Regarding enforcement of timber harvesting 
requirements, please refer to Response to Comment 281-49.   Local governments like the 
County do have the authority to regulate the location (as opposed to the conduct) of timber 
operations.  As the commenter notes, the County’s Zoning Ordinance permits timber 
harvesting and production by right in the AE, TC, and TPZ zones.  
 
Response to Comment 281-52 (EIR):  The commenter is correct that, under the four equal-
weight General Plan alternatives, land zoned for timber production could be converted to 
other agricultural uses.  Primarily, this would take place in areas zoned Agriculture Exclusive 
(AE).  Land in the Timber Preserve Zone (TPZ) zoning district that is 
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in timber production would be strongly protected from conversion to other types of uses, 
including other agricultural uses, and such a conversion would require Agricultural 
Commission review.  The small amount of timberland zoned AE that would be at risk of 
conversion would not result in a significant impact countywide because a much greater 
proportion of land in timber production is zoned TPZ and would be protected.  Thus, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 
 
Regarding the suggestion that the County adopt its own forest practice regulations, please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-49.  
 
Response to Comment 281-53 (EIR):  The commenter notes that the Legislative Analyst’s 
office recommends enactment of legislation imposing fees on timber operators to fully cover 
the costs incurred by State agencies in reviewing and enforcing timber harvest plans. 
 
Response to Comment 281-54 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-49. 
 
Response to Comment 281-55 (EIR): The commercial timber on lands that are zoned TPZ 
(Timber Preserve Zone) may be harvested through a number of standard methods, 
consistent with the California Forest Practice Rules. Before the timber can be harvested, the 
landowner must receive approval for his Timber Harvest Plan (THP) from the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Restoration and reforestation are requirements 
of State law and are typically articulated in the THP. TPZ land that is harvested would retain 
its TPZ zoning after timber harvest unless the landowner chooses to cancel the contract 
through which the TPZ zoning is assigned. In other words, the property remains an area for 
timber production, even though another commercial harvest may not be available for 
decades. 
 
Response to Comment 281-56 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting provision for establishment of a Scenic Corridor Ordinance and Scenic 
Corridor Combining Zone District; stating a preference for the more protective wording in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative; identifying State Route 49 as a scenic corridor; and supporting extending 
limitations on ridgeline development to ministerial projects and applying it to the State Route 
49 corridor, 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 281-57 (EIR): The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on degradation of existing visual character 
or quality of the area or region, are noted for the record, and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-58 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-593. 
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Response to Comment 281-59 (EIR):  A detailed map of previously-constructed cell towers 
in the County is not available and was not determined to be necessary for the purposes of 
the General Plan EIR analysis (please refer also to Master Response 2).  Impact 5.3-1 
analyzes the visual impacts of communications infrastructure, including cell towers, and 
concludes that they would contribute to a significant visual impact, but could be mitigated to 
a less-than-significant level.  Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(b) would revise applicable policies to 
expressly require that the Scenic Corridor Ordinance include standards for wireless 
communication structures. 
 
Response to Comment 281-60 (EIR):  Evaluating the effect of cell towers on property 
values is not within the scope of a General Plan or a General Plan EIR.  Further, property 
value effects are economic issues, not environmental issues requiring evaluation in an EIR.  
It is acknowledged that cell towers can be a controversial land use. 
 
Response to Comment 281-61 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-554. 
 
Response to Comment 281-62 (EIR):  The County recently adopted regulations that 
address visual impacts of wireless communication facilities. This is briefly summarized on 
page 5.6-60 of Volume 1 of the EIR. The entire County Code is available online. 
 
Response to Comment 281-63 (EIR):  The comments presented by the commenter 
regarding directional shielding are noted for the record.  Additional analysis in the EIR is not 
required.  The EIR evaluates potential impacts from night lighting and provides mitigation.  
Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(b) specifically refers to “directional shielding.”  In 
addition, the County’s lighting ordinance requires top and side shielding. Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 108-15. 
 
Response to Comment 281-64 (EIR):  For all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives, the Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(b) requires that nighttime lighting be limited.  For 
the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, the mitigation measure states, in part: 
 

“Include standards, consistent with prudent safety practices, for outdoor lighting to 
reduce high intensity outdoor lighting and glare in the update of the County Zoning 
Ordinance.  Consideration will be given to design features….” 
 

For the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives, the mitigation measure states, in part: 
 

“Development shall limit excess nighttime light and glare from parking area lighting, 
signage and buildings.  Consideration shall be given to design features…” 

 
In all cases a number of design features are identified for consideration.  In all cases, 
nighttime lighting is to be reduced, but the means for doing so may appropriately differ due to 
operational differences between projects.  Design features for one project may not
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be appropriate for another.  It may be appropriate to require automatic parking lot light 
shut-offs for a use where parking is more event driven and people arrive and depart at 
similar times, such as a church.  In that case, lighting would generally be on when people 
arrive and leave, but not for the hours of time when an event is underway, or in between.  
Automatic shutoffs may be inappropriate, by contrast, for a parking lot at a shopping 
center, where people arrive and leave sporadically and automatic shut off lighting could be 
both annoying (constantly turning on and off) and a public safety and practical concern. 
 
Further, public safety is an important consideration.  Insufficient lighting in parking lots can 
create opportunities for criminals to hide and surprise an unknowing person, and allow for 
greater opportunity to commit property crimes, etc. Insufficient lighting can also lead to 
injuries (e.g., not being able to adequately see ground features and tripping over a planter 
curb). 
 
The County’s existing Ordinance requires that light be directed downward and prohibits 
spillover of lighting to adjacent properties. Please refer also to Response to Comment 108-
15. 
 
Response to Comment 281-65 (EIR):  The commenter suggests that “sport fields” be 
added to revised Policy LU-6f on page 5.3-39 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  See Chapter 2.0 of 
this Response to Comments document for modification to this policy. 
 
Response to Comment 281-66 (EIR):  The changes to Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(b) 
requested by the commenter would provide more detail than is required for General Plan 
policy.  The suggested level of specificity would be more appropriate during the Zoning 
Ordinance revision required by Implementation Measure LU-A (to strengthen limitations on 
light and glare).   
 
Response to Comment 281-67 (EIR):  The suggestion by the commenter to evaluate 
requirements to retrofit existing lighting to gradually reduce nightglow from existing sources 
does not relate to the impacts of future development and is beyond the scope of this EIR.  
 The EIR is required to evaluate impacts from future development under the General Plan. 
 Existing lighting levels are part of the environmental baseline.  The County may consider 
the issue of retrofitting existing light sources in implementing the policies set forth in the 
alternatives (2.8.1.1, LU- 6f, and Implementation Measure LU-A) and Mitigation Measure 
5.3-3, which call for revision of the County Zoning Ordinance to address light and glare. 
 
Response to Comment 281-68 (EIR):  The suggestions presented by the commenter 
would be more appropriately addressed in development of Implementation Measure LU-A, 
which involves revision of the Zoning Ordinance to strengthen the limitations on light and 
glare. 
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Response to Comment 281-69 (EIR):  The general focus of this comment is that the 
County cannot build its way out of traffic congestion.  The basic premise behind this 
comment is that constructing new roadways or widening existing roadways induces more 
travel demand.  The inducement occurs according to basic economic principles because 
reducing the cost of travel (i.e., reduced travel time due to a new road improvement) will 
increase the amount of, or demand for, travel.  In other words, road improvements prompt 
traffic increases and these gains diminish travel time benefits to some degree.  To what 
degree and under what circumstances, however, remains a matter of debate.  
 
Transportation research of induced travel is somewhat limited compared to other 
transportation subjects, but interest by researchers has grown steadily over the last few 
years given the controversial nature of the subject as it relates to investments in new or 
widened roadways.  The ability of the research to fully explain the complicated relationships 
between the variables involved in induced travel has not been completely sorted out.  In 
simple terms, travel time savings to a driver can result in a change of route, change of 
schedule, consolidation of trips, change in mode of travel and/or change of final destination.  
All of these changes can have an impact on the number of vehicle trips and the amount of 
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in a study area.     
 
The latest research on the subject by Robert Cervero1 from U.C. Berkeley explains that 
induced travel involves a two-way causal relationship between road use and road supply and 
concludes that much of the previous research involving induced travel failed to capture this 
two-way relationship. Further, many studies, according to Cervero, have overstated induced-
demand effects because they have not correctly specified the chain of events between 
added roadway capacity and traffic growth. The statistical relationship between road supply 
and traffic is not the result of a simple, one-way, causal link between the former and the 
latter, but rather a simultaneous relationship in which more traffic also spawns more roads. 
The transportation planning and programming process is designed to anticipate and respond 
to changes in traffic.  Thus, correlation between road supply and traffic could reveal nothing 
more than this process is working successfully. Likewise, findings that road expansion fails to 
relieve congestion could simply indicate that regions are failing to keep pace with burgeoning 
demand for additional road capacity.  These statements are indicative that the research of 
induced travel is still evolving and that researchers are just beginning to unravel the complex 
relationships between investments in roadway capacity and the resulting travel demand 
effects. 
 
In the context of the El Dorado County General Plan, induced travel was considered but 
found not to play a major role in the development of the Land Use and Circulation Elements 
for the following reasons. 
 

                                                      
1“Induced Travel Demand and Induced Road Investment,” Cervero and Hansen, Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, Volume 36, 

Part 3, September 2002, pp. 469-490. 
 “Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path Analysis,” Robert Cervero, University of California, Berkeley, July 2001. 
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 1) The ability of land uses to relocate based on new or expanded roadway capacity is 
limited by existing development agreements and the potential restrictions on growth 
associated with the General Plan policies related to roadway funding, development 
impact fees, and concurrency. 

 
 2) The General Plan travel demand model was originally developed for a 1998 base year 

when the traffic operating conditions on the roadway system were not constrained by 
limited capacity.  Therefore, the trip generation rates in the model reflect 
unconstrained travel demand.  In other words, existing base year trip generation 
activity is not suppressed by limited roadway capacity.  Since these same rates are 
used in the 2025 model for the General Plan alternatives, no induced travel would 
occur from additional vehicle trips being generated because the roadway 
improvements eliminated major capacity constraints. 

 
 3) The General Plan travel demand model captures the effect of trip distribution changes 

resulting from constructing new roadways or widening existing roadways.  In fact, the 
modeling process as outlined in pages 5.4-18 through 5.4-21 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
was structured to capture the trip distribution changes of new roadway improvements. 
 Step 11 on page 5.4-20 specifically states that an iterative process was used to 
identify the optimum set of improvements and ensure that trip distribution changes 
that occur as a result of improvements such as new roadways were addressed.  
Additional evidence of this process can be found in Appendices D-3A through D-3D in 
Volume 3 of the EIR. These appendices include two sets of traffic volume forecasts 
and LOS results for each General Plan alternative.  The first set contains the results 
associated with loading future 2025 traffic demand onto the existing roadway 
network.  The second set contains the results associated with loading the future 2025 
traffic demand onto the improved roadway network shown in each Circulation 
Element Diagram.  In reviewing these two sets of forecasts and LOS results, key 
differences in volumes can be found because existing and future trips are re-
distributed by the model to take advantage of travel time reductions associated with 
roadway improvements. 

 
Although induced travel is not expected to prevent the County from developing an adequate 
roadway system, funding constraints as discussed in Impact 5.4-3 could limit the County’s 
ability in this regard.  Please refer to Master Response 13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-70 (EIR):  Increasing roadway capacity is not intended to be a 
permanent fix to capacity problems.  Instead, roadway capacity improvements are commonly 
designed with an effective operational life of 10 to 20 years because of the uncertainty and 
cost associated with trying to forecast conditions any farther into the future. In situations 
where a community is at or near buildout (i.e., no new development or change in existing 
development), roadway capacity can be designed to permanently solve capacity problems.   
 
Response to Comment 281-71 (EIR):  Potential economic impacts to the recreation 
industry and businesses of both the Tahoe Basin and the West Slope due to traffic 
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congestion is not an environmental impact and therefore was not analyzed.  It should be 
noted that the congestion on U.S. Highway 50 and State Route 49 are very similar among all 
four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives and are primarily reflective of significant 
physical constraints such as the traffic signals on U.S. Highway 50 within the City of 
Placerville or the grade and alignment issues on State Route 49 between Cool and Auburn.   
 
There are two main types of congestion within the County.  The most significant congestion 
problems that would affect these types of industries are those that occur “off-peak”, i.e., 
outside of the traditional weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  These congestion problems 
are usually related to the same uses described as being impacted.  An example would be 
the heavy eastbound traffic on Friday evenings through the City of Placerville during the 
winter that contains a high percentage of skier traffic in the traffic mix. 
 
Response to Comment 281-72 (EIR):  Traffic congestion can affect emergency vehicle 
response times, especially when incidents or accidents occur on major roadways.  The 
General Plan alternatives have been developed to minimize potential traffic congestion by 
including roadway improvements intended to provide LOS E or better peak hour traffic 
operations on most major county roadways. 
 
Response to Comment 281-73 (EIR):  No County-maintained roads are now surfaced with 
crushed serpentine.  There are no listings available as to the number or mileage of privately 
maintained roads, or driveways for that matter, that are surfaced with crushed serpentine. 
 
Recently-adopted State regulations address the allowable percentages of asbestos in 
serpentine rock that is sold as road surfacing material, and require the seller to provide 
certified lab testing to demonstrate that any serpentine rock sold for that purpose meets 
those standards.  Any privately maintained roads that are newly constructed, or resurfaced 
subsequent to the adoption of this regulation will contain road rock that meets these 
requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 281-74 (EIR): The proposed route of the Missouri Flat to Pleasant 
Valley Connector does not violate the Federal Rails to Trails Act.  A portion of the proposed 
roadway impacts the SPTC railway corridor, but as part of the proposal, the rail corridor will 
be shifted slightly to the north in that area of conflict to allow for the placement of the road, 
and still provide the necessary continuity of the rail corridor. 
 
Response to Comment 281-75 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on applying the concepts of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers’ “Traditional Neighborhood Development Street Design 
Guidelines”, are noted for the record, and will be considered by the Planning Commission
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and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.   Please refer to 
Response to Comment 198-11 for a discussion on road design standards, and also please 
note that Implementation Measure TC-C of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternatives requires the County to revise its road 
standards to address some of the commenter’s expressed concerns, as does proposed 
Mitigation Measure 5.3-2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-76 (EIR):  The County road standards as identified in the 
County of El Dorado “Design and Improvement Standards Manual” apply to both public and 
private roads associated with land development projects.  The same circumstance is true 
with respect to County drainage standards. Private roads not associated with land 
development projects must comply with the County Grading Ordinance, and/or the State Fire 
Safe Standards, as applicable. 
 
In the more rural/ low-density areas of the County, the road standards allow for roadside 
ditches, cross culverts, and no sidewalks.  In the urban/high-density areas of the County, 
road standards require curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and in some circumstances piped storm 
drain systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-77 (EIR):  The commenter provides an overview of the traffic 
and circulation setting.  No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 281-78 (EIR):  On page 5.4-7 of Volume 1, the EIR states that 
roadway improvements across the County line have not kept pace with development in El 
Dorado County. This statement is not directed at a lack of improvements by Sacramento 
County, and specifically recognizes that more development has occurred in the County than 
can be adequately accommodated with available roadway capacity across the County line. 
 
Response to Comment 281-79 (EIR):  The commenter indicates that Greyhound no longer 
serves Placerville.  Greyhound has also discontinued service to South Lake Tahoe.   
 
Current service in El Dorado Hills consists of the following: 

• Curb to curb dial-a-ride for all of El Dorado Hills to Pollock Pines 
• A Sac-Med route providing medical transportation from El Dorado Hills to Sacramento 

County 
• Commuter Service (7 routes) from El Dorado Hills to Sacramento 
• Reverse Commute Service from Sacramento to El Dorado Hills (2 routes) 

 
A missing piece in El Dorado Hills’ service is the provision of local fixed routes.  El Dorado 
Transit did provide a demonstration of fixed route service for 12 months in fiscal year 
1997/98 as implementation of the Unmet Needs process.  However, after 12 months, the 
need did not materialize and the required 10 percent farebox recovery could not be met.  In 
other words, the ridership was not adequate to justify the cost of the service. 
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The current Long Range Transit Plan indicates that due to consistent growth, service will 
eventually need to be provided in El Dorado Hills.  However, no anticipated timeframe as to 
when it would be needed was offered.  Generally speaking, transit needs increase for a 
given area as a population grows older.  (Mindy Jackson, Director of El Dorado Transit, 
September 23, 2003) 
 
Response to Comment 281-80 (EIR):  The commenter’s observations regarding the 
availability of taxi and carpool opportunities for county residents, as discussed on page 5.4-9 
of Volume 1 of the EIR, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-81 (EIR):  According to the 2000 census, approximately 2.5 
percent of all trips from home to work in the County are made by bicycling or walking. 
  
Response to Comment 281-82 (EIR):  Policies 3.9.1.5, 3.11.1.3, 3.11.2.3, 5.8.2.1, and the 
policies under Objective 6.7.4 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives require 
bicycling, walking and other forms of transportation to be considered in project review and 
planning, and particularly with respect to school siting.  Similar policies such as Policy TC-3c, 
TC-4b, TC-4g, TC-4h, TC-5a, TC-5c, PS-9c, and PS-9d are contained in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-83 (EIR):  The low-density development patterns of El Dorado 
County do not provide many opportunities for travel by walking or bicycle.  The design of 
subdivisions could promote walking and bicycling for recreational or social purposes by 
providing high quality and safe facilities.  These types of facilities are encouraged by the 
policies contained in each General Plan alternative, but are not made mandatory 
requirements of subdivision design.  Please refer also to Master Response 16. 
 
Response to Comment 281-84 (EIR):  The commenter repeats information contained in the 
EIR.  No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 281-85 (EIR):  The Route Concept and Development Report for 
State Route 153, Caltrans District 3, June 1987, states that this route is classified as a 
maintenance-only route, with rehabilitation projects as needed.  No plans are mentioned for 
a change in route or alignment.  
 
Response to Comment 281-86 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 14 and Responses 
to Comments 256-8 and 256-16. 
 
Response to Comment 281-87 (EIR):  The Sacramento Placerville Transportation Corridor 
Master Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in February 2003.  Please refer to 
Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for corrections to page 5.4-15 of the 
EIR. Please refer also to Master Response 16. 
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Response to Comment 281-88 (EIR):  The commenter repeats information contained in the 
EIR.  No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 281-89 (EIR):  The EIR uses the same definition of LOS F provided 
on page 5.4-5 of Volume 1 for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives and the 
same LOS capacity thresholds contained in Table 5.4-1 on page 5.4-6.   
 
Response to Comment 281-90 (EIR):  Page 5.4-17 of Volume 1 of the EIR describes 
recommended LOS thresholds of Caltrans and the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 
which range from LOS C to D for a diverse geographic area such as El Dorado County.  
However, as discussed on page 5.4-4 of Volume 1 of the EIR, LOS reflects the perspectives 
of drivers and their level of comfort and convenience and not other performance aspects of 
the transportation system.  Please refer also to the discussion on page 5.4-55 of Volume 1 of 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-91 (EIR):  Page 5.4-6 of Volume 1 of the EIR describes the 
LOS F exceptions allowed under Policy 3.5.1.6. 
 
Response to Comment 281-92 (EIR):  The potential for worsening LOS F conditions and 
the resulting effects are acknowledged and described on page 5.4-27 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR.  In some cases, LOS F conditions could extend to multiple hours and extend 
operational problems to adjacent roadways. 
 
Response to Comment 281-93 (EIR):  The footnote in Table TC-2 originally referred to the 
roadway improvements contained in the circulation diagram of the 1996 General Plan for the 
roadways listed in the table.  In this General Plan update, the footnote refers to roadway 
improvements contained in the circulation diagrams of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  These improvements represent the 
maximum level of improvement due to physical and right-of-way constraints, which is why 
these roadways have been allowed to operate at LOS F.   For some roadways in Table TC-
2, no improvements are proposed due to the severity of the physical constraints. 
 
Traffic analysis results from the original 1996 General Plan and EIR will be different due to 
changes and improvements in the data and analysis methodology.  The analyses also use 
a different horizon year. 
 
Page 5.4-3 of Volume 1 of the EIR describes the existing operation of U.S. Highway 50 at 
the County line during peak hours in the peak directions based on Caltrans travel speed 
runs due to the bottleneck conditions that exist at the El Dorado Hills Boulevard 
interchange. This methodology was used for this section of the highway because traffic 
counts alone would not produce accurate results.  Traffic counts only measure the vehicles 
that make it through a section during the peak hour and do not include the vehicles waiting 
in queue.  Travel speeds provide a more accurate measure of existing
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traffic operations for these types of locations.  The LOS results in Appendix D of Volume 3 of 
the EIR contain footnotes for the U.S. Highway 50 roadway segments where this 
methodology was applied. 
 
Response to Comment 281-94 (EIR):  The term V/C in Table TC-2 refers to volume-to-
capacity ratio.  When the original 1996 General Plan was developed, the V/C ratios in Table 
TC-2 were calculated based on 2015 traffic volume forecasts and capacity estimates created 
using methodologies (with modifications) from Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Special 
Report 209, Third Edition, Transportation Research Board, 1985.  In applying the V/C ratios 
for traffic impact analysis associated with specific projects or this General Plan update, the 
volume (V) could be the existing traffic count or a future traffic volume forecast.  Due to 
updates in the HCM, capacity is now measured using the latest HCM, which is currently the 
Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.   The HCM has different 
analysis methodologies and performance measures to determine LOS for different types of 
roadway facilities.  The differences are intended to reflect driver expectations about the type 
of facility and its function. 
 
When volume is higher than capacity (i.e., V/C>1.0), capacity has been exceeded.  In 
general, this condition occurs when forecasting future traffic volumes.  Travel demand 
forecasting models do not restrict forecasts to the capacity of the roadway system and are 
intended to forecast the demand for roadways so that appropriate improvements can be 
planned.  If V/C ratios exceed 1.0, then traffic operating conditions are likely to be congested 
with delay increasing at an exponential rate as the V/C ratio increases.  The delays can 
result in slow operating speeds on the affected roadway, and in severe cases, spillover onto 
adjacent streets. The EIR uses the same analysis approach to determine LOS F conditions 
as any other LOS, which allows for a consistent comparison of results between alternatives. 
 
The V/C ratios shown in Table TC-2 are a “policy” list and not a listing from an impacts 
analysis.  As discussed above the V/C ratios shown in the table were calculated in 1995 as a 
part of the development of the General Plan adopted in 1996.  Early in the development of 
the current alternatives it was determined these V/C ratios should be considered as absolute 
numbers and should be included “as is” in all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives. The intent, then and now, is these V/C ratios for the listed road segments would 
be equivalent to and used the same as the Level of Service standards (D and E) contained 
in Policy TC-1c.  These listed road segments are allowed to operate at LOS F, but the V/C 
ratio is intended to limit the extent traffic demand is allowed to exceed capacity.  The County 
would either construct improvements, restrict growth, or use some other method to ensure 
the V/C ratios listed in the table are not exceeded. 
 
Response to Comment 281-95 (EIR):  The 2000 Census journey-to-work data at the 
Census tract or place level are not available as of September 2003.  However, the 1990 
Census estimates were compared with estimates from a 2002 telephone survey conducted 
to support the County’s Interim U.S. Highway 50 Variable Traffic Impact
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Mitigation Fee Program.  This comparison revealed that the 1990 Census estimates were 
still accurate. 
 
Response to Comment 281-96 (EIR):  Each General Plan alternative contains concurrency 
policies. These policies differ in regards to the specific timing of improvements.  Further, 
Impact 5.4-3 identifies the potential funding uncertainty associated with the improvements 
and the potential exacerbation of funding problems that could be caused by concurrency 
requirements.  Please refer also to Master Response 13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-97 (EIR):  The cost of transportation infrastructure 
improvements referenced in the comment are out of date and were based on several 
assumptions that are no longer valid.  The most significant of those is that the Economic & 
Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) report, Fiscal & Financial Feasibility Analysis of Draft General 
Plan – 2015 (dated 1994), was prepared before the Level of Service Standards went through 
several revisions prior to adoption of the final standard of LOS E.  The report was based on 
the road system required to maintain LOS C throughout the County.  This road system was 
significantly more extensive and had an attendant high cost.  This is one of the main reasons 
the LOS standard was changed to LOS E. The report also included significant costs for 
nonroad construction, such as transit and bicycles. 

 
Order of magnitude cost estimates for required road improvements were developed for all 
four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives by the County Department of 
Transportation.  Matt Boyer, Director of Transportation, reported these costs to the Board of 
Supervisors in a memorandum dated April 9, 2003 on the subject of Draft General 
Plan/Financing of Circulation Element Improvements.  In summary, those costs are: 
 

• No Project Alternative = $810,000,000 
• Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative = $707,000,000 
• Environmentally Constrained Alternative = $798,000,000 
• 1996 General Plan Alternative = $935,000,000 

 
Also, please refer to Master Response 13.  
 
Response to Comment 281-98 (EIR):  The commenter repeats information contained in the 
EIR.  No response is required. 
 
Response to Comment 281-99 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 281-100 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 281-101 (EIR):  The El Dorado County Transportation 
Commission and the City of Folsom are jointly conducting the Folsom-El Dorado Transit 
Strategy Study to evaluate transit operations for the Folsom-El Dorado Corridor.  This 
study is expected to be completed in 2004.  Given the current success of the El Dorado
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Commuter Bus service, expansion of this service or similar express bus service such as bus 
rapid transit (BRT) is being evaluated as part of the Folsom-El Dorado study. 
 
Regional cooperation for carpooling or vanpooling is coordinated through the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments (SACOG), as well as major employers such as Caltrans.  No 
studies have been conducted in El Dorado County to test the effects of restricting free 
parking at businesses on ridesharing.  Similarly, no studies have been undertaken to analyze 
peak period truck restrictions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-102 (EIR):  Transportation systems management (TSM) 
actions would not provide sufficient capacity to eliminate the LOS impacts identified in the 
EIR.  TSM actions could reduce the severity of LOS impacts in selected locations and the 
County will consider these types of improvements in implementing the General Plan as 
identified in Goals 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 and their supporting objectives and policies of the No 
Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and Goal TC-3 and its supporting policies of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-103 (EIR):  The El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
(EDCTC) conducts a transit needs evaluation every year to determine the unmet transit 
needs of county residents.  To the extent that funding is available, the County is required to 
address the unmet needs.  If local van service for seniors or others is identified as an unmet 
need, the County will work to address this need within the requirements of transit funding 
legislation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-104 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Responses 13 and 15 and 
Response to Comment 281-101. 
 
Response to Comment 281-105 (EIR):  Travel speeds were not forecast for the General 
Plan alternatives. To accurately forecast operating speeds on U.S. Highway 50 would 
require a more detailed analysis. The General Plan and EIR analysis rely on LOS.  Detailed 
LOS results for all segments of U.S. Highway 50 are contained in Appendix D of Volume 3 of 
the EIR.  In addition, a number of regional transportation performance measures were 
calculated for each General Plan alternative and summarized in Table 5.4-5. 
 
Response to Comment 281-106 (EIR): Analysis of Impact 5.4-2 in the Traffic and 
Circulation section of Volume 1 of the EIR concluded that the increase in traffic 
congestion in the County resulting from future growth would be significant and 
unavoidable for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  This increase will 
be felt most strongly during the weekday peak hour periods modeled in the traffic 
analysis, but will also be apparent at other times, particularly in areas that are currently 
experiencing traffic congestion during off-peak periods.  The Apple Hill area is one 
example of where seasonal traffic congestion is likely to be exacerbated by increased 
growth in the County.  Apple Hill experiences off-peak traffic congestion on most
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weekends during the fall harvest season from tourists and other visitors to the area’s 
orchards and vineyards.  This traffic is likely to increase as the County’s population grows 
and local tourism increases.  Roadway capacity expansion is not proposed for the Apple Hill 
area as mitigation for traffic congestion.  Sizing roadways to accommodate off-peak traffic 
congestion, particularly in areas such as Apple Hill where the congestion is only seasonal, 
would result in a substantial amount of underutilized roadway capacity for most of the year.  
In addition, significant roadway expansion in Apple Hill would detract from its rural character, 
which is one of the main attractions for visitors to the area.  The commenter is correct that 
congestion can itself affect the pleasantness of the tourist experience.  However, this is not 
likely to result in adverse economic impacts on the visitor-serving businesses on Apple Hill.  
An increase in traffic will occur only if there is an increase in visitors, which will increase 
patronage of those businesses.  To the extent congestion deters some from visiting Apple 
Hill, traffic congestion will decrease accordingly.  Present experience indicates that Apple Hill 
is likely to remain a popular destination notwithstanding the resulting traffic congestion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-107 (EIR):  The peak hour LOS on U.S. Highway 50 
immediately west of the County line will depend on the extent of auxiliary lanes associated 
with the Empire Ranch Road interchange and whether Caltrans pursues implementation of 
an eight-lane mainline U.S. Highway 50 by 2025.  The Caltrans project report and 
environmental clearance documents are under preparation for the Empire Ranch Road 
interchange and the final interchange design has not been completed.  Without auxiliary 
lanes or mainline expansion, westbound U.S. Highway 50 would likely operate at LOS F 
during the a.m. peak hour under 2025 conditions.  The forecasted 2025 peak hour traffic 
volumes on U.S. Highway 50 at the County line are: 
 
  

 
2001 

Volumes No Project 
Roadway 

Constrained 
Environmentally 

Constrained 

1996 
General 

Plan 
Westbound 
AM 3,950  5,960  5,610  6,640  6,540 

Westbound 
PM 1,730  3,780  3,720  4,220  4,200 

Eastbound 
AM 1,620  3,400  3,310  3,810  3,780 

Eastbound 
PM 3,900  5,710  5,370  6,360  6,300 

 
 
The ultimate improvement concept for U.S. Highway 50 from Folsom to just west of 
Placerville is three mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane according to the State Route 50 
Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, 1998).  Caltrans verified this recommendation in 
their June 11, 2003 comment letter on the El Dorado County General Plan DEIR.  If this 
configuration were provided by 2025, LOS E or better operations would occur on U.S. 
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Highway 50 in both directions during peak hours.  The City of Folsom and El Dorado County 
should work cooperatively with Caltrans to determine the extent, timing, and funding for U.S. 
Highway 50 mainline improvements after adoption of a General Plan in El Dorado County. 
 
Chapter 7 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (pages 7-7 through 7-9) provides a 
description of the regional traffic impacts due to growth within El Dorado County.  It should 
be noted that congestion west of Folsom, and certainly more so as you approach the City of 
Sacramento, will be more heavily impacted by the growth policies of other jurisdictions such 
as the Cities of Folsom and Rancho Cordova and the County of Sacramento.  As traffic that 
originated or ended in El Dorado County, moves through the areas west of Folsom, it 
becomes a decreasing percentage of the traffic on a particular facility the farther west that 
facility is located.  The population numbers shown in Chapter 7 from the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) show how El Dorado County is only a small portion of the 
growth expected within the region. 
 
Response to Comment 281-108 (EIR):  Pages 5.7-25 through -26 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
discuss emergency response time goals established by the California Emergency Medical 
Services Authority.  First-response entities must meet these standards, and their 
performance is regularly reviewed by CEMSA to determine compliance.   Increases in 
emergency response times caused by increased development, including delays caused by 
traffic, can be addressed through the construction of new fire protection and emergency 
medical facilities in appropriate locations as the need for such facilities arises.   The impacts 
associated with these new facilities and proposed mitigation measures are discussed under 
Impact 5.7-2 of the EIR.  Under congested traffic conditions, emergency responders can 
generally utilize roadway shoulders as travelways. State fire safe regulations and County 
roadway design guidelines establish roadway width and design standards designed to 
ensure adequate fire and emergency response and evacuation capability.  
 
Response to Comment 281-109 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-106. 
The commenter refers to a section of CEQA stating that economic or social changes of a 
project may be used to determine physical environmental impacts if there is a cause and 
effect. County staff is unaware of such a relationship here and the commenter has provided 
no evidence of one. 
 
Response to Comment 281-110 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-69.  
The EIR acknowledges that expansion of the roadway system would accommodate new 
growth in the County.  The impacts of that growth are analyzed in Chapter 5 (Volumes 1 and 
2) of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-111: NOP scoping comments regarding surface water 
resources are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-708 through 281-745. 
 
Response to Comment 281-112 (EIR):  This comment reiterates information in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-113 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for the requested correction to page 5.5-11. 
 
Response to Comment 281-114 (EIR):  This comment reiterates information in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-115 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 211-3.  The 
citation to Public Law 101-514 has been revised to reflect the correct subsection.  Please 
see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document.  Although there is no formal 
agreement regarding the distribution of the “Fazio water”, the EDCWA and west slope water 
providers have reached an informal consensus regarding the sharing of that future water 
supply equally (Hetland, Bill, El Dorado County Water Agency, personal communication with 
Peter Maurer, El Dorado County Planning Department, December, 2003).  The statement 
that each district has the “opportunity to obtain an additional 7,500 afy” is accurate.    
 
Response to Comment 281-116 (EIR):  Comment 211-3 provided by EID clarifies that the 
percentage split of the water is not necessarily fixed at 50:50.  In fact, the actual split of water 
between EID and GDPUD will be determined by each agency’s relative needs.  
 
Response to Comment 281-117 (EIR):  Page 5.5-18 has been revised in Chapter 2.0 of 
this Response to Comments document to clarify the status of the Fazio water supply 
EIS/EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-118 (EIR):  The determination as to whether all requirements 
for obtaining Fazio water have been met is within the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. This is one reason why the EIR does not assume that any water other than 
firm water is available to meet future demands and why extensive mitigation is proposed in 
Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  Please refer also to Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 281-119 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 211-4 
and 281-117 for clarification on page 5.5-18 regarding the status of the Fazio water supply 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 281-120 (EIR): The Federal Power Act requires FERC to give 
equal consideration to environmental quality in its licensing decisions.  While the Act 
generally does not require the adoption of particular measures, proposed projects that are 
within national forests or other federal reservations are subject to Section 4(e) of the Act, 
which requires FERC to adopt conditions that are determined by the federal resource agency 
with jurisdiction over those lands to be necessary to protect those lands.  Because Project 
184 is located within national forest land, FERC is required to adopt proposed 4(e) conditions 
submitted by the Forest Service. 
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The April, 2003 settlement agreement referenced by the commenter constitutes an 
agreement among certain environmental groups, EID, the El Dorado County Water Agency, 
and State and federal resource agencies (including the Forest Service) as to specific 
protection, mitigation and enhancement measures to recommend to the Forest Service and 
FERC as license conditions, and to the State Water Resources Control Board as conditions 
of the water quality certification required by Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.   The 
agreement is not binding on FERC (which is not a party to the agreement) and does not 
require the Forest Service to adopt the agreed conditions.  However, in October, 2003 the 
Forest Service approved final 4(e) conditions consistent with the agreement.  Accordingly, 
those conditions must be incorporated into the FERC license.  In addition, as noted by the 
commenter, the comment period for the FERC EIS is closed.  While the EIS does not 
constitute a final decision by FERC on the license, the staff recommendations reflected in the 
EIS are substantially consistent with the conditions proposed in the settlement agreement.  
Further, the agreement requires the parties to the agreement to comply with any of the 
agreed conditions which FERC declines to adopt based on a determination that it lacks 
jurisdiction to do so.  Accordingly, if the Project 184 license is approved, the project will 
almost certainly be subject to the protection, mitigation and enhancement measures set forth 
in the settlement agreement. 
 
The analysis of water supply in the EIR does not assume the availability of the 17,000 afy of 
new consumptive water from Project 184 approved by the State Board in Water Rights 
Permit 2112, either in the baseline water supply (existing conditions) or in determining 
potential shortages caused by future development.  The EIR  acknowledges that Permit 
2112 water is likely to be needed to meet increased water demand, and analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts of providing that water. Although the analysis conservatively 
did not assume that those impacts would be reduced by any particular protection, mitigation 
and enhancement measures proposed in the settlement agreement, it is acknowledged that 
the impacts of obtaining that water supply (as described in Table 5.5-9 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR) would be lessened by such measures. 
 
Response to Comment 281-121 (EIR):  None of the listed projects are considered to 
provide water supply under the existing conditions for the EIR.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment 211-3 for further detail.  The EIR for the General Plan does not authorize 
construction of any of the listed projects. Therefore, they were not assumed as part of 
existing conditions.  Rather, because increased water demand resulting from development 
anticipated under the proposed General Plan alternatives could require development of 
some or all of these projects, the potential impacts of the projects were analyzed as indirect 
impacts of General Plan adoption.  Regarding Project 184, many of the legal issues were 
recently resolved (at the Superior Court level) in EID’s favor.  Nevertheless, EID will still 
require additional discretionary approvals and resolution of legal challenges before it can rely 
on Project 184 for consumptive purposes. 
 
Response to Comment 281-122 (EIR):  The EIR relied on the latest available water 
demand estimate (described in Appendix E of Volume 3 of the EIR), which utilized water 
demand factors for different urban and agricultural land use categories as one



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

 
4.2-649

assumption to estimate countywide demand for water supplies.  Water demand factors differ 
within the County depending primarily on location, type of land use, and density of 
development.  The water demand factors are defined in Figures 8 and 9 of Appendix E of 
Volume 3 of the EIR and were assumed not to change over time or by water year type for 
the reasons listed below: 
 
 the water demand factors are not expected to vary much over time, 

 
 recent building and water use trends are reflected in the water demand factors 

because these factors are based upon actual and recent water consumption data 
provided by the County’s water purveyors, including recent consumption rates in three 
separate regions within the EID service area, and 

 
 holding these factors constant helps define the incremental effects of future growth on 

water demand (future growth is by far the greatest influence on future water demand 
levels). 

 
Since they are based on recent and actual water consumption rates, the water demand 
factors in Appendix E of Volume 3of the EIR reflect typical and recent building sizes and 
densities in the study area, including the El Dorado Hills region.  Even if slight differences in 
water demand factors were used for water supply planning purposes (and County staff feels 
the numbers used are sufficiently accurate), it would not change the conclusions of the water 
resources impact analysis.  The project-specific impacts associated with development of 
additional water supplies were identified as a significant impact requiring mitigation, as 
described in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-123 (EIR):  The specific water demand conditions in single 
areas such as El Dorado Hills were not evaluated.   The water resources impact analysis 
was focused on a system-wide (e.g., EID, GDPUD) assessment of potential impacts.  Details 
of how EID will serve individual areas within its service area are beyond the jurisdiction of the 
County and the scope of a General Plan EIR.  Nor would such an analysis have a bearing on 
the significance of the impacts evaluated.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  Please also 
refer to Response to Comment 281-122 which describes how project-specific impacts were 
treated. 
 
Response to Comment 281-124 (EIR):  The specific details of how EID operates its water 
delivery systems were not evaluated.  The water resources impact analysis was focused on 
a system-wide assessment of potential impacts.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
123. 
 
Response to Comment 281-125 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-123. 
 
Response to Comment 281-126 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-123. 
 
Response to Comment 281-127 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-123. 
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Response to Comment 281-128 (EIR):  Potential changes in biota that may occur near 
surface ditches are described in Table 5.5-12.   
 
Response to Comment 281-129 (EIR):  For long-term water supply planning purposes, the 
availability of a reliable recycled water source is considered to be part of the supply when 
factoring whether there is sufficient water to meet demands.   While it is true that recycled 
water is limited to the amount of wastewater inflow at treatment plants, it is not limiting for the 
purposes of impact analysis in the EIR because the current and foreseeable capacity for 
recycled water production is greater than its actual use.  Virtually all water is less available 
during drought, yet it is still considered supply. 
 
Response to Comment 281-130 (EIR):  Current Deer Creek WWTP production and 
discharge to the creek, as stated on page 5.5-75 of Volume 1 of the EIR, is 2.5 mgd. 
 
Response to Comment 281-131:  This comment restates information in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-132 (EIR):  The specific details of treated versus untreated 
agricultural deliveries were not evaluated for each water purveyor. Please refer to Response 
to Comment 281-124, which is applicable to GDPUD. 
 
Response to Comment 281-133 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-134. 
 
Response to Comment 281-134 (EIR):  The water conservation section for GDPUD of the 
EDCWA Water Resources Development and Management Plan states that the district is in 
the process of lining and replacing ditches and improving operations that affect losses, which 
is estimated at 3,000 afy.  
 
Response to Comment 281-135 (EIR):  This comment reflects information in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-136 (EIR):  This comment reflects information in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-137 (EIR):  As stated on the Environmental Health Department 
website, the Environmental Health Division of the Department oversees the Small Water 
System Program, the objective of which is to ensure that all systems operating in the County 
are in compliance with the California Safe Drinking Water Act and related regulations.  The 
Division issues permits, monitors water quality data and conducts routine inspections to 
verify compliance.  There are some existing systems, i.e. Outingdale, Swansboro, and 
Strawberry are the responsibility of the El Dorado Irrigation District. Regarding any 
anticipated change with respect to these types of systems or the amount of water expected 
to be produced relative to future growth is information that cannot be projected with any sort 
of accuracy.  This is due to the fact that the water is derived from fractures rather than 
aquifers and cannot be measured.  Any projections would thus be speculative. 
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Response to Comment 281-138 (EIR): Please refer to Responses to Comments 211-3 and 
281-121. 
 
Response to Comment 281-139 (EIR):  The best available information known to the 
General Plan team is contained in Appendix E of Volume 3 of the EIR and the El Dorado 
County Water Agency Water Resources Development and Management Plan, both of which 
were used in preparation of the EIR analysis. The more specific information requested by the 
commenter is not necessary to analyze General Plan water demand impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-140 (EIR):  Agricultural water demands are provided in  Tables 
5.5-5 through 5.5-8 and Appendix E of Volume 3 of the EIR to the level of detail that is 
appropriate for the regionwide assessment of demand and supply.   Agricultural water 
demand was estimated based on recent trends in the types of crops planted in the County, 
particularly the increase in vineyard development (water use values of 1.3 feet per acre were 
assumed for vineyards). However, there is substantial uncertainty in forecasting future 
agricultural use and water demand. Table 5.5-1 shows a wide range of potential future 
agricultural water demands, reflecting substantial unknowns with regard to future agricultural 
use in the County.  Please refer also to Volume 1 of the EIR, pages 5.5-29 to 30. 
 
Response to Comment 281-141 (EIR):  The EIR was based on agricultural water demand 
estimates provided as specified in footnote 2 in Table 5.5-1 of Volume 1 of the EIR, and this 
accounts for reasonable differences in water use rates among major crops.  This table is 
based on input from all major water purveyors in the County and has been peer-reviewed by 
several professionals involved in water planning. Please refer also to Response to Comment 
281-140. 
 
Response to Comment 281-142 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-141.  It 
would be speculative to determine possible future expansion rates for vineyards based on 
unknown future economic conditions, and this type of analysis would not alter the 
conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-143 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 211-3. 
 
Response to Comment 281-144 (EIR):  The impacts of additional water supply 
development by GDPUD for the Fazio water supply are described in Table 5.5-10.  Because 
the percentage split of the available supply between EID and GDPUD is not known, it is not 
possible to provide any additional details should GDPUD decide to access their share of this 
water supply by some other means. 
 
Response to Comment 281-145:  Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) has been modified; please 
refer to Response to Comment 211-5 and Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document. 
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Response to Comment 281-146 (EIR):  The commenter’s support for the policies and 
mitigation measures identified for Impact 5.5-1(c) is noted.  Regarding the statement on 
page 5.5-48 that firm yield from Project 184 for consumptive use is not assured, the 
commenter has not correctly interpreted the statement.  The sentence is not referring to the 
priority of deliveries among municipal, industrial, and agricultural users.  Firm yield (available 
for all uses including municipal, industrial, and agricultural) could be reduced from the 
projected 17,000 af/yr if the licensing agreement restricts the use in some way that limits full 
delivery to EID.  
 
Response to Comment 281-147 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c) and associated new 
policies are described under Impact 5.5-1 that put additional emphasis on water 
conservation strategies at the County level and requires the County to develop and 
implement a water use efficiency program for existing and new residential, 
commercial/industrial, and agricultural uses.  EID is already implementing water conservation 
measures required by USBR for its water contracts for Central Valley Project water and 
additional conservation measures.  Page 5.5-34 includes a description of ongoing 
negotiations EID is holding with real estate developers to promote use of dual plumbing for 
reclamation of household gray water. 
 
Response to Comment 281-148 (EIR):  The EIR addresses potential impacts from the 
development of firm yield water supply sufficient to meet future demands.  The commenter’s 
suggested treatment in the EIR of water supplies that have yet to be fully approved and/or 
developed and apportionment of Fazio water between EID and GDPUD would not alter the 
anticipated impacts of future development on water supply (except to treat Fazio water as 
existing rather than future supply).  As stated in Response to Comment 211-3, potential 
impacts are evaluated using existing conditions that include only the existing firm yield 
supplies.  The changes suggested by the commenter would not change the significance 
conclusion of Impact 5.5-2 or required mitigation.  Please refer also to Response to 
Comment 281-121. 
 
Response to Comment 281-149 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-120 
and 281-148. 
 
Response to Comment 281-150:  NOP scoping comments regarding water quality are 
addressed in Responses to Comments 281-746 through 281-764. 
 
Response to Comment 281-151 (EIR):  The comment is noted.  The uncertainty of 
availability and water supply yield from fractured bedrock aquifers is discussed at length in 
the EIR on pages 5.5-62 through 5.5-65. 
 
Response to Comment 281-152 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggestion that the County 
needs to adopt a new well ordinance is noted and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during their deliberation on the General Plan and 
EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-153 (EIR):  As discussed on pages 5.5-62 through 5.5-65 of 
the EIR, there is a great deal of uncertainty regarding existing groundwater conditions due to 
the fact that all groundwater in El Dorado County comes from fractured rock.  Mapping of this 
information to include in the General Plan as requested by the commenter has not been 
pursued because it has already been determined by experts that the information is not useful 
in the same manner as it is in water table situations such as those located in the Sacramento 
Valley Groundwater Subbasin (see Response to Comment 281-154).  The amount of water 
passing through fractured rock varies greatly depending on connections between fractures.  
As a result, interference between neighboring wells is difficult or impossible to predict in 
advance.  The best way to avoid such problems is large lot sizes.  A 3- to 5-acre lot is 
adequate in most cases (California State Department of Water Resources, “Water Facts, 
Ground Water in Fracture Hard Rock” April, 1991).   
 
Information regarding well performance is documented in the hopes of identifying problem 
areas and to serve as a basis for future studies as development applications are processed. 
 However given the current state of knowledge in this area, maps of failing wells would not 
provide dependable information toward the prediction of possible future failings and could 
possibly be misleading to people who do not understand how fractured groundwater sources 
function geologically compared to groundwater tables.  A map of these areas as requested 
by the commenter would not change the impact analysis for groundwater resources in the 
EIR and is not available for inclusion in the Response to Comments document.  
 
Further, General Plan Objective 5.2.3 “Ground Water Systems” and associated policies of 
the No Project, and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, and Policies PS-2d, andPS-2e of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives 
address the issue of proving that adequate groundwater supplies are available for future 
discretionary projects that rely on wells.  In addition, existing County regulation pursuant to 
Section 15.16.120 of County Ordinance Code requires proof of adequate water supply as 
a condition of obtaining a building permit. 
 
Response to Comment 281-154 (EIR):  The commenter is partly correct regarding Placer 
County’s groundwater mapping practices.  A comparison of the two county’s groundwater 
sources, however, is misleading.  Unlike El Dorado County, not all sources of groundwater in 
Placer County are derived from fractured rock zones.  The lower elevations of Placer County 
lie within the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, North American Subbasin, the 
boundaries of which are the Bear River to the north, the Feather River to the west and the 
Sacramento River to the south to Folsom Lake (California’s Groundwater Bulletin 18, 
October 1, 2003).  This Subbasin is closely monitored by the State Department of Water 
Resources (DWR), both in terms of quantity and quality.  The information continually 
gathered by the DWR provides the source of the informational mapping available in the 
Placer County General Plan, as referenced by the commenter.  Like El Dorado County, 
Placer County does not map detailed groundwater in the higher elevations to due potential 
inaccuracies and unpredictable fluctuations (Maisch, Placer County Water Agency, Director 
of Strategic Affairs, pers. comm., 2003).   
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Response to Comment 281-155 (EIR):  The EIR, beginning on page 5.5-63, describes the 
primary hydrogeologic characteristics of the County’s fractured hardrock aquifers.  As noted, 
recovery of groundwater storage conditions is rapid following rainfall; impervious area is not 
a principal limiting factor to groundwater recharge in El Dorado County on a regional scale.   
In addition, as described in the EIR, the uncertainty associated with groundwater conditions 
is a specific factor supporting the conclusion that potential impacts from additional 
groundwater use are significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response to Comment 281-156 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-155. 
Areas that rely on wells are generally rural/large lots where surface coverage is limited.  
Thus, impervious area is not a regionwide factor for limiting groundwater conditions.  There 
is uncertainty associated with the other factors that affect groundwater conditions, and 
mitigation specifically for impervious areas is not recommended. 
 
Response to Comment 281-157 (EIR):  The Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors will consider the commenter’s support for the new policies to address mitigation 
for potential groundwater impacts (i.e., Impact 5.5-3) as they deliberate on the General Plan 
and EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-158 (EIR):  Groundwater impacts of the General Plan are 
cumulative to El Dorado County and are therefore considered in Subsection 5.5.3.  Because 
impacts are localized, the analysis is based on localized issues. It is unlikely that General 
Plan development would affect groundwater resources outside the County because of the 
fractured nature of the bedrock and isolated locations of groundwater; thus, groundwater 
impacts outside the County are not expected.  Section 7.1 of Volume 2 of the EIR discusses 
the focus of the analysis, acknowledging that Chapter 5 addressed cumulative countywide 
impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 281-159 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding sewage 
treatment are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-766 through 281-779. 
 
Response to Comment 281-160 (EIR):  The Deer Creek WWTP has tertiary treatment 
capacity for about 1.5 mgd of its existing permitted capacity.   
 
Response to Comment 281-161 (EIR):  Regarding Camino Heights WWTP capacity, 
please refer to Response to Comment 104-4, which describes that the plant currently has 
excess capacity and there are no plans to expand the facility. Regarding Rancho Ponderosa 
and Gold Ridge, neither was mentioned in the EIR because they are not consequential to the 
impacts of the General Plan. Rancho Ponderosa is a sprayfield/pond system for 
approximately 100 homes with no plans for expansion.  Gold Ridge Forest is a leachfield that 
serves approximately 40 homes and has no plans for expansion.  These are existing facilities 
that would be unaffected by any of the General Plan alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 281-162 (EIR):  Silva Farms is a permitted biosolids land 
application facility located in southern Sacramento County.  It is an active cattle ranch and 
the biosolids are land-applied where cattle feed crops are grown.   
 
Response to Comment 281-163 (EIR):  The comment refers to regulations pertaining 
specifically to land application of biosolids for reclamation into the soil as opposed to other 
disposal options (e.g., surface disposal, landfills, incineration).  Biosolids from WWTPs are 
regulated by the RWQCB for a variety of allowable land application uses depending on the 
method of treatment that the biosolids underwent for reducing pathogens and vector 
attraction.  Chemical content is another factor in the allowable land application uses of 
biosolids and would have been considered in the permitting for biosolids disposal at Silva 
Farms.  In addition, the other disposal options available for biosolids make any analysis of 
future management operations speculative.  For instance, biosolids are commonly disposed 
of at landfills in instances when land application does not occur, but they are a very small 
amount of the solid waste stream.    Also, wastewater treatment plant operations undergo 
project-specific CEQA compliance for activities including their biosolids management 
program.  Consequently, if methods change in the future, such as disposal at a landfill, this 
would be considered at that time.  Given these factors, biosolids disposal is not considered a 
significant environmental issue associated with the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-164 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-163 for 
additional information regarding biosolids management.  The potential for community 
resistance or changes in the regulations for land application of biosolids is not a major issue 
because biosolids can ultimately be disposed of at a landfill if needed (refer to page 5.6-22 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR, indicating that the Union Mine Landfill has capacity to accommodate 
sludge disposal under all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives through 
buildout).   
 
Response to Comment 281-165 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding septic systems 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-780 through 281-796. 
 
Response to Comment 281-166 (EIR):  The constraints and limitations of Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS; also known as septic systems) are described in 
EIR Volume 1 (refer to pages 5.5-94 through 5.5-95 and 5.5-107) and discussion of Impact 
5.5-8 (page 5.5-128).  Potential failures of OWTS are largely a function of system age and 
maintenance.  Consequently, the potential impact from increased reliance in the future on 
OWTS was found to be significant and Mitigation Measure 5.5-8 is identified. 
 
Response to Comment 281-167 (EIR):  There are several centralized OWTS in the 
County including the Greenstone development and mobile home parks.  Maintenance for 
these types of systems are overseen either by Community Service Districts or, as is the 
case with mobile home parks, the State.  All systems undergo the identical permit 
compliance processes through the County Environmental Management Department
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(EMD) that individual OWTS undergo.  In addition, they are required to be inspected on a 
routine basis.   
 
Response to Comment 281-168 (EIR):  The sentence is meant to describe that an annual 
fee is collected with property taxes for OWTS owners to provide funding for the facilities’ 
operation. Commercial haulers also charge for individual pumping and hauling of septage to 
the facility.   
 
Response to Comment 281-169 (EIR):  A study has not been completed to evaluate 
“widespread failures” of existing septic systems or base land use designations because there 
is no evidence to support the conclusion that such failures are occurring.  Further, the 
County substantially upgraded its ordinance in 1999 to provide a more state-of-the-art 
process for constructing OWTS, and this was the basis of analysis for General Plan 
development in the future. 
 
Response to Comment 281-170 (EIR):  A sentence has been added to page 5.5-77 to 
clarify that expansion of the Union Mine spray field will require CEQA compliance and 
coordination with RWQCB for required permit amendments.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
  
Response to Comment 281-171 (EIR):  A complete description of AB 885 (the relevant 
legislation) and the SWRCB regulation of County OWTS permitting authority is provided on 
page 5.5-102 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-172 (EIR):  The potential impacts of increased numbers of 
OWTS are described under Impact 5.5-4 (starting on page 5.5-84) and Impact 5.5-8 (starting 
on page 5.5-128).  A separate cumulative analysis for impacts of OWTS is not included 
because the impacts described for full buildout of the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives essentially include the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable related 
projects that would contribute to the impact countywide at 2025 and buildout, which is 
cumulative. 
 
Response to Comment 281-173 (EIR):  Regarding the suggestion for additional 
management measures for Environmental Management Department to implement within the 
framework of Mitigation Measure 5.5-8, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
will consider the suggestion when it deliberates on the final General Plan and EIR.  Note that 
it is likely that other measures will be prescribed when OWTS regulations required by AB 885 
are adopted, but it is not known what those regulations would require.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 281-182. 
 
Response to Comment 281-174 (EIR):  Regarding the analysis of cumulative impacts from 
OWTS, please refer to Response to Comment 281-172.  
 
Response to Comment 281-175 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding water quality 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-895 through 281-916. 
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Response to Comment 281-176 (EIR):  The commenter is correct that there is no 
systematic countywide water quality monitoring program.  However, the lack of significant 
water quality problems is based on the fact that there are several resource agencies and 
institutional mechanisms that serve as early-warning systems for major water quality 
problems.  The RWQCB has authority over the Section 305(b) statewide water quality 
assessment program, EPA Clean Water Act Section 303(d) assessment of water quality 
limited segments program, Basin Plan review and associated designation of beneficial uses 
and water quality objectives, and implementation of Waste Discharge Requirement and 
NPDES permit systems for the major waste discharge activities within the County.  Thus, the 
RWQCB is tasked with a number of programs that serve to maintain an understanding of the 
significant water quality issues within the region and implement controls when widespread 
water quality problems occur.  No water body segments in the County (other than Lake 
Tahoe) have been identified by the State as water quality limited -- i.e., out of compliance 
with applicable water quality standards -- on the most recent (2002) 303(d) list. 
 
Similarly, local agencies play a role including EMD that tracks public health problems and 
thus provides early warning for water-borne public health threats.  EMD conducts routine 
public health inspections of public swimming pools and conducts routine water quality 
monitoring for public health concerns on the South Fork American River (refer to Response 
to Comment 281-213 for additional detail).  The major water purveyors monitor water quality 
of the treated municipal water system pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act and 
associated amendments, and thus ensure that public health is protected from widespread 
contamination.   
 
Regarding Hazel Creek Mine, the site is located about 15 miles east of Placerville and two 
miles southeast of Pacific House on Hazel Creek.  The site was under a cleanup and 
abatement order from the RWQCB.  Mine tailings near and within the creek and erosion 
were the main water quality threats.  The mine owners implemented corrective measures 
and recently (July 2003) received a rescission of the cleanup order from the RWQCB 
(Rusert, pers. comm., 2003).  Regarding water quality of the South Fork American River, El 
Dorado County EMD works with El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Department to 
conduct routine water quality monitoring in the South Fork American River pursuant to 
requirements of the River Management Plan (Novak, pers. comm., 2003).  Monitoring has 
been conducted periodically since the late 1980s and routinely since 1995.  Samples are 
currently collected for E. Coli bacteria (i.e., public health indicator organism) and basic 
physical/chemical constituents (i.e., temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, turbidity, and 
electrical conductivity).  Five stations between Chili Bar and Salmon Falls are monitored two 
times per month from April through September and monthly from October through March.  
During the peak mid-July to mid-August period, E.Coli samples are collected five times in a 
30-day period.  The data have indicated generally acceptable water quality conditions (El 
Dorado County River Management Plan, Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
September 2000). 
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Response to Comment 281-177 (EIR):  Equestrian facilities have been mentioned on page 
5.5-90 as an additional potential source of waste; see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document.  However, there have been minimal incidents of water quality 
problems from equestrian operations in the County (Silva, pers. comm., 2003) and the 
impact analysis and mitigation measures are consistent for the potential water quality 
impacts from horses.  The EIR is not encyclopedic, nor is it intended or required to be.  It is, 
however, focused on the overall impacts of the General Plan on the environment as required 
by CEQA.  Please refer also to Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-178 (EIR):  Regarding runoff from irrigation tailwater, please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-30.  The SWRCB’s new conditional waiver program for 
agricultural discharges is described on page 5.5-102 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-179 (EIR):  The SWRCB’s new General Waste Discharge 
requirements program for small wineries is described on page 5.5-103 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-180 (EIR):  The County does not track water hardness levels 
in groundwater.  Hardness is a chemical parameter associated with scale production and is 
not a direct public health-related water quality parameter.  The County has not used its 
financial resources to track these types of concentration patterns in groundwater. 
 
Response to Comment 281-181 (EIR):  The limitations of county soils for OWTS are 
pointed out in the section referenced by the commenter.  References to the El Dorado 
County soil survey are not necessary, as site-specific conditions are the most important 
issue when siting a septic system.  The County standards for OWTS were submitted to the 
RWCB for consideration.  The County’s standards for OWTS are described on pages 5.5-
105 through 5.5-107 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-182 (EIR):  As described on page 5.5-77 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR, there are currently 25,525 parcels on the west slope that use septic systems.  The great 
majority of these systems were constructed prior to 1999 when the new septic ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 4542) was passed. The majority of these systems are not up to the 
standards specified in the new ordinance. The County does not have verified evidence that 
older systems have lead to groundwater contamination.  The County has a voluntary water 
testing program and has not received reports of significant water quality concerns associated 
with septic systems in groundwater from well owners. 
 
As described in the EIR (see, particularly, Volume 1 page 5.5-102), the State is in the 
process of developing regulations for septic systems, as required by AB 885, passed by 
the legislature and signed into law in 2000.  As part of this process, the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) conducted a voluntary well test program in El Dorado 
(and Yuba) County.  The SWRCB tested 158 wells in El Dorado County.  The results of 
that study were recently presented to city and county environmental health officials in the
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state, including representatives from El Dorado County EMD, at the California Conference of 
Directors of Environmental Health in early December, 2003.    SWRCB reported positive 
tests for coliform and traces of soaps/detergents in a third of the wells, E. Coli bacteria in five 
wells and elevated levels of nitrogen in14 wells.  The staff of the SWRCB has stated an 
opinion that septic systems are the most probable source of these constituents.   
 
The information reported by SWRCB does not describe the methodologies used to collect 
and analyze the data.  The data is not consistent with past data collected by the County, 
which has not identified any significant problems with water quality in wells.  In addition, the 
SWRCB data does not indicate whether any of the wells in which water quality problems 
were detected were constructed on parcels with septic systems designed in accordance with 
Ordinance No. 4542.   At this time, the SWRCB information is not considered conclusive. In 
response to the information, County EMD staff has initiated a program to test individual 
private wells throughout the County.  EMD will evaluate the data it receives and determine 
what future actions, if any, are needed to protect public health.  
 
The General Plan EIR examines the impacts of new development that would be required to 
comply with Ordinance No. 4542.  The EIR concludes that there would be a significant 
impact and recommends mitigation (see Mitigation Measure 5.5-8).  As described above, the 
County will continue to determine if the data from the SWRCB, coupled with the County’s 
own testing program, indicates a groundwater contamination problem from existing wells that 
requires additional action to protect public health.  Further, as stated in the EIR (Volume 1, 
page 5.5-130), County regulations for the siting of new septic systems will be required to 
comply with any State standards developed through the AB 885 regulations.  
 
Response to Comment 281-183 (EIR):  The section is correct as written.  The failing 
systems were detected based on system performance indications, not identifiable surface 
water or groundwater quality contamination.  The County detected the problem situations 
and sewer systems were then required for those areas.   
 
Response to Comment 281-184 (EIR):  The underground storage tank (UST) regulations 
and associated County programs are described in Section 5.8 of Volume 2 of the EIR, Public 
Health and Safety.  The regulation referenced is the federal requirement to eliminate all 
substandard single-wall USTs at fueling stations; the deadline for compliance was December 
22, 1998. 
 
Response to Comment 281-185 (EIR):  The word “exceeding” in the context used means 
that the water quality was better than the secondary water quality standard. 
 
Response to Comment 281-186 (EIR):  Existing County General Plan Policy 7.1.2.3 
requires Grading Ordinance provisions for erosion control to be imposed on all 
development projects.  This policy is embodied in the existing Building Department policy, 
“Erosion Control for Site Development,” which specifies erosion control measures for all
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development irrespective of the size of the disturbed area (URL: www.co.el-
dorado.ca.us/building/PDF/Policies/Technical/Erosion_control.pdf).  The number of projects 
that disturb less than 250 cubic yards, and thus would not require a grading permit, is not 
known and depends on the site-specific development proposed.  These types of projects 
could include everything from a backyard landscaping project, to grading for a livestock pen, 
to creating a flat spot to park a boat or RV.  County staff indicate that such small projects 
rarely pose an erosion problem (Mueller, pers. comm., 2003).  In addition, the County 
building inspectors have the legal authority to require, and occasionally impose, project-
specific control measures if they feel that a specific development situation, even on grading 
projects of less than 250 cubic yards, needs to address an imminent erosion or runoff 
problem.  Regarding ministerial development, Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) would extend to 
ministerial projects the same General Plan/environment conditions and considerations as 
applied to nonministerial development.   
 
The commenter is correct that as of March of 2003, the threshold to require an NPDES 
permit was reduced from five acres to one acre of ground disturbance.  The commenter’s 
presumption that projects not requiring a grading or other permit from the County would be 
exempt from this requirement is not correct, however.  The requirement for coverage by a 
NPDES permit applies to all construction projects meeting the federal threshold. 
 
In addition, once the NPDES requirements are triggered for a project, those requirements 
also apply to subcomponents of that project.  As an example, in the case of a one acre 
project that proposes to subdivide and build four homes on ¼ acre lots, the NPDES 
requirements would extend to the home construction on each of the created lots.  In addition, 
single family home construction is exempt from the grading ordinance because it is regulated 
under the building permit process.  The County Building Department plan checks, and 
inspects the grading associated with single family home construction.  
 
Given the above, and the other local, State, and federal regulations currently in effect, 
general grading that is below the County’s grading permit thresholds, and outside of a 
regulated wetland or riparian zone, would have a less-than-significant impact on water 
quality. 
 
Response to Comment 281-187 (EIR):  A statement indicating that Lake Tahoe is on the 
SWRCB list of impaired water bodies within the State of California will be added to the errata 
section. Section 5.14 of the EIR addresses existing conditions and environmental impact 
analyses for the Tahoe Basin.  Please see pages 5.14-1 through 5.14-51 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR.  Regarding water quality in the lake, please see both Table 5.14-1 (page 5.14-7) and 
pages 5.14-16 through 5.14-19, which address the myriad issues affecting water quality of 
the lake.  The Hazel Creek Mine is located on the west slope, which has no listed water 
segments on the 303(d) list.  There is no mention of the mine in the 303(d) listing.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment 281-176 for information on the Hazel Creek Mine. 
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Response to Comment 281-188 (EIR):  The comment is noted.  The regulations are 
correctly described. 
 
Response to comment 281-189 (EIR):  The Hazel Creek Mine is an historic gold mine 
located near Hazel Creek approximately 1.5 miles east (upstream) from Jenkinson Lake.  
Limited mining occurred prior to the 1900s.  Additional mining occurred from 1948 to 1949 
and from 1985 to 1987.  The mine operated under El Dorado County Special Use Permit 
S81-86, approved on December 17, 1981 and Special Use Permit S85-37, approved on 
June 27, 1995.  Gold ore was brought to the surface to be crushed and ground in a ball mill 
and then gravity separated.  The sand-sized tailings of country rock comprising schist and 
quartzite were slurried to settling ponds.  Subsequent chemical analysis of the tailings ponds 
showed elevated levels of soluble lead.  A potential for adverse impacts to water quality in 
adjacent Hazel Creek would be possible if eroded material were to enter the watercourse.  
The mining site is located within the 100-year floodplain. 
 
In 1997, the Executive Officer of the RWQCB, Central Valley Region, issued Cleanup and 
Abatement Order (CAO) No. 97-712, requiring the property owner to complete an 
assessment of the wastes and to clean up and close the site. Subsequent to that effort, the 
RWQCB adopted Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) Order No.  98-153. The closure 
plan called for consolidation of the tailings away from Hazel Creek above the 100-year 
floodplain.  The material was placed in a clay cap barrier for containment (closure unit).  A 
program of monitoring and reporting was also required of the closure unit and Hazel Creek.  
On June 25, 2003, the RWQCB conducted an inspection of the mine site and rescinded 
CAO No. 97-712, finding the site satisfactorily closed.  The mine site is to continue to be 
maintained and monitored through the post-closure period in accordance with WDR Order 
No. 98-153. 
 
Response to Comment 281-190 (EIR):  It is acknowledged that the SWRCB deliberations 
on the conditional waiver for agriculture were controversial, and that the waiver has been 
challenged in litigation (both by environmental organizations seeking full waste discharge 
permitting for agricultural discharges, and by agricultural interests challenging the imposition 
of conditions on the waiver).    The outcome of that litigation is uncertain.  Assuming the 
waiver is upheld in its current form, the conditions of that waiver will at a minimum provide a 
greater level of regulatory protection against agricultural runoff than previously existed, and 
would help reduce runoff from both existing and future agricultural activities.  It is possible 
that the adopted requirements for agricultural activities could be strengthened or weakened 
as a result of the litigation.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment 281-30, the 
severe agricultural runoff problems of the Central Valley are not present in El Dorado 
County, and no water bodies in the west slope of the County have been identified by the 
State as impaired.  Accordingly, the outcome of the litigation would not substantially affect 
the conclusions of the EIR regarding the significance of runoff impacts discussed under 
Impact 5.5-6. 
 
Response to Comment 281-191 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-186, 
281-219, and 281-10.  When violations of the County Grading, Erosion, and
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Sediment Control Ordinance are brought to the attention of staff, usually through the receipt 
of a complaint, an investigation is conducted, and appropriate enforcement actions are 
initiated.  On occasion this includes a request to the staff of the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, to assist County Staff in bringing about an enforcement action against the 
violator.  In most instances County staff can obtain compliance with the Grading Ordinance 
without the involvement of RWQCB staff.  In some instances, complaints go straight to the 
RWQCB and County staff only becomes aware of the violation after RWQCB staff have 
taken some action.  Staffs of both agencies have a very cooperative working relationship, 
and the shared goal of protecting the water quality within El Dorado County. 
 
The commenter’s suggestion that the Grading Ordinance should apply to projects that 
disturb less than 250 cubic yards of soil is noted and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors as they deliberate on the General Plan and EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-192 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 104-6 
and 104-10. 
 
Response to Comment 281-193 (EIR):  The County has authority to regulate OWTS 
serving up to 100 residential units.  If the use of the septic system by more residential units is 
proposed, then the RWQCB oversees the design and permitting of the treatment system.  
The SWRCB’s new General Waste Discharge requirements program for small wineries is 
described on page 5.5-103 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-194 (EIR):  The Cool Village project referred to by the 
commenter was reviewed and approved by the RWQCB, whose definition of soil is 
consistent with the County’s definition as set forth in County Ordinance No. 4542, Private 
Sewage Disposal System, dated November 24, 1999.   
 
Response to Comment 281-195 (EIR):  The effectiveness of regulations and policies 
depends on enforcement.  The EIR generally assumes that the policies and implementing 
regulations adopted by the County will be enforced.     
 
Response to Comment 281-196 (EIR):  AB 885 is discussed on page 5.5-102 of Volume 
1 of the EIR.  It is not known if these regulations, when adopted, will alter the County’s 
regulatory scheme for OWTS.  Draft regulations have not been made available for public 
review and the Notice of Preparation of the EIR required to implement new regulations has 
not been released.  Based on this timing, it can be assumed the regulations are not on 
track for a January 1, 2004 adoption. 
 
Response to Comment 281-197 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-
757 through 281-760. 
 
Response to Comment 281-198 (EIR):  Regarding a specific incident of well mud release 
to the environment, the County does not have the resources to detect every



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

 
4.2-663

incident.  Regarding education for drilling contractors, all drilling contractors must be licensed 
and bonded and knowledgeable regarding the regulations that govern their business.  They 
can be held liable for violations of existing law.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 
281-194 and 281-195. 
 
Response to Comment 281-199 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-10, 
281-186, 281-191, 281-219. 
 
 Response to Comment 281-200 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-102 for 
a discussion on grading on slopes. The commenter’s support for the prohibition of grading on 
slopes that exceed 30 percent 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 281-201 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-10, 
281-186, 281-191, and 281-219. The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
representing the commenter's position on enforcement of the Grading Ordinance, and the 
reduction of permit thresholds, are noted for the record, and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-202 (EIR):  The comment regarding the significance 
conclusions reached for Impact 5.5-6 is noted.  County staff disagrees with the commenter.  
There are no regulations governing most of the individual homeowners practices (e.g., 
improper disposal of dog waste) for the potential pollutant sources mentioned in the 
comment.  However, natural waste assimilation processes in the environment (e.g., decay, 
exposure to the environment, dispersal, incorporation into soil) serve to greatly reduce the 
potential transport and concentrations of these materials to offsite transport.  If this were not 
the case, the County would be experiencing both surface water and groundwater quality 
problems and there is no evidence such urban pollutants are resulting in these problems. As 
to details of BMPs, page 5.5-97 through 5.5-109 of Volume 1 of the EIR describe a myriad of 
BMPs required by the various regulations; listing them all in this EIR would cover hundreds 
of pages but would not change the impacts.  Please see the referenced documents for 
additional and more specific details. 
 
Response to Comment 281-203 (EIR):  Please see Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(b) as 
applied to the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and policies under Goals CO-1 
and CO-3 for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives.  These measures and policies address the need for waterway setbacks, and 
minimization of impervious surfaces. 
 
Response to Comment 281-204 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggestion for improved site 
design to incorporate natural drainage measures is noted and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors when they deliberate on the General Plan 
and EIR. Please refer also to Response to Comment 108-23. 
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Response to Comment 281-205 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on compact development, are noted for the 
record, and will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-206 (EIR):  The commenter’s support for incorporating natural 
drainage as part of conditional use approvals is noted and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors when they deliberate on the General Plan and EIR. 
Please refer also to Response to Comment 108-23. 
 
Response to Comment 281-207 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on the increase in surface water pollutants 
from additional wastewater treatment plant discharges, are noted for the record, and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-208 (EIR):  Regarding analysis presented in the EIR on 
potential water quality impacts of increased OWTS in the County, please refer to Responses 
to Comments 281-166 and 281-167. Regarding the suggested additional multiple measures 
that should be included in mitigation for Impact 5.5-8, these suggestions are substantially 
similar to what the County already requires in the ordinance adopted in 1999. 
 
Response to Comment 281-209:  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-208 and 
281-210. 
 
Response to Comment 281-210 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggestion for “tighter” 
monitoring of OWTS siting criteria is noted.  The most important “gap” identified in the EIR is 
the lack of a monitoring program and one has been added by Mitigation Measure 5.5-8.  No 
other mitigation is recommended. 
 
Response to Comment 281-211:  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-210. 
 
Response to Comment 281-212 (EIR):  The commenter’s support for Mitigation Measure 
5.5-8 is noted. The measure details, including recommended frequency, were developed in 
coordination with County Environmental Management Department. 
 
Response to Comment 281-213 (EIR):  Information on water quality impacts from 
recreational activities includes monitoring and inspection programs for public health 
protection at public swimming pools and at designated swimming beaches in lakes and 
reservoirs on an as-needed or complaint basis.  Additional monitoring requirements for public 
beaches are expected to be issued by the State as well within a year (Silva, pers. comm., 
2003).  As noted in Response to Comment 281-176, the County's monitoring program on the 
South Fork of the American River for public health has detected only a
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few incidents of elevated bacterial conditions and no outbreaks of disease.  The monitoring 
data that have been collected and the absence of substantial evidence of impairment or 
public health problems in the west slope portion of the County thus support the conclusions 
of the EIR regarding the water quality impacts associated with recreation activities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-214 (EIR):  The water quality problems mentioned by the 
commenter regarding human wastes along the Rubicon Trail or from rafters on the South 
Fork of the American River all represent illegal waste disposal activity.  It is difficult to identify 
the extent of impacts from future illegal activities as this requires extrapolation of limited data. 
 These incidents are considered incidental and temporary and would not change the 
conclusions of the impact analysis.  As described under Impact 5.5-9, the RWQCB did 
address the Rubicon Trail problem, which demonstrates that the problem was addressed by 
the existing enforcement systems available. The commenter is correct that swimming occurs 
at Jenkinson Lake, and EID facility. 
 
Response to Comment 281-215 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding water quality 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-895 through 281-916. 
 
Response to Comment 281-216 (EIR):  Storm drainage infrastructure generally consists of 
those facilities necessary to control and convey storm waters through a given area, 
watershed, jurisdiction etc. in a safe manner that minimizes adverse impacts on surrounding 
properties.  Infrastructure can consist of any number facilities, including piped storm drainage 
systems, open channels, cross culverts, dams, levees, detention facilities, drainage ditches, 
roadside gutters, and in some instances, natural stream channels when they are located 
within a developed area and are part of a comprehensive area-wide storm drainage system. 
 The watersheds listed in the EIR contain varying degrees of development, and therefore 
different types of infrastructure.  Storm drainage infrastructure has existed in some areas of 
the County since the early parts of the last century or beyond.  Storm drain systems in 
Placerville, Diamond Springs, El Dorado, Georgetown, and other communities have been in 
place for many years, while facilities in the communities of Cameron Park, and El Dorado 
Hills have been in place since the 1960s, and new facilities are being constructed today in 
conjunction with subdivision development currently occurring in those areas.  As stated 
above, when a natural creek  such as New York Creek in El Dorado Hills becomes a 
component of the comprehensive area wide storm drainage system, it can be considered a 
part of the overall infrastructure. Natural streams in undeveloped areas of the County would 
not typically be considered part of the County’s storm drainage infrastructure. 
 
Response to Comment 281-217 (EIR):  As discussed in Response to Comment 281-
186, federal stormwater permitting requirements apply to all construction projects meeting 
the federal threshold, regardless of whether a permit is required from the County.  Most 
ministerial projects require a permit of some sort, and as long as the ministerial 
project complies with the prescriptive standards established through federal, and 
state law, and local ordinance, the project may go forward.  Many building permits,
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commercial grading permits, encroachment permits, septic system permits, well permits, 
etc are ministerial.  The fact that a project is ministerial does not mean it does not have to 
obtain a permit and comply with all applicable laws and regulates.   In addition, federal and 
state water quality requirements prohibit non-stormwater (polluted) discharge regardless of 
the need for a permit governed by the SWRCB or local codes.  

Response to Comment 281-218 (EIR):  The Regional Water Quality Board and the County 
have separate and distinct authority as described in the EIR. Please refer also to Response 
to Comment 281-10 and 281-219. 

Response to Comment 281-219 (EIR):  The existing County Grading, Erosion, and 
Sediment Control Ordinance requires grading permits for development if certain thresholds 
are exceeded, including the grading of more than 250 cubic yards (cy) of material, the 
denuding of more than 10,000 square feet of surface on ten percent or steeper grade, or the 
creation of unstable or erodible slopes.  These are typical thresholds for grading ordinances. 
 The EIR determined that the grading ordinance is generally effective in eliminating the 
significant erosion-related impacts of development, except in the case of steep slopes (which 
are not fully protected) and agricultural development (which is largely exempt).  The 
proposed mitigation would remedy these problems by generally prohibiting disturbance on 
slopes of 25 percent or greater, and requiring grading permits for agricultural grading 
activities.  The permit requirement for agricultural activities would apply in cases where one 
acre or more of undisturbed vegetation is disturbed (see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comment  document for a revision to the policy presented in the DEIR). This threshold 
corresponds with the threshold used for stormwater permits under the Federal Clean Water 
Act for small construction sites.  Soil disturbance of less than one acre is considered to have 
less-than-significant impacts.  Accordingly, a lower threshold for agricultural activities was not 
necessary. 
 
The commenter correctly notes that within the Lake Tahoe Basin, projects involving more 
than three cubic yards of excavation or fill require a permit from TRPA.  The Basin is subject 
to more stringent requirements than elsewhere because of the severity of the threat that 
development-related erosion and resultant nutrient loading poses to the quality of Lake 
Tahoe. A similar threshold for the west slope portion of the County is not required to mitigate 
erosion-related impacts to a less-than-significant level and therefore was not proposed as 
mitigation. 
 
With regard to the issue of grading permits in asbestos prone areas, please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-10. 
 
Response to Comment 281-220 (EIR):  The commenter reiterates information in the EIR 
regarding the Carson Creek, New York Creek, and the Deer Creek drainage basins. 
 
Response to Comment 281-221 (EIR):  Severe storms have occurred over the area of El 
Dorado County now known as Cameron Park for many millennia, and presumably will
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continue to do so into the future, causing high flows in Deer Creek, that may periodically 
overtop the channel banks.  Since urbanized development has been occurring in that area 
since the 1960s, instances of localized flooding have occurred that have resulted in some 
property damage. In the 1980s the Soil Conservation Service conducted a hydrologic study 
of the Cameron Park area that identified those areas along Deer Creek and its tributaries 
that would be subject to flooding during a 100-year storm event.  In the mid 1990s the 
County commissioned additional hydrologic and hydraulic analyses in the Cameron Park 
area to further refine the original SCS study.  As a result of these studies, the County has 
conditioned discretionary development projects in the Cameron Park area that fall within the 
Deer Creek watershed to incorporate mitigation measures that reduce post project peak 
runoff levels to no greater than pre-project conditions.  Since this policy has been in effect, a 
number of detention basins and other storm drainage improvements have been constructed 
in the Deer Creek watershed.  Those improvements, however, cannot eliminate flooding 
from the Cameron Park area, particularly given the extent of pre-existing development.  
Rather, they are designed to prevent new discretionary development from increasing the 
existing flood risk. 
 
Response to Comment 281-222 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-221. 
 
Response to Comment 281-223 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-221. 
 
Response to Comment 281-224 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on 100-year floodplains, are noted for the 
record, and will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-225 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-335 
and 281-340. 
 
Response to Comment 281-226 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-221. 
Control of peak storm flows from new discretionary development does not mean that no 
flooding will occur in the future in El Dorado County.  Floods will continue to occur 
occasionally in the County, but as new discretionary development occurs, existing provisions 
in the “County of El Dorado Drainage Manual” will require that increases in storm runoff are 
appropriately mitigated. 
 
Response to Comment 281-227 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on design features to reduce impervious 
surfaces, are noted for the record, and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 281-228 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on measures to contribute to improved 
groundwater recharge, and cleaner runoff through natural filtering of pollutants by
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vegetation and soil, are noted for the record, and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-229 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding solid waste are 
addressed in Responses to Comments 281-798 through 281-811. 
 
Response to Comment 281-230 (EIR):   The Materials Recovery Facility programs and 
other Environmental Management Department programs are publicized via advertisements 
in several of the local newspapers; flyers distributed at special events; flyers given to waste 
generators during CUPA inspections; and on the Environmental Management Department 
website. 
 
Response to Comment 281-231 (EIR):  A materials recovery facility has not been proposed 
for the Georgetown area.  A transfer station has been proposed; however, a location for this 
facility has not been determined.  
 
Response to Comment 281-232 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment suggesting that future materials recovery facility sites be selected as soon as 
possible to avoid conflicts in land use, 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 281-233 (EIR):  The question concerning costs for disposal at the 
Lockwood Regional Landfill and sensitivity to transportation costs does not appear to be 
relevant to the conclusions in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-234 (EIR):  The commenter’s questions about the use of 
German technology to improve recycling rates and its effect on trucking of the residue to 
Lockwood are beyond the scope of a General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-235 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-233. 
 
Response to Comment 281-236 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the County should look into technology announced by the Idaho 
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan. Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-233. 
 
Response to Comment 281-237 (EIR):  The commenter’s request for a detailed analysis of 
the constitution of the County’s waste stream now and in the future is beyond the scope of a 
General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-238 (EIR):  The Environmental Management Department 
estimates that 15 to 20 percent of the County’s waste stream is generated by construction 
and demolition activities.  Adoption of the Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling 
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Ordinance will enable the County to directly promote and monitor the recycling of this waste 
stream. 
 
Response to Comment 281-239 (EIR):  The Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling 
Ordinance was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 23, 2003.  This 
ordinance will serve to increase the diversion of construction and demolition debris materials 
from landfills to assist the County in reaching the State-mandated goal of 50 percent 
diversion.   
 
Response to Comment 281-240 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-230. 
The location of permanent hazardous waste drop off sites is provided in the County’s 
website. 
 
Response to Comment 281-241 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggestion to require waste 
collection franchisees to distribute information on hazardous waste collection is 
acknowledged and has been forwarded to the franchisees.  Household hazardous waste 
information should now be periodically distributed with garbage bills.  In addition, information 
on permanent facilities will also be contained in Environmental Management Department 
advertisements for other events. 
 
Response to Comment 281-242 (EIR):  Small quantity hazmat generators in the County 
cover a broad range of enterprises that are not susceptible to generalized description.  Page 
5.6-34 in Volume 1 of the EIR provides examples of CESQGs (e.g., dental offices, photo 
labs), but by definition these do not include large producers of hazardous materials. The 
specific nature of the small quantity hazmat generators does not affect the analysis of the 
impact associated with hazardous materials being analyzed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-243 (EIR):  The average citizen participates in the programs 
referenced by the commenter by transporting items such as computer monitors, fluorescent 
bulbs and household batteries to a temporary collection event or permanent collection 
facility. The facilities and events are continually promoted by the County (e.g., the 
Environmental Management Department website at www.co.el-dorado.ca.us). The portion of 
household batteries captured by these programs is estimated to be 70 percent. In addition, 
they are also sorted out at the MRF. 
  
Response to Comment 281-244 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-310 
through 281-329. 
 
Response to Comment 281-245 (EIR):  As with other instances of illegal activity (e.g., 
speeding, zoning violations), the County Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials Division has 
established policies and procedures for addressing illegal dumping.  These include 
mandatory waste collection in certain areas of the County, a litter collection program along 
roadways and in other areas, and a complaint process through which members of the public 
can identify locations where dumping is taking place.   
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SW/HM staff indicates that approximately 100 complaints per year are received through this 
program, most of which relate to complaints about illegal deposits of garbage on private 
property (Johnston, Dave. Manager, Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials Division, 
Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado,  October 30, 2003 – 
telephone conversation with Debra Lilly of EDAW regarding illegal dumping of household 
waste).  These complaints are responded to by Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials 
Division staff members through visits to the individual parcels and, in some cases, through 
Court-ordered abatement actions.  Existing Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials Division 
policies and procedures are successfully addressing incidents of illegal dumping, and no 
additional abatement measures are needed.  No changes to the DEIR are necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-246 (EIR):  The information requested by the commenter is not 
available.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-245. 
 
Response to Comment 281-247 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-245.   
 
Response to Comment 281-248 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-245. 
The commenter is referred to Chapter 8.42 of the County Code (Solid Waste Management 
Ordinance) for a description of penalties for illegal dumping. 
 
Response to Comment 281-249 (EIR):  The County currently has a vehicle abatement 
program funded through the Sheriff’s Department. Please refer to Response to Comment 
281-245. 
 
Response to Comment 281-250 (EIR):  Pages 5.6-27 and 5.6-28 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
provide an analysis of recycling activities in the County.  The commenter’s request for 
additional analysis of current programs is beyond the scope of this EIR.  As stated in the EIR 
(Impact 5.6-2), there is ample available landfill capacity to accommodate the County’s future 
needs. 
 
Response to Comment 281-251 (EIR):  The County currently has agreements with five 
franchises.  The City of Placerville and El Dorado Hills also have franchise agreements 
(expiring in 2013 and 2015, respectively).  The County’s Waste Management agreement 
expires in 2012.  The other four County franchise agreements expire on December 31, 2004. 
At contract renewal, during franchise agreement oversight and through the resolution of the 
notice of default with Waste Management, curbside pickup of additional materials is 
continually being expanded.  Expansion efforts include the use of special blue bags, blue 
bins and a three cart collection system. 
 
Response to Comment 281-252 (EIR):  Negotiations to resolve the problem stated by the 
commenter and the notice of default have progressed significantly and continues to be 
addressed.  The County has recently required the installation of a camera monitoring system 
at the Materials Recovery Facility in Diamond Springs.  The County will soon have the ability 
to view live footage from these cameras at the Placerville office. 
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Response to Comment 281-253 (EIR):  The commenter is referred to Section 5.8 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR. Impact 5.8-4 analyzes impacts due to development on known, 
suspected and unknown contaminated sites.  The County currently maintains a list of 
known contaminated sites.  Policy 6.6.1.2 of the No Project Alternative and the 1996 
General Plan Alternative require consultation with the Environmental Management 
Department to identify State-listed contaminated sites prior to issuance of building permits. 
 Policies HS-7a and HS-7b require upkeep of a database and consultation as required in 
Policy 6.6.1.2.  Proposed revisions in the EIR would strengthen these policies (i.e., have 
the policies applicable on any ground-disturbing activity).  Please also refer to Response to 
Comment 281-248. 
 
Response to Comment 281-254 (EIR):  The commenter is directed to page 5.6-45 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR, under “Electricity Supplier,” fifth sentence, which states as follows:  
“PG&E no longer owns all of its facilities, having sold some recently as a result of 
legislative deregulation.” 
 
Response to Comment 281-255 (EIR): As the commenter notes, Forebay Reservoir is 
now owned by the El Dorado Irrigation District. Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document for the correction that addresses this error. 
 
The issue of potential placement of a PG&E substation in the vicinity of Pine Hill is beyond 
the control of El Dorado County. If PG&E were to construct a substation, CEQA analysis 
would be completed by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). As the lead 
agency, the CPUC would be required to evaluate the project’s potential effects on rare 
plants at the time the analysis is conducted. If the substation would ultimately result in the 
ability to serve more residences than currently projected, increases in land use density 
would require a General Plan amendment and subsequent environmental review by the 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-256 (EIR):  As the commenter notes, page 5.6-42 describes 
PG&E’s current plans for future natural gas distribution in El Dorado County. This is 
currently the only information that is available regarding the potential expansion of natural 
gas distribution. Whether and when PG&E expands its natural gas facilities will depend 
upon the CPUC’s determination of needed expansion projects and PG&E’s business 
practices. If the company were to expand its natural gas facilities, the CPUC would be 
responsible for completing CEQA analyses on expansion projects and the County would 
comment as a responsible agency. The CPUC has stated that it intends to conduct an 
overall evaluation of California's gas infrastructure to ensure that the State's natural gas 
needs will be met over the next few years. Preliminary information available on the 
CPUC’s internet website indicates that the CPUC is in the process of developing outlook 
information through 2016 (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/industry/gas/gas+ workshop.htm). 
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Response to Comment 281-257 (EIR):  An analysis of the merits of underground 
installation of propane tanks in areas of high fire hazard is not necessary for this EIR.  All 
propane tank installations are required to meet applicable fire codes.  In addition, Policy HS-
2c of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternatives would prohibit all new development in high or very high wildland fire hazard 
areas, unless it can be demonstrated that the hazard can be reduced to a moderate level or 
better as determined by the local fire protection district and CDF. 
 
Response to Comment 281-258 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the EIR only considers the mix of large and small electricity generation 
plants typical of the current system rather than the so-called “distributed” system of the 
future, 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 281-259 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the County should consider Zoning Ordinance changes to support 
residential fuel cell installations, solar energy installations and small neighborhood 
generating facilities, 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 281-260 (EIR):  The commenter’s request for analysis of the 
California Community Choice Law applying to electrical service does not relate to the 
environmental impacts of the project and is not within the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-261 (EIR):  Placement of large propane storage tanks would 
be subject to a special use permit as well as federal, State and local regulations designed to 
ensure safety.  The California Public Utilities Commission’s Utilities Safety Branch conducts 
a safety audit for each propane system every five years to ensure compliance with federal 
pipeline safety regulations.  While the possibility of sabotage of propane tanks in El Dorado 
County cannot be ruled out, it is considered remote at best.  There is no reason to believe 
tanks in the County would be a target, or that any act of sabotage would be successful.  
CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too speculative for evaluation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-262 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-261. 
 
Response to Comment 281-263 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-59 
and 281-346. 
 
Response to Comment 281-264 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment describing the problems with above ground utilities, 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 281-265 (EIR):  The commenter is referring to PG&E Rule 20A that 
provides funding for the undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines.  Under that rule 
there is an involved process for establishing undergrounding districts, details of which are 
available through PG&E.  The County Department of Transportation has engaged in the 
creation of these districts in the El Dorado Hills area, and has been successful in getting 
PG&E to underground their facilities in conjunction with several of the County capital 
improvement projects.  This mechanism is utilized whenever possible to achieve the 
undergrounding of utilities in conjunction with road improvement projects.   
 
Response to Comment 281-266 (EIR):  The issue of extending private services such as 
DSL into the more rural areas of the County is not relevant to the conclusions in the EIR, as 
it does not relate to environmental impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-267 (EIR):  The Sheriff’s Department currently has a 
substation in Georgetown. 
 
Response to Comment 281-268 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that starting to undo the sprawling development patterns would address the 
problem of long response times for law enforcement personnel, 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 281-269 (EIR): The State Fire Safe regulations, applicable to all 
residences in the County, have a provision requiring addresses on residences. 
 
Response to Comment 281-270 (EIR):  Measure PS-L of the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and PS-K of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative require 
consultation with the Sheriff’s Department on development applications.  Policy HS-2e of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative would prohibit the creation of new gated 
communities. The same policy in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
discourages new gated subdivisions. 

 
Response to Comment 281-271 (EIR):  The commenter’s opinion regarding ways to 
address law enforcement problems 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 281-272 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the Court system (as it relates to law enforcement) is in need of 
adequate facilities, 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 281-273 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-371 
through 281-387. 
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Response to Comment 281-274 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding emergency 
medical services are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-681 through 281-685. 
 
Response to Comment 281-275 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting proposed Mitigation Measures under Impact 5.7-2, but disagreeing with 
the “less-than-significant” impact determination, are noted for the record.  The commenter 
does not state what significant unmitigated environmental impacts could result (long 
response times are not, themselves, environmental impacts). 
 
Response to Comment 281-276 (EIR):  The Traditional Neighborhood Development Street 
Design Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, October 1999 provides useful 
guidance for developing urban neighborhood streets but not rural low-density residential 
streets such as those in El Dorado County.  Page 4 of the ITE guidelines states the following 
related to applicability: 
 

“These guidelines are intended for TND (traditional neighborhood 
development) neighborhoods with both attached and free-standing buildings.  
These neighborhoods also share mixed residential and commercial uses and 
fairly wide-ranging levels of individual lot density, from about 1 to 40 or more 
dwelling units (du) to the acre (neighborhoods within a TND typically vary 
densities within the project, with the overall residential project density in the 
United States averaging six to ten dwelling units/acre; approximately 25 
percent more in Canada).” 

 
Residential subdivisions in El Dorado County usually occur at a density much lower than one 
unit per acre and do not contain a mix of uses or a variety of density.  The high-density 
residential land use designation in the General Plan alternatives has a density range of one 
to five units per acre and the medium-density residential land use designation has a density 
range of 0.2 to one unit per acre.   The ITE guidelines are intended for more urbanized areas 
and would not directly apply to most subdivisions in El Dorado County without first making 
major changes to the land use pattern. 
 
However, the EIR does propose as mitigation new policy requiring that new streets and 
improvements to existing rural roads necessitated by new development be designed to 
minimize visual impacts, preserve rural character, and ensure neighborhood quality to the 
maximum extent possible consistent with the needs of emergency access, on street parking, 
and vehicular and pedestrian safety.  See Mitigation Measure 5.3-2.  This policy would be 
implemented through a revision of the existing road width standards in the County Design 
and Improvement Standards Manual to allow for narrower streets and roadways. 
 
Response to Comment 281-277 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on designing roads for increased safety 
and on the General Plan and the EIR, are noted for the record and will be considered by
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the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General 
Plan. 
 
Additionally, all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives call for 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.  These revisions would also address roadway safety needs. 
  
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment recommending the use of fire-
resistant materials and construction techniques in high fire hazard areas and discouraging 
the current sprawling development pattern (Alternative 12 could begin the process), 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 281-278 (EIR):  Responses to all of commenter’s scoping 
comments are provided herein.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-686 
through 281-694 for scoping comments on schools. 
 
Response to Comment 281-279 (EIR):  The first paragraph under “Schools and Childcare 
Facilities”, page 5.7-33 of Volume 2 of the EIR, refers to the percentage of all school-age 
children (20.38 percent).  The figure in the second paragraph (18.42 percent) refers to 
children attending public schools. 
 
Response to Comment 281-280 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 77-4 
through 77-6. 
 
Response to Comment 281-281 (EIR):  School districts are independent jurisdictions from 
El Dorado County. They are responsible for establishing developer fees (see discussion on 
pages 5.7-34 through 5.7-39 of Volume 2 of the EIR) as well as for constructing new 
schools.  For responses concerning school district issues, please refer to Comment Letter 
77.   
 
Response to Comment 281-282 (EIR):   The issue of the Buckeye Union Elementary 
School District’s consideration of asbestos contamination in identifying potential school sites 
is a school district issue and not within the scope of the analysis conducted in the General 
Plan EIR.     
 
Response to Comment 281-283 (EIR): The issue of the Camino School District’s decisions 
concerning constructing a new school is a school district issue and not within the scope of 
the analysis conducted in the General Plan EIR.  For responses concerning school district 
issues, please refer to Comment Letter 77.   
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Response to Comment 281-284 (EIR): The issue of the Indian Diggings School District’s 
handling of its overcrowding problem is a school district issue and not within the scope of the 
analysis conducted in the General Plan EIR.  For responses concerning school district 
issues, please refer to Comment Letter 77. 
 
Response to Comment 281-285 (EIR):  The issue of Latrobe School District’s decisions 
concerning constructing a new school is a school district issue and not within the scope of 
the analysis conducted in the General Plan EIR.  For responses concerning school district 
issues, please refer to Comment Letter 77. 
 
Response to Comment 281-286 (EIR):  The issue of Mother Lode School District’s 
imposition of Level One development fees is a school district issue and not within the scope 
of the analysis conducted in the General Plan EIR.  For responses concerning school district 
issues, please refer to Comment Letter 77. 
 
Response to Comment 281-287 (EIR):  The questions posed by the commenter 
concerning private schools and homeschooling are not environmental issues and are 
therefore not addressed in the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-288 (EIR):  The questions posed by the commenter 
concerning eligibility for school day care and funding sources are not environmental issues 
and are therefore not addressed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-289 (EIR): The additional mitigation measures proposed by the 
commenter to mitigate incompatibility impacts associated with development and expansion 
of school facilities are noted for the record.  The County can and has used the development 
agreement process to require set-asides for school facilities and will continue to do so when 
the opportunity exists.   Please refer to Response to Comment 280-81.  However, the 
County cannot require developers to enter into development agreements.  They are 
contracts entered into voluntarily between a developer and a local government entity.  
Development Agreements are authorized but not required by State law.  The General Plan 
Alternatives contain policies requiring bicycling and walking to be considered in the school 
siting process.   Please refer to Response to Comment 281-82.  With respect to asbestos, 
Policy 6.7.6.1 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, and Policy HS-10a of 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives, 
require new facilities in which sensitive receptors will be located (including schools) be sited 
away from significant sources of air pollution.  Please also see Response to Comment 281-
10 and 281-219.  
 
Response to Comment 281-290 (EIR):  A proposal for relocation of the main library has not 
been approved by the Board of Supervisors.  Analysis of relocation of County government 
offices would be the subject of future environmental documents and is not within the scope 
of the General Plan EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-291 (EIR):  The commenter inquires regarding library funding 
which has no direct CEQA implications. The EIR correctly focuses on the potential impacts 
of new library construction that could result from General Plan buildout. Please see Section 
5.7 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-292 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating every effort should be made to site and design libraries to be accessible to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, 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 281-293 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding parks and 
recreation are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-1016 through 281-1031. 
 
Response to Comment 281-294 (EIR):  The opinion expressed in the comment regarding 
the organization of the EIR is noted for the record. Impacts to open space with biological 
value are discussed in Section 5.12 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-295 (EIR):  The commenter notes that the EIR addresses 
parks and open space within the County’s jurisdiction.  Regarding consistency with the open 
space plan provisions of the Planning and Zoning Law, please see Response to Comment 
299-5 and 281-544. 
 
Response to Comment 281-296 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.7-4 in Volume 2 of the EIR (a map of 
developed parks and recreation facilities) identifies El Dorado Irrigation District’s Sly Park 
facility.  A description of this facility appears on page 5.7-68, under “Other Recreation 
Providers.”   
 
Response to Comment 281-297 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding the County 
trails system are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-1026 through 281-1031. 
 
Response to Comment 281-298 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17 and 
Response to Comment 281-74. 
 
Response to Comment 281-299 (EIR):  As stated in Objective 9.1.1 of the No Project 
Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative and Policy PR-1a of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, 
the County’s stated primary role is for the provision of regional parks.  Policy PR-1b of the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative calls for provision of a minimum of five acres per thousand residents of County-
owned parkland. 
 
Response to Comment 281-300 (EIR):  As noted by the commenter, a Notice of 
Preparation was recently issued for an Environmental Impact Report for the Bass Lake
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Regional Park.  Analysis of biological impacts will be a part of that document.  Analysis of the 
project-specific impacts of a park is beyond the scope of the General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-301 (EIR):  Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.7-5 would add a 
new policy for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives requiring establishment 
of a countywide development fee program to adequately fund park and recreation 
improvements.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-303. 
 
Response to Comment 281-302 (EIR):  Information regarding the extent to which the 
County has used development agreements over the last 20 years to augment parkland 
shortages in the past is not necessary to the analysis of impacts to parkland from future 
development.  To the extent parks were built through development agreements or any other 
mechanism, those parks are treated in the EIR as part of the existing setting.  Table 5.1-4 in 
Volume 1 presents the acreage of parks and open space provided in each of the specific 
plans that govern projects comprising existing commitments in the County.  
 
Response to Comment 281-303 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment that the proposed mitigation for Impact 5.7-5 would not reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level 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 PR-
4b and Implementation Measure A of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, and Mitigation Measure 5.7-5 for the other 
Alternatives, require the preparation and adoption of a Parks Master Plan.  Current deficits in 
parkland would be one of the many issues dealt with in this Plan.  Mitigation Measure 5.7-5 
would require that a countywide fee program be established to provide the additional funds 
needed to acquire, develop and maintain park land pursuant to the Master Plan, at a level 
that will attain minimum neighborhood, community and regional park standards.  The amount 
of the fee would include needs for land acquisition that are unmet by Quimby Act funding 
(e.g., because of ministerial development).  The periodic adjustments called for by the 
measure would account for, among other things, the possible increase in land costs noted by 
the commenter. 
 
Impact 5.7-6 addresses potential land use incompatibilities between newly developed parks 
and recreational facilities and the surrounding land uses.  Mitigation Measures 5.1-3(b) and 
5.1-3(d)—not 5.3-1(d), as mistakenly identified in the table on page 5.7-83 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR—would reduce this potential to a less-than-significant level by requiring a land use 
compatibility review for all ministerial and discretionary projects that would identify and avoid 
possible incompatibilities between these uses.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response 
to Comments document for changes to page 5.7-83. 
 
Response to Comment 281-304 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting the use of top and side shielded lighting in the proposed Bass Lake 
Regional Park, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the Bass Lake Regiona
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Park project.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-63 through 281-66, and 
281-300. 
 
Response to Comment 281-305 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-15. 
 
Response to Comment 281-306 (EIR):  Currently, there is joint use of many school 
facilities, particularly in El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park.  Policy PR-4d in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
encourages joint use agreements with other public entities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-307 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-302. 
An analysis of the County’s use of conditions of approval and Development Agreements to 
dedicate trails for past projects is not necessary to assess the impacts of future 
development. The County has in the past used conditions of approval to acquire trail 
easements. Goal PR-3 in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and Objective 9.1.2 of the No Project Alternative 
and the 1996 General Plan Alternative relate to development of trails and bikeways.   
 
Response to Comment 281-308 (EIR):  A detailed list of all dedicated trails and easements 
for trails acquired by the County as a result of discretionary projects is beyond the scope of 
the General Plan EIR.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-307. 
 
Response to Comment 281-309 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that human health and safety presents another strong argument for 
changing the past development patterns 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.  Please also refer to Responses to Comments 281-69 through 281-110. 
 
Response to Comment 281-310 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding hazardous 
materials are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-883 through 281-886. 
 
Response to Comment 281-311 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-240 
through 281-253. 
 
Response to Comment 281-312: The information on the number of hazardous waste 
handlers in the County was obtained from EPA’s Envirofacts Data Warehouse, which 
compiles information on all generators, transporters, treaters, storers, and disposers of 
hazardous waste that are required to provide information about their activities to State 
environmental agencies. The handlers listed by EPA included more than just Large Quantity 
Generators (LQGs) and Small Quantity Generators (SQGs), and thus the numbers of LQGs 
and SQGs do not add up to the total of 130 handlers. An example of listed handlers that are 
not LQGs and SQGs is a transporter of hazardous materials. Also many handlers in the 
EPA’s Envirofacts Data Warehouse, such as new handlers, have yet to be classified as 
LQGs and SQGs. 
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The criteria used to differentiate between entities that must report their hazardous waste 
inventories and usage and those that are not required to report, as stated in the regulations 
pursuant to the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, are different from the 
criteria established by the regulations pursuant to California’s Business Plan Act (please see 
page 5.8-2 of Volume 2 of the EIR). In other words, the Federal RCRA pertains to fewer 
types of hazardous wastes than do the California’s laws and regulations; thus the County 
Environmental Management Department is required to track generators of certain hazardous 
wastes that the EPA is not required to track. For this reason, the number of generators 
reported in EPA’s Envirofacts database are different from California’s ENVISION database. 
 
Response to Comment 281-313 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-883. As 
described on page 5.8-15 of Volume 2 of the EIR, the California Office of Emergency 
Services is responsible for implementing the provisions of the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA) under Assembly Bill 2185 (passed in 1987).  This bill authorizes 
local government agencies (in El Dorado County, the Environmental Management 
Department) to oversee emergency planning and community right-to-know programs related 
to hazardous substances, materials, and waste.  Statewide information collected through 
required reporting programs is compiled by DTSC into several lists and databases that are 
available for review or can be consulted by the public (e.g., Cortese List, CalSites database). 
 Information about the locations of specific site that use, contain, or generate these materials 
can be obtained from a variety of sources, including the County Planning Department, 
DTSC, OES, and often realtors. 
 
Because this information is available to the general public through other means, and 
because the information changes frequently and would quickly become obsolete and 
misleading, the information is not provided in the General Plan or General Plan EIR.  To 
clarify the availability of information on hazardous materials sites, Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document contains additional language added to page 5.8-15 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-314 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-230 
and 281-240. 
  
Response to Comment 281-315 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-241. 
 
Response to Comment 281-316 (EIR):  A slight decrease in waste received from 2001 to 
2002 did occur; however, the percentage of households participating in the program 
continued to increase even during that period.  The reason for the decrease in total 
household hazardous waste received during that period is not known, although it may simply 
reflect normal variations in the amount of such waste produced annually.  The household 
hazardous waste collected in 2002 to 2003 increased dramatically (by about 60 percent) to 
889,014 pounds.  This increase is attributed to increased load screening efforts at the MRFs. 
 The incorrectly numbered footnote in Table 5.8-1 will be corrected in
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the Response to Comments document.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-317 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-229 
through 281-253. 
 
Response to Comment 281-318 (EIR):  Section 5.8 of Volume 2 of the EIR (Human Health 
and Safety) addresses the potential for development of the General Plan to result in impacts 
from routine use of hazardous materials (Impact 5.8-1); illegal disposal of hazardous waste 
(Impact 5.8-2); accidental release of hazardous materials (Impact 5.8-3); and exposure to 
hazardous waste resulting from new development on known, suspected, and unknown 
hazardous waste sites (Impact 5.8-4) under the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives. 
 Because the analysis addressed full development of the General Plan, the cumulative 
increase in countywide hazardous waste resulting from future development under each 
alternative was analyzed.  That stated, as indicated on page 7-12 of Volume 2 of the EIR, 
hazardous materials impacts are generally site-specific in nature; thus, the increase in illegal 
disposal of hazardous wastes and related impacts resulting from increased development 
within the County would not be expected to have effects that are cumulative with those 
resulting from waste generated outside of the County.   
 
Response to Comment 281-319 (EIR):  The portions of the Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan pertaining to the siting of a hazardous waste disposal facility in the County do not need 
to be updated.  Efforts to increase the amount of proper hazardous waste disposal described 
in the Plan are ongoing.  The Plan was superseded by the Integrated Waste Management 
Plan, which included the Household Hazardous Waste Element, adopted in 1995.  In 
addition, Implementation Measure HS-E of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative require the County to maintain 
and update the Waste Management Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 281-320 (EIR):  As stated by the commenter, there are currently 
three identified Superfund sites within the County. The former Bennett Sculpture Foundry 
site, at 4505 Greenstone Road, Placerville, has been cleaned. The responsible parties 
funded that cleanup. The Lake Tahoe Basin site is a Laundromat near the Intersections of 
U.S. Highway 50 and State Route 89. That area has widespread perchloroethylene 
groundwater contamination. The lead agency in this remediation is the Lahontan Region of 
the Water Resources Control Board. A third site has been identified in the Eldorado National 
Forest. However, no other information about this site has been found. From the location 
description, it appears to be located in the Georgetown Ranger District. A conversation with 
staff at the District revealed that the District is unaware of any site in this area (2003 
telephone conversation with John Jue, Resource Officer, Georgetown Ranger District, U.S. 
Forest Service). 
 
Response to Comment 281-321 (EIR):  The California Integrated Waste Management Act 
(AB 939) required counties to prepare countywide integrated waste management
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plans (CIWMP).  The CIWMP for El Dorado County includes a Household Hazardous Waste 
Element (HHWE), which expanded on the programs described in the previous plan in effect, 
the Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  The HHWE recommends three courses of action 
including (1) continued and expanded one day collection events; (2) load checking at 
disposal sites and MRFs; and (3) recycling and waste exchange.  At the time the CIWMP 
and HHWE were adopted, the Environmental Management Department conducted two 
household hazardous waste collection events each year.  Currently, six are conducted each 
year.  Load checking at the MRFs continues to divert significant quantities of household 
hazardous waste from the landfills.  Oil, batteries, latex paint, fluorescent lights, oil filters, 
antifreeze, and cathode ray tubes are all recycled.  Many items in original containers are 
exchanged.  In addition, there are now three permanent household hazardous waste 
collection facilities, 21 oil collections sites and an annual marina/bilge oil event.  The CIWMP 
(including the HHWE) is on file with the Environmental Management Department. 
 
Response to Comment 281-322 (EIR):  Updating of the CHWMP, which would take place 
under all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, would ensure that the most current 
information is being used during the planning process as it relates to hazardous materials 
and hazardous waste issues. The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
expressing disagreement with the less-than-significant impact conclusion for Impact 5.8-1, 
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 offers no information 
to support the assertion that the EIR conclusions are incorrect.  The mere updating of a plan 
does not necessarily suggest a current plan is causing environmental effects, and no 
information is offered here to suggest so.  The policies in Alternatives #2 and #3 calling for 
an update of the CHWMP to reflect regulations adopted since the CHWMP was prepared 
would improve the effectiveness of the plan, but are not required to reduce hazardous waste 
exposure impacts to a less-than-significant level.  The existing CHWMP, together with 
federal, State and local regulations, are adequate to minimize exposure risks.    
 
Response to Comment 281-323 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-230. 
 
Response to Comment 281-324 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-318 
regarding the cumulative nature of this impact and how it is addressed in the EIR.  Note that 
the EIR acknowledges this impact; pages 5.8-34 through 5.8-27 of Volume 2 describe that 
each alternative would result in additional growth that would be expected to result in 
increased illegal disposal of household hazardous waste in proportion to the increase in 
development in the County.  The impact is considered significant under each alternative. 
Please also refer to Response to Comment 281-318. 
 
Response to Comment 281-325 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-84. 
 
Response to Comment 281-326 (EIR):  The commenter suggests an additional mitigation 
measure requiring hazardous materials haulers to travel only at night.  The
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legal authority of the County to impose a curfew on the transport of hazardous materials is at 
best limited.  For example, the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, as amended 
by the Tandem truck Safety Act of 1984 (49 U.S.C. Section 31111 et seq.) preempts State 
laws that would prohibit trucks and trailers meeting national standards from traveling on 
national network highways.  The Hazardous Materials Transportation Uniform Safety Act of 
1990 (49 U.S.C. Section 5101 et seq.) preempts State and local regulation of certain aspects 
of hazardous waste transportation inconsistent with federal regulations.  Some courts have 
held curfews on hazardous waste transport to be inconsistent with federal regulations 
prohibiting unnecessary delay of hazardous materials transport.  Accordingly, a curfew was 
not proposed as mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-327 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-257. 
 
Response to Comment 281-328 (EIR):  Real estate disclosure laws already require sellers 
to disclose any known contamination on the property.  Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.8-4 
would require remediation of contamination prior to construction of new development on 
suspected contaminated sites. 
 
Response to Comment 281-329 (EIR):  The commenter points out that revised Policy 
6.6.1.2 and HS-7b on page 5.8-50 of Volume 2 of the EIR contain inconsistent language 
regarding the persons required to prepare reports on potentially contaminated sites.  The 
language in Policy HS-7b will be changed to “Registered Environmental Assessor” to be 
consistent with Policy 6.6.1.2.  See Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for 
this modification.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 281-328. 
 
Response to Comment 281-330 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding flooding are 
addressed in Responses to Comments 281-860 through 281-882. 
 
Response to Comment 281-331 (EIR): Please see Response to Comment 162-31 for 
information about the Silver Lake dam failure inundation zone and its relationship to the 
Caples Lake dam failure inundation zone. Also, please see Response to Comment 280-94 
regarding Finnon Lake. 
 
The list of dams presented on page 5.8-53 is not intended to be a complete accounting of all 
dams in El Dorado County. Caples Lake is included in the discussion because the majority of 
its inundation area is in El Dorado County. 
 
Ownership of Jenkinson Reservoir has been transferred from the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation to the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID). EID has taken over maintenance of the 
dam failure emergency plans for the facility, including dam failure inundation zone mapping, 
which was originally completed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
 
Mapping of potential inundation areas associated with the Mormon Island auxiliary dam has 
been completed and is on file with OES. The Promontory Environmental Impact Report 
included a mitigation measure requiring development of an evacuation plan
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for that project area, which is also on file with the County Office of Emergency Services 
(OES). Though the auxiliary dam is under federal jurisdiction, the OES would assist the 
Federal Dam Safety Office with any dam failure emergency.  
 
In response to this comment and others (162-31, 280-84), the County has revised the 
information presented in the draft General Plan alternative documents. The language now 
refers to all dams within the County and under the jurisdiction of DSOD, which maintains 
dam safety information for each structure rather than referring only to the dam failure 
inundation zones that have historically been considered. By making this change, more areas 
potentially subject to flooding would be considered during project review. Please see Chapter 
5.0 of this Response to Comments document for the proposed revision. 
 
Response to Comment 281-332 (EIR): The dam failure inundation and emergency 
response information for Cameron Park Lake and Jenkinson Reservoir on file with the DSOD 
is the most current information available. The Planning Department has access to the same 
information.  Discretionary projects near Sly Park Creek and Camp Creek below its 
confluence with Sly Park Creek would be evaluated for potential flood hazards, including 
those associated with dam failure. The revised General Plan documents identify Jenkinson 
Reservoir as having a dam failure inundation zone (see Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document). 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 281-331, Mormon Island auxiliary dam is under the 
jurisdiction of the federal government. However, the OES has an evacuation plan and dam 
failure inundation information on file. Because development associated with The Promontory 
has already been evaluated for dam failure inundation issues, there is no need for further 
future mitigation for potential dam failure inundation hazards below the Mormon Island 
auxiliary dam. 
 
Response to Comment 281-333 (EIR):  The design and construction of new small dams 
that fall below the threshold of the jurisdiction of the State Division of Safety of Dams are 
regulated under the County Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control ordinance, and are 
reviewed and inspected by the Department of Transportation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-334 (EIR):  The anecdotal statement that a car was swept 
downstream in Knickerbocker Creek during a storm event does not make the Creek a 
flood-prone area under the definition utilized by FEMA under the National Flood Insurance 
Program.  Flood Insurance Rate Map 060040-0175 B lists that portion of El Dorado County 
as an area of “minimal flooding.”  That does not mean that areas of localized flooding do 
not occur, but that the potential for widespread flooding, and the requirement for 
mandatory flood insurance does not exist.  The commenter is directed to www.fema.gov 
for a detailed discussion on the FEMA flood hazard-mapping program.  The County uses 
the FEMA maps when reviewing building permit applications on properties adjacent to 
major creeks in flood-prone areas to verify that buildings are located out of the 100-year 
floodplain.  Applicants on discretionary projects don’t rely on the FEMA maps; they are 
required to submit hydrologic analysis as part of the submittal
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package that specifically identifies the 100-year water surface elevation for any drainages 
that affect, or are affected by the project.  In areas of the County that have experienced 
urbanized development, and have demonstrated flooding problems, detailed hydrologic and 
hydraulic studies have been performed to identify the 100-year water surface elevations, and 
delineate those areas that would be subject to inundation during a 100-year storm event.  
Those studies may be conducted by federal, State, or local agencies, or may be done by a 
private organization.  When one of those studies is performed, and meets the requirements 
of FEMA, it will be incorporated into their latest flood hazard maps.  Studies of this sort have 
been conducted on portions of the Hangtown Creek, Deer Creek, New York Creek and 
Carson Creek watersheds, to name a few. 
 
Response to Comment 281-335 (EIR):  The determination of floodplain criteria as a 
mechanism of controlling building standards, and/or allowable building location, is a means 
of controlling risk.  The current generally-accepted standard utilized in the FEMA National 
Flood Insurance Program is the 100-year floodplain.  This represents the area of inundation 
that would be expected to result for a storm event that has a one percent chance of 
occurring in a given year, or conversely, a storm event that would occur on average of once 
every 100 years.  In most instances this is deemed to be a reasonable, adequate and readily 
achievable level of protection for inhabited areas.  With some facilities, a 10-year level of 
protection may be adequate, for instance when the use is seasonal, and the facility can be 
readily flood-proofed, or by its nature is not adversely effected by periodic inundation, such 
as park facilities, boat launching ramps, summer homes etc.  In other instances such as 
major urban areas protected by levees from major river systems, or critical facilities such as 
national defense installations, or major dams, a level of protection of 500 years, or 1000 
years may be considered to be appropriate.  The report cited by the commenter is 
referencing the latter situation when it makes reference to locations like Marysville, Yuba 
City, and Sacramento.  These are urban areas in flat valley locations within the potential 
floodplains of major river systems that have experienced major flooding in the past, and are 
currently protected against flooding by a system of levees and bypass weirs.  The 
circumstance in El Dorado County is significantly different. The foothill and mountainous 
terrain of El Dorado County leads to fairly narrow and well-defined stream channels, high 
flow velocities, and limited expanse of flood-prone area.  With the exception of the American, 
Cosumnes, and a few other rivers that touch the County, the watershed areas are small 
when considered on a statewide basis.  Also, the flatter valley areas within El Dorado County 
that have been developed are situated on local creeks, not on the major river systems.  For 
those reasons, and the fact that the 100-year floodplain is the nationally recognized standard 
for FEMA, El Dorado County has incorporated that into its ordinance code. As mentioned 
above, however, facilities such as jurisdictional dams located within the County are designed 
to safely accommodate storm events in the 500-year to 1000-year range.      
 
Response to Comment 281-336 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 280-84. 
 
Response to Comment 281-337 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-334 for 
a discussion on the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program, and associated FIRM 
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mapping.  Copies of the FIRM maps are available at the County offices for viewing, or can 
be viewed or purchased through the FEMA web site. 
 
Response to Comment 281-338 (EIR):  The commenter’s reference to “previously 
mentioned omitted dams” is assumed to refer to the dams listed in Comment 281-331.  The 
dams included in the data on Table 5.8-5 of Volume 2 of the EIR are all located in El Dorado 
County, as indicated by the data in the table headings.  Cameron Park Lake Dam, Jenkinson 
Lake Dam and Finnon Lake Dam are all among the 59 dams shown in the table.  Please 
refer, also, to Responses to Comments 281-331 through 281-337. 
 
Response to Comment 281-339 (EIR):  The commenter’s position on the adequacy of the 
FEMA flood hazard maps is noted for the record, and the commenter’s attention is directed 
to Responses to Comments 281-334, 281-335, and 281-337. 
 
Response to Comment 281-340 (EIR):  The commenter’s disagreement that protection 
from only the 100-year flood (rather than a larger event) is less than significant is noted for 
the record.    The 100-year flood is a standard benchmark for flood protection planning and 
determining the significance of flood-related impacts under CEQA.  Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines is an initial study checklist and is commonly used to determine if the impacts of a 
project have the potential to be significant.  One of the questions on the checklist is “Would 
the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard map?”  Another 
question is “Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structure which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?”  While these standard significance thresholds may not 
be sufficient to analyze flooding impacts in certain urbanized areas of the state, this is not the 
case in El Dorado County. Please see Response to Comment 281-335. 
 
Response to Comment 281-341 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.8-1A in the EIR, Volume 2, depicts flood 
hazard areas in the County based on 1996 FEMA data and newer data (2003) obtained by 
EDAW.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 281-335 regarding the update of FEMA 
maps.  Policy CO-3c of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires buffers from water features.  
Implementation Measure CO-C requires the preparation of a riparian setback ordinance.  
Provision of specific standards within an ordinance would be more appropriate than providing 
these standards within the General Plan itself.  
 
Response to Comment 281-342 (EIR):  Determinations if parcels are within a floodplain are 
made on ministerial permits (e.g., for building permits).  Standards for structures partially 
within specific flood zone areas are contained in the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance 
that is currently in the process of being updated.   
 
Response to Comment 281-343 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting proposed Mitigation Measure 5.8-6(a) prohibiting creation of new 
parcels entirely within a dam failure inundation area, and if the measure is not adopted, to 
ensure that disclosure is made to potential buyers, are noted for the record and will be 
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considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-344 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-335. 
 
Response to Comment 281-345 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-59 
through 281-62. 
 
Response to Comment 281-346 (EIR):  The commenter disagrees with the conclusion of 
the EIR that health and safety impacts form wireless phone facilities are less than significant. 
 Wireless phone antennas produce a form of nonionizing radio-frequency (RF) radiation 
(technically different than the electromagnetic fields or “EMFs” produced by power lines), to 
which people near the antennas may be exposed.  The consensus of the scientific 
community, both in the US and internationally, is that the power from mobile phone base 
station antennas is far too low to produce health hazards as long as people are kept away 
from direct access to the antennas.  FCC regulations governing mobile phone antennas are 
considered to be extremely conservative, and typical exposures have been found to be far 
below those standards.   Accordingly, there is no basis for revising the EIR’s significance 
conclusion.  For more information, please refer to Cellular Phone Antennas (Mobile Phone 
Base Stations) and Human Health, Moulder, J. PhD, on the Medical College of Wisconsin 
website (http://www.mcw.edu/gcrc/cop/cell-phone-health-FAQ/toc.html).  It should be noted 
that federal law preempts local governments’ authority to regulate wireless towers based on 
health and safety concerns.  Accordingly, the County could not adopt the mitigation 
measures proposed by the commenter (see Comments 281-62 and 281-347) to the extent 
they relate to heath and safety concerns. The discussion of mobile phone antennas on page 
5.8-75 of Volume 2 of the EIR has been revised to clarify the distinction between RF 
radiation and EMFs.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-347 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-62 
and 281-346. 
 
Response to Comment 281-348 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding naturally 
occurring asbestos are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-887 through 281-894. 
Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-349 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-350. 
 
Response to Comment 281-350 (EIR):  The best available information concerning areas 
where geologic conditions favor the formation of asbestos bearing materials is a report and 
accompanying map produced by the California Department of Conservation (DOC) California 
Geological Survey, called Areas More Likely to Contain Natural Occurrences of Asbestos in 
Western El Dorado County, California, 2000 (Open-File Report 2000-02).
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Exhibit 5.8-2 of Volume 2 of the EIR is based on the DOC map.  The purpose of this map is 
to provide information to local, State and federal agencies and the public as to where natural 
occurrences of asbestos bearing materials may be found, not whether these materials are 
present or absent in bedrock or soil associated with a particular parcel of land.  This 
determination can only be made during a detailed site-specific examination of the property.   
 
A discussion of occurrences of tremolite associated with both serpentinite and 
nonserpentinite rocks can be found on pages 8 and 10 of the DOC report respectively.  In 
addition to serpentinite, other rock types containing tremolite/actinolite asbestos are 
carbonates, metamorphic rocks such as schists and igneous rocks.  These rocks are most 
likely found along faults or within fault zones that traverse them.  The number of documented 
occurrences of tremolite-actinolite asbestos is lower for these rock types than for tremolite 
found in serpentinite formations.  However, since serpentinite also usually occurs near faults 
or within fault zones, the areas identified most likely to contain each of these types of 
asbestos would overlap.  Further information can be found on page 3 of the DOC report.  
This contains an exhibit that illustrates the locations of ultramafic rocks and faults in El 
Dorado County where serpentine rock and asbestos may occur, including nonserpentinite 
areas where tremolite asbestos may be present, particularly near faults.  In addition, as 
discussed on pages 11 and 12 of the DOC report, two specific areas of contact 
metamorphosed carbonate with tremolite asbestos potential were identified and are shown 
with symbols on the map for El Dorado County.  One of these sites is located just north of 
the south fork of the American River near the northeast contact of the Pine Hill intrusion.  
The other is located near the Cosumnes Copper mine.  Additional study is recommended by 
the DOC in both of these areas to evaluate the habit and extent of tremolite and actinolite.  
 
The correlation between asbestos and health risks is well known but cannot be calculated 
directly.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-464 regarding the County’s ordinance 
controlling grading, excavation, and construction activities relating to asbestos.  County 
public health officials, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors take into 
account many sources of information in making decisions regarding public health and safety 
concerns, including the dangers of developing on land with possible asbestos exposure.  The 
concerns and opinions expressed by the commenter about the County’s need to establish 
acceptable background levels of mesothelioma 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 281-10 and 281-219 for 
additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-351 (EIR):  As explained in Response to Comment 281-350, 
the EIR was prepared using the best available information on asbestos exposure.  New 
research is constantly being conducted into public health issues, and the results of that 
research will be taken into account by County public health officials and the Board of 
Supervisors in making land use decisions.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 281-
465.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(b) requires a site-specific geologic review 
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conducted by a qualified geologist for projects located in areas of possible asbestos 
exposure.  Such a site-specific review could appropriately include more detailed information 
about specific health risks.  The concerns and opinions expressed by the commenter about 
the need to include policies about tremolite in 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. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 
281-219 for additional discussion.  
 
Response to Comment 281-352 (EIR):  The impact analysis for asbestos exposure in the 
EIR focuses on dust-generating activities such as grading, mining, and use for surface 
applications because the health risks associated with asbestos involve inhalation of asbestos 
particles into the lungs.  Residential uses were the focal point of the discussion because, as 
a general rule, following the completion of construction, nonresidential uses have a larger 
percentage of impermeable surfaces than do residences.  However, each individual 
residential or nonresidential project on soils likely to contain asbestos would undergo a 
geologic review to evaluate site-specific conditions and risks involving asbestos.  Also, in 
response to this and other comments submitted on the DEIR, the mitigation measures 
relating to asbestos have been clarified.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-453 and 
see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for revisions to Section 5.11, Air 
Quality. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional 
discussion.   
 
Response to Comment 281-353 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) requires that all 
discretionary and ministerial projects of 120 square feet or larger undergo a General Plan 
conformity review to ensure compliance with all applicable General Plan policies.  This would 
include the vast majority of projects in the County, including projects too small to qualify for a 
grading permit.  Thus, the commenter’s concerns about unregulated asbestos exposure 
would be addressed and the circumstances identified in the comment would be brought to 
the attention of the appropriate decisionmakers before the specific project is approved. 
Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion.  
 
Response to Comment 281-354 (EIR):  The County does not use the 1974 soils survey 
maps as the base of information in identification of asbestos prone areas.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment 281-350, the best available information regarding asbestos prone 
areas is contained in the DOC report and associated map, Areas More Likely to Contain 
Natural Occurrences of Asbestos in Western El Dorado County.  Exhibit 5.8-2 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR is based on the DOC map.  The DOC prepared this map in order to provide 
information to local, State and federal agencies and the public as to where natural 
occurrences of asbestos bearing materials may be found.  The map is not intended to show 
site-specific presence of absence of these materials.  This determination can only be made 
during a detailed site-specific examination of the property.  Available information and 
knowledge is not sufficient to allow site-specific prediction of asbestos occurrences.  
However, the County can and does use this map to identify general areas where further soil 
studies are warranted.  Please refer to Responses to Comment 281-10, 281-219,
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281-350, and 281-352 for further discussion of existing and proposed County procedures 
regarding asbestos exposure.   
 
Response to Comment 281-355 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-10, 
281-219, 281-350, and 281-352 for a discussion of the location of likely asbestos-prone 
areas in the County (including tremolite), and the EIR’s proposed measures to minimize 
asbestos exposure caused by future development.   The County does not have information 
regarding potential asbestos exposure that may have occurred during construction projects 
in the past.  As noted in Response to Comment 281-354, the County currently uses the 2000 
DOC report and associated map of Areas More Likely to Contain Natural Occurrences of 
Asbestos in Western El Dorado County in identifying asbestos prone areas and does not rely 
on the 1974 soils survey maps.   
 
Response to Comment 281-356 (EIR):  As stated in Response to Comment 281-464, the 
County has approved Ordinance 4548, adopting the CARB asbestos content level as a 
“permissible asbestos level” in the County.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-453 
regarding the addition of Mitigation Measure 5.11-3(e), which requires an assessment of 
post-construction exposure to asbestos before project approval.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 5.8-9(c) requires a public information program to notify the public about the health 
risks of asbestos exposure. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-
219 for additional discussion.  
 
Response to Comment 281-357 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(b) requires a geologic 
review for all projects requiring a building or grading permit that would be located on soils 
with potential asbestos exposure; because Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) requires a General 
Plan conformity review for all discretionary and ministerial projects, the County would be 
aware of most projects taking place on such soils. Please refer also to Responses to 
Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-358 (EIR):  The commenter provides suggestions for elements 
that should be included in the Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan, required under 
Ordinance 4548 (please refer to Response to Comment 281-464).  Please refer also to 
Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-359 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-453 
regarding the proposed Mitigation Measure 5.11-3(e), which would add a new policy to the 
General Plan regarding post-construction asbestos exposure.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 5.8-9(c) requires that the public be provided with information about nearby potential 
for asbestos exposure. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 
for additional discussion.  
 
Response to Comment 281-360 (EIR):  Proposed Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(c) for all four of 
the equal-weight General Plan alternatives would create a new policy establishing a property 
deed notification program relating to naturally occurring asbestos.  In addition, the proposed 
implementation measure would require the County to adopt a Naturally
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Occurring Asbestos Disclosure Ordinance.  Notification would be required for property 
transfers in areas covered by the mapping, including purchases from builders. Please refer 
also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-361 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-360. 
The specific requirements for disclosure would be determined when the proposed 
implementing ordinance is adopted.  Such requirements may include distinguishing between 
tremolite and other forms of asbestos, if warranted based on the state of knowledge 
regarding the different forms of asbestos at the time the ordinance is adopted. Please refer 
also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-362 (EIR):  The commenter’s questions concerning the actions 
of the Rescue School District in connection with a proposed school sites are beyond the 
scope of the General Plan EIR.  The school district is an independent jurisdiction. Please 
refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-363 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that oversight of asbestos-related issues should be done by someone with 
expertise in these issues, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.8-9(b) provides that the required inspections be performed by a California-
registered geologist knowledgeable about asbestos-containing formations. Please refer also 
to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-364 (EIR):  Proposition 65, the Safe Drinking Water Act 
and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986, was enacted as a ballot initiative in November 1986.  
The Proposition was intended by its authors to protect California citizens and the State's 
drinking water sources from chemicals known to cause cancer, birth defects or other 
reproductive harm, and to inform citizens about exposures to such chemicals. The Act 
requires the governor to publish, at least annually a list of chemicals known to the State to 
cause cancer or reproductive toxicity.  In response to Proposition 65, the California Air 
Resources Board has issued an ongoing notice to the inhabitants of El Dorado County 
regarding the potential of asbestos related exposure.  In response to this notice, the County 
Building Department, in cooperation with the Environmental Management Department, 
enforces the requirements set forth in the Air Pollution Control District’s Prescriptive 
Standard - Fugitive Dust Prevention and Control and Contingent Asbestos Hazard Dust 
Mitigation Plan.  Every building permit application within the County includes a handout with 
this information regardless of location.  The intent of this Prescriptive Standard is to insure 
that adequate dust control and asbestos hazard mitigation measures are implemented 
during all phases of project construction and operation, including any soils that require 
capping or soils moved offsite.  Such soils are regarded and managed as hazardous 
substances.  It’s also important to note that building permits
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are required for such outdoor construction items that may involve grading activity such as 
swimming pools, retaining walls over four feet in height, and fences over six feet and thus 
subject to scrutiny regarding asbestos potential in the soils.  In addition, an Implementation 
Measure was added to each of the four equal-weight Alternatives, under Impact 5.8-9:  
Public Exposure to Asbestos, that requires the Department of Transportation and the Air 
Quality Management District to consider posting a  “Hazardous Conditions” sign at the work 
site if the site has been determined to contain harmful levels of asbestos material.  
Proposition 65 is thus adhered to with regard to asbestos in El Dorado County.   
 
Response to Comment 281-365 (EIR):  Requiring a conformity review for projects of 120 
square feet or 250 cubic yards of grading would encompass the vast majority of projects 
likely to be undertaken in the County.  The alternative implementation measure identified in 
the mitigation provides adequate level of detail about the information to be provided by the 
applicant to ensure that the impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Please 
refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-366 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(b) but stating that at this point the 
effectiveness cannot be judged, 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 Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 281-351 through 281-353 for 
additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-367 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment supporting Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(c) and stating that potential buyers must be 
notified of the severe hazard presented by amphibole asbestos, 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 281-10, 
281-219, and 281-361 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-368 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.8-9(d) is intended to keep the 
Board of Supervisors informed of the latest information regarding asbestos.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.8-9(c) requires a public information program that would provide the same types of 
information for the general public. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 
281-219 for additional discussion.  
 
Response to Comment 281-369 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 216-27, 
281-289, 281-10 and 281-219. 
 
Response to Comment 281-370 (EIR):  Asbestos hazards resulting from construction are 
related to the ability of airborne particles to be inhaled into the lungs.  Air quality policies 
and mitigation that require control of fugitive dust on construction sites and application of 
the Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan required under County Ordinance
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4548 would require that dust be controlled, minimizing the hazard to neighboring properties. 
Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-371 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding fire protection 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-651 through 281-668. 
 
Response to Comment 281-372 (EIR):  The figure provided in the EIR for average number 
of fires and acreage burned in the County in recent years is based on data collected 
between 1981 and 2001.  The Cleveland fire occurred in 1992.  Therefore, it is included in 
the acreage burned that was used to calculate annual averages. 
 
Response to Comment 281-373 (EIR):  The factual information provided by the commenter 
about a fire in 1934 is appreciated and noted for the record.  The information does not alter 
the conclusions regarding wildland fire hazard conducted in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-374 (EIR):  The commenter provides opinion on historic 
logging activities that may have contributed to the present potential for catastrophic fire.  This 
information is noted for the record.  It does not alter the impact analysis on wildland fire 
hazard conducted in the EIR. 
 
The opinion expressed in this comment endorsing the statement on page 5.8-111 of Volume 
2 of the EIR that allowing substantial population growth into severe and high fire hazard 
areas increases fire risk, 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 281-375 (EIR):  These requirements are contained in several 
documents including, but not limited to, the County’s Design and Improvements Standards 
Manual, the various building codes, and State and federal laws and requirements.  
 
Additionally, all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives call for 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.  These revisions would also address fire safety needs. 
 
Response to Comment 281-376 (EIR):  In general, a small portion of the roads in the 
“developed” parts of the County do not meet the current standards although the County has 
not calculated the exact mileage of such roads.  As outlined in Response to Comment 281-
377, the County Capital Improvement Program coupled with improvement and mitigation 
requirements of new development addresses reconstruction of existing roads to meet the 
requirement in place at the time of construction or reconstruction.  
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Response to Comment 281-377 (EIR):  There is currently no formal retrofitting program in 
place beyond the County's existing Road Improvement Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  
The General Plan does not propose any changes to that CIP other than the roadway 
improvements described in the Circulation Element of the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-378 (EIR):  The County has adopted the 2000 Fire Code and 
this is used in reviewing structures for building permits.  Information on the applicable codes 
for construction in the County is posted on the Building Department website and available at 
the Building Department office.  Please also refer to Responses to Comment Letter 265. 
 
Response to Comment 281-379 (EIR):  The list of “Communities at Risk” in the National 
Fire Plan, which includes certain urban wildland interface areas in the County, is 
informational only and is consistent with the EIR’s analysis of fire hazards in the County.  
 
Response to Comment 281-380 (EIR):  The staff disagrees that enforcement has been 
“lax.” The standards are enforced with every new building permit, and on a complaint basis 
with existing development. 
 
Response to Comment 281-381 (EIR):  The commenter’s request to evaluate water 
storage requirements/compliance is beyond the scope of the General Plan EIR.  Proposed 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives would 
require review of any structure over 120 square feet. Mitigation Measure 5.8-10(b) would 
preclude development in areas of high and very high wildland fire hazard unless the risk can 
be reduced as determined by the appropriate fire protection district.  The need for water 
storage on individual properties could be determined through one of these processes on a 
case-by-case basis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-382 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-381. 
 
Response to Comment 281-383 (EIR):  As stated, fire fees are collected at the building 
permit state, and therefore apply to both ministerial and discretionary development.   In 
addition, discretionary development projects are circulated to fire districts for review and 
comment.  Districts may request additional fees or contributions to purchase of equipment to 
mitigate the impacts of development projects.   
 
Response to Comment 281-384 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-656 
and 281-657. 
 
Response to Comment 281-385 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-378. 
 
Response to Comment 281-386 (EIR):  Local fire suppression is not provided by El Dorado 
County. It is provided by CDF and special districts which have separate and
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distinct authority for fees and services. Note that Senate Bill 1049 (Chapter 741, Statutes of 
2003) imposes an annual Fire Protection Benefit Fee on parcels within CDF State 
Responsibility Areas.  Residents will pay $70 per parcel in 2004 (assessed via property tax 
bill) and $35 per parcel annually in subsequent years. 
  
Response to Comment 281-387 (EIR):  The County building permit process provides for 
inspection to ensure compliance with fire safe regulations prior to permit issuance or 
occupancy.  This includes the requirement for water storage where hydrants are absent. 
 
Response to Comment 281-388 (EIR):  The proposed new policy under Mitigation Measure 
5.8-10(b) precludes development in areas of high and very high fire hazard unless that 
hazard is reduced to a moderate or better level, as determined by the fire protection district.  
This hazard reduction would presumably include architectural modifications as suggested by 
the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 281-389 (EIR):  Analysis in the EIR determined that Impact 5.8-10 
is significant and unavoidable and describes the general nature and location of the hazards 
(see Exhibits 5.8-3 and 5.8-4 in Volume 2).  This information is sufficient for adequate 
consideration of significant impacts and mitigation for development allowed by the General 
Plan.  Quantification of the exact numbers of parcels within high and very high fire hazard 
areas would not alter this conclusion.   
 
Response to Comment 281-390 (EIR):  A detailed description of fire history and other 
factors relating to the wildland fire hazard are contained in Volume 2 of the EIR, pages 5.8-
106 through 5.8-123. 
 
Response to Comment 281-386A (EIR):  A detailed analysis of the manner in which the 
proposed Safety Elements fulfill statutory purposes is beyond the scope of the General Plan 
EIR.  The analysis of fire hazards in Section 5.8.5 includes discussion of the role of the 
proposed General Plan policies in reducing fire hazard and risk. 
 
Response to Comment 281-387A (EIR):  Implementation Measure HS-B in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
requires the County to work with the local fire safe councils, U.S. Forest Services and CDF to 
develop and implement a countywide Wildfire Safety Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-388A (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-389 
through 281-426. 
 
Response to Comment 281-389A (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding geology and 
soils are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-917 through 281-931; avalanche, in 
Response to Comment 281-853; and earthquake, in Responses to Comments 281-859 and 
281-860. 
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Response to Comment 281-390A (EIR):  The County has adopted the 2001 version of the 
California Building Code, which is the most recent version of the Code. 
 
Response to Comment 281-391 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment proposing a mitigation measure requiring prompt adoption of changes to the 
California Building Code, 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 281-392 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the calculations of the Resource Conservation District should be 
considered in reviewing areas susceptible to landslide and avalanche, 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 281-393 (EIR): As presented in the draft General Plan and EIR 
documents, the term “avalanche” is intended to describe snow slides. Such slides may pick 
up debris (e.g., trees, rocks) as they travel, but are primarily comprised of snow and ice. The 
text on page 5.9-10 of Volume 2 has been revised to clarify the meaning of “avalanche”. 
Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
The commenter questions whether structures could ever be constructed withstand an 
avalanche. Like flood events, avalanches can be described as “interval” events, though 
historically it has been very difficult to calculate avalanche return intervals (i.e., the 
average time between events) (LaChapelle, Edward R. Avalanche Hazard Forecaster, 
Wasatch National Forest. 1966. Encounter probabilities for avalanche damage. Alta 
Avalanche Study Center Miscellaneous Report No. 10, downloaded from 
<http://www.avalanche.org/~moonstone/zoning>). The Placer County Code (Section 
12.40.060) currently requires that buildings proposed in avalanche hazard areas must be 
designed so that they are safe under anticipated loads and conditions of an avalanche. 
According to the Placer County Building Department, only one building permit has been 
issued for a structure pursuant to this code section (Jenkins, Ed. Placer County Building 
Department, electronic mail communication with Sue Lee, Senior Planner. November 19, 
2003). To date that structure has not been subjected to an avalanche. Literature regarding 
avalanche damage indicates that new structures can be designed and constructed in a 
manner that would allow them to be safe for specific intervals (e.g., a 30-year return 
interval) (LaChapelle 1996; Giraud, Richard. 1994. The Allen residence, a mountain dream 
home destroyed by avalanches—an example of poor land-use planning, Sundance, Utah, 
downloaded from <http://www.avalanche.org/~moonstone/zoning>), though there are no 
national standards for such construction (Jenkins pers. comm.). The literature indicates 
that the greater the protection, the more costly the engineering and construction costs. In 
many cases, engineering requirements are likely to make avalanche protection infeasible 
(this is particularly true in areas that experience avalanche activity annually or oftener). In 
cases such as these, the best approach is to prohibit the construction of structures 
(LaChapelle 1996).   The effectiveness and economic feasibility of design and construction 
measures, siting, avalanche fencing, and other measures to
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mitigate avalanche risk in a particular case will depend on a number of site-specific factors, 
including topography, parcel size, and the nature and degree of the risk at the location at 
issue.   
 
As presented in the draft General Plan document, Policy 6.3.2.3 of the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives requires the development of an Avalanche Overlay Zone, stating 
that structures in avalanche susceptible areas must be designed to withstand the expected 
forces of an avalanche event.   
 
The EIR recognized the need to require studies for all areas subject to avalanche risk, not 
just areas within the future avalanche overlay zone, for the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives. Mitigation Measure 5.9-2(b) requires the preparation of a project specific 
study and the application of mitigation, if the avalanche hazard can be mitigated. The 
measure also clarifies that if the hazard cannot be satisfactorily mitigated, then the project 
cannot be approved.  The same policy is proposed as Policy HS-4b of the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.9-2(b) and Policy HS-4b will ensure that no new habitable structures subject to an 
avalanche hazard are constructed unless the hazard can be avoided or the applicant can 
affirmatively demonstrate the feasibility and effectiveness of design or other measures to 
mitigate the hazard. 
 
Response to Comment 281-394 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-393. 
 
Response to Comment 281-395 (EIR): The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that avoidance of avalanche-prone areas is the most appropriate mitigation 
for these geological hazards, 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 Responses to Comments 281-393 and 281-394.  NOP scoping comments regarding 
snow avalanche are addressed in Response to Comment 281-853. 
 
Response to Comment 281-396 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment supporting extending review of ministerial project in terms of avalanche-prone 
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. 
 
Response to Comment 281-397 (EIR):  The commenter notes that the discussion on 
erosion in the EIR and quantification of slopes greater than 25 percent presents challenges 
in development. 
 
Response to Comment 281-398 (EIR):  The last paragraph of Impact 5.9-4 addresses the 
potential for erosion throughout the County.  There was no table included specifically or by 
reference in the 1996 General Plan EIR entitled “Table of Maximum Slopes for Different Soil 
Types.  Table V-7-1, “El Dorado County Soil Characteristics” of the 1996 General Plan DEIR 
included a column of “Slope Range” which does not indicate a maximum slope, but offers 
rather a typical slope range for the listed soil types. 
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The potential for soil erosion is considered with each project application.  The Resource 
Conversation Districts (RCDs) are included in project review as a responsible agency, and 
their comments on individual projects are considered during project approval. 
 
The County is in the process of developing and implementing a Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP) in accordance with the Federal Clean Water Act and the California State 
Water Resources Control Board Regulations. Development and implementation of the 
SWMP would render this impact less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 281-399 (EIR):  Implementation Measure CO-A directing review of 
the County Code does require amendment of the Code as necessary to accomplish 
provisions for applicant funded monitoring of erosion control.  Because this requirement is 
not itself a policy but implements the erosion-related policies in the proposed General Plan, it 
was included as an implementation measure.  
 
Response to Comment 281-400 (EIR):  The Department of Transportation has primary 
responsibility for implementation of the Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance.  
The Building Department may assist in enforcement of this Ordinance where grading is 
associated with individual single-family building permits (ministerial projects). 

 
Article 9, “Enforcement” of the Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance authorizes 
Suspension and Revocation of the Permit (15.14.670), and provides that violations of the 
Ordinance is a misdemeanor (15.14.690) “…punishable by a fine of not more than five 
hundred dollars ($500) or by imprisonment in the County Jail for not more than six (6) 
months, or by both such fine and imprisonment.” 

 
Upon discovery of a violation, those provisions contained in said Article 9 are implemented. 

The standards contained in the Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance, and by 
reference, the County of El Dorado Drainage Manual, have been incorporated into the 
County’s Tentative Storm Water Management Plan (TSWMP).  The TSWMP will guide the 
County’s operations in attaining compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act and State 
Water Resources Control Board regulations.  During development of the TSWMP, a 
commitment was made to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) to review the standards, and update them, if necessary, to ensure that the 
requirements of the RWQCB are adequately addressed. 
 
Response to Comment 281-401 (EIR):  The commenter does not identify any specific 
violation, so a specific response is not possible.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
400. 
 
Response to Comment 281-402 (EIR):  In compliance with NPDES requirements, the 
County has submitted a Tentative Storm Water Management Plan to the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board for review and approval. Implementation measure 
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CO-A of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus”, and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives call for updating the County Code with respect to ongoing applicant-funded 
monitoring of grading and erosion control measures.  This implementation measure will 
identify any adjustments to the Grading Ordinance necessary to bring it into conformance 
with new NPDES storm water management requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 281-403 (EIR):  The commenter's support for the proposed policy 
regarding development on 25 percent slopes 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.   The commenter notes that slopes of less than 25 percent can also present 
constraints to development, depending on soil type and susceptibility to erosion.  The 
proposed General Plan alternatives all contain policies that would minimize erosion caused 
by projects, including those that are below the 25 percent threshold [see, e.g., Policies 
7.1.2.2, 7.1.2.3 (No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives); Policies CO-1b, -1c, and 
12a (Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives)]. 
 The requirements of the County’s Grading Ordinance, Building Code, Design and 
Improvement Standards Manual, and Hillside Guidelines, as well as (for discretionary 
projects) review of erosion control plans by the applicable Resource Conservation District, 
would all further reduce erosion impacts on slopes less than 25 percent. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 281-404. 
 
Response to Comment 281-404 (EIR):  The 25 percent slope standard is used in the 
proposed mitigation measures because development of slopes greater than this are 
typically susceptible to relatively high rates of erosion.  However, this standard is 
conservative.    Development on some soil types may be possible at greater slopes without 
a risk of significant erosion impacts.  Natural slopes for many of the different soil types 
identified in the Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California are as 
steep as 70 percent, on stable hillsides.  Natural slopes for the various soil types tend to 
represent a good indicator of slope stability for that particular soil type. In addition, 
development on slopes greater than 25 percent, regardless of soil type, is not uncommon. 
 Engineering solutions to stability and erosion issues are generally available for most 
slopes, although erosion hazards and the costs of mitigating them increase with greater 
slopes. For subdivisions and large commercial developments, geotechnical reports are 
prepared that address issues of slope stability for the specific project location.  
 
Response to Comment 281-405 (EIR): The RCD does not make specific recommendations 
as to the adequacy of various soil types to serve as sites for septic systems. The Soil 
Conservation Service “Soil Survey El Dorado Area, California” gives indications of septic 
system capability on a very broad-brush basis.  Current County regulations require that, on a 
site-specific basis, suitability for use as a septic system site is based upon actual field 
investigation and a percolation and soil mantle test performed by a qualified professional. 
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Response to Comment 281-406 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on precluding grading activities during the 
rainy season without effective mitigation to prevent offsite sedimentation, are noted for the 
record, and will be considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 281-407 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment representing the commenter's position on conversion of sloping timbered land to 
agricultural uses are noted for the record, and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  
Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) would require agricultural grading activities over one acre or 
more to obtain a grading permit.  
 
Response to Comment 281-408 (EIR):  Conversion of timberlands to agricultural use would 
require approval of both a timber harvest plan and timber conversion permit, which are by 
statute the responsibility of the California Division of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF).  The 
County is provided an opportunity to comment on proposed plans, but approval authority 
rests with CDF. The rezoning of TPZ land to an Agricultural zoning designation is a 
discretionary action within the County’s authority, but if the timbered land has an existing 
zoning that would allow agriculture, the conversion would occur under the authority of CDF.  
Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) requires a grading permit (and appropriate erosion control 
mitigation) in instances where more than an acre of vegetation/soil disturbance will occur.  
The County, however, retains the same regulatory and approval authority over the 
agricultural use it would have elsewhere in the County. Please refer also to Response to 
Comment 281-36 and Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 281-409 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-10 and 
281-219. The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment representing the 
commenter's position on Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(c) are noted for the record, and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. The objections to the size threshold are also noted.  Given that grading 
permits for these activities have not been required in the past and that there is no intent to 
interfere with routine clearing activities, a one-acre threshold was determined by County staff 
to be balanced. 
 
Response to Comment 281-410 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-10 and 
281-219.  With regard to the comment that single-home builders may not recognize 
serpentine substrate when preparing a parcel for building, please refer to Response to 
Comment 281-18.   
 
Response to Comment 281-411 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-210, 
281-219, and 281-351 through 281-353. 
 
Response to Comment 281-412 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-10, 
281-219, and 281-351 through 281-353.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
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comment stating that unless all grading will be done by permit, there should be much lower 
thresholds for grading on serpentine and tremolite, 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 281-413 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-353 
and 281-357. 
 
Response to Comment 281-414 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the County should keep track of grading permits issued to parcels with 
serpentine soils, 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 281-415 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-186 
regarding the established threshold for grading permits in the County.   
 
Response to Comment 281-416 (EIR):  Under current County practices, as set forth in 
agreements with the Resource Conservation Districts, every development application that 
has the potential for ground disturbance is sent to the NRCS for review and comment on 
erosion control.  Recommendations received from the district are incorporated into conditions 
of approval and grading/erosion control requirements imposed by the Planning Department 
and Department of Transportation.  The NRCS does not typically review proposed septic 
systems.  Soil testing for expansive soils and other construction-related concerns are 
submitted by an applicant for review by DOT or the Building Department, depending on the 
nature of the application.  Funding for NRCS review is covered by a portion of the application 
fee for applicable development proposals. 
 
Response to Comment 281-417 (EIR):  The commenter describes hazards in the County 
due to abandoned mining sites. 
 
Response to Comment 281-418 (EIR): The referenced figure, Exhibit 5.9-7, is intended to 
show only those mines in El Dorado County for which the State Department of Conservation 
has assigned a Mine Identification Number. A complete listing of recorded mines or mining 
sites is available from the El Dorado County Planning Department. That list includes the 16 
mines listed on Exhibit 5.9-7 as well as a number of other closed mining sites, including the 
Hazel Creek Mine. It is acknowledged that there are numerous abandoned mines, many of 
which are unmapped and/or unknown. Because of this, it is not possible to map all of the 
abandoned mines in El Dorado County nor was this determined to be necessary information 
to complete the impact analysis.  
 
The map referenced by the commenter, which is titled “Exploration and Mining Activity”, is a 
map that is maintained by the El Dorado County Planning Department. That map was not 
included in the DEIR for the previous General Plan, but was mentioned. That map shows the 
Hazel Creek Mine site, which has been reclaimed. Please refer also to
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Responses to Comments 281-176, 281-189, and 281-900 for information on the Hazel 
Creek Mine site. 
 
Response to Comment 281-419 (EIR):  The comment regarding the continuing role of the 
State Mining and Geology Board on County mining issues is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 281-420 (EIR):  On June 14, 2001, the State Mining and Geology 
Board (SMGB) assumed lead agency status for administration of the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA, Act, Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 2710, et, 
seq.) with regard to all mines subject to SMARA located within the County pursuant to PRC 
Section 2774.4.  The County retains all permitting authority over the existing mining 
operations and proposed mining activities, whether or not the particular mining operation is 
subject to the provisions of SMARA.  With respect to ensuring that a mining operation is in 
compliance with its adopted reclamation plan, the SMGB conducts an annual inspection of 
each mine.  In addition, the SMGB reviews the financial assurance estimate to ensure that 
the amount is sufficient to perform reclamation in the event that an operator fails to perform. 
 
Response to Comment 281-421 (EIR):  The last revision of the County’s Surface Mining 
and Reclamation Ordinance, County Code Chapter 8.36, was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on October 24, 2000 (Ordinance No. 4567).  The State Mining and Geology 
Board formally adopted Resolution No. 2000-15 on December 4, 2000, certifying that the 
County’s revised Ordinance is in accordance with State Policy. 
 
Response to Comment 281-422 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-420. 
 
Response to Comment 281-423 (EIR):  The Mineral Resource overlay is designed to 
protect the availability of mineral resources including construction aggregate. Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 280-113 and Master Response 21. 
 
Response to Comment 281-424 (EIR):  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative is the 
only alternative to list Agricultural Lands as a compatible designation with the MR overlay 
because it is the only alternative with a separate Agricultural Lands designation.  The other 
alternatives contain an Agricultural District overlay designation.  Compatibility of lands within 
the overlay with MR would be determined by the base designation for those lands.  
 
Response to Comment 281-425 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-113 
and 281-424. Only a portion of the construction aggregate used in El Dorado County is 
produced in the County.  Per capita use of this mineral resource also varies.  Because of 
these factors, it is difficult to estimate the depletion rate from the existing reserves.  The 
Department of Conservation, State Geological Survey estimates the depletion of these 
minerals from currently-permitted sources could range from nine years if 100 percent of the 
aggregate came from in-county sources at a use rate of 7.5 tons per-person per-year
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to 37 years if 25 percent comes from in-county sources and the rate is five tons per-person 
per-year (DOC 2001). 
 
The Agricultural designation is not the only means of identifying and protecting mineral 
resources.  The primary method of protection is the utilization of the –MR overlay, contained 
in each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, as well as application of the 
Natural Resource designation.  Specific policies contained in each alternative relating to 
mineral resources provide specific protection of the resources, and limitations on 
noncompatible uses.  These include Policies CO-2a through CO-2d and CO-2f in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, and 
Policies 2.2.2.6, 7.2.1.1, 7.2.1.2, and 7.2.2.1 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives. 
 
Mineral Resource zones identified by the Department of Conservation (MRZ-2a and MRZ-
2b) are identified on a new exhibit (CO-1) provided in each of the alternatives as provided in 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document.  The Land Use Diagrams identify the 
–MR overlay where mineral resources are provided a higher level of protection from 
noncompatible use conflicts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-426 (EIR):  The potential impact to mineral resources is that 
they would be unavailable for extraction (see page 5.9-36 of the EIR, Volume 2).  Mitigation 
Measures 5.9-5(a) and 5.9-5(b) would ensure that adoption of the General Plan would not 
affect availability of these resources.  There would therefore be no impacts from the General 
Plan, on a project or cumulative basis, on mineral resource availability.  The commenter 
argues that progressive exhaustion of mineral resources through their use is a cumulative 
impact, but does not explain what this would be an impact to.  This argument would suggest 
that mineral resources should be preserved, but this would make them inaccessible, which 
would be a significant impact under CEQA. The General Plan does not do this.  
 
Response to Comment 281-427 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding water quality 
are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-846 through 281-852. 
 
Response to Comment 281-428 (EIR):  The EIR does not defer setting a baseline 
standard.  The thresholds contained in the EIR are based on those obtained from the CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G.  In accordance with these thresholds, impacts would be considered 
significant if they failed to meet the applicable noise standards already adopted by local 
agencies or applicable standards of other agencies.  Existing regulatory noise standards are 
discussed in Subsection 5.10.1 of Volume 2 of the EIR. The standards used for analysis of 
project-related impacts are based, in part, on those recommended by the State of California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, as summarized in Table 5.10-4 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-429 (EIR):  The analyses of noise-related impacts 
contained in the EIR are based on the land use compatibility noise levels recommended
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by the State of California’s “General Plan Guidelines.”  As noted by the commenter, the 
maximum “normally acceptable” noise level recommended by the State of California for land 
use compatibility pertaining to residential land uses is 60 dBA CNEL.  These noise 
compatibility standards were developed in an effort to ensure consistency with the 
recommended noise exposure levels defined in the Federal EPA for the protection of public 
health and welfare, obtained from the U.S. EPA publication entitled “Information on Levels of 
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 
Margin of Safety” (March 1974), and the State Sound Transmission Control Standards for 
multifamily housing.  Both of these sources recommend an interior noise exposure level of 
45 dBA CNEL.  Assuming an average exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 15 dBA with 
windows open, the maximum allowable 60 dBA CNEL exterior noise standard would provide 
for an interior noise environment of 45 dBA CNEL for residential land uses.  The General 
Plan Guidelines also identify 65 dBA CNEL as the maximum normally acceptable standard 
for hotels, and 70 dBA CNEL as the maximum normally acceptable standard for schools, 
nursing homes and hospitals.  The land use compatibility standards recommended by the 
State of California Guidelines for General Plans are considered reasonable for the protection 
of public health and welfare.  It should be noted that these land use compatibility standards, 
including the 60 dBA standard for residential land uses, are included in most General Plans 
throughout the State.  
 
The commenter also references noise standards recommended by other agencies, including 
those recommended by the World Health Organization (WHO). The most recent report 
released by the World Health Organization (WHO), entitled “Guidelines for Community Noise 
Exposure” (1999) recommends an exterior noise exposure level of 55 dBA Leq during the 
daytime hours (i.e., 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 50 dBA Leq during the nighttime hours (i.e.,10 p.m. 
to 7 a.m.).  When taking into account the penalties imposed by the CNEL standard for noise 
occurring during the evening and nighttime hours (see EIR Volume 3, page 5.10-3), the 60 
dBA CNEL/Ldn standard is essentially equivalent to a continuous noise source averaging 55 
dBA during the daytime hours and 50 dBA during the nighttime hours.  Whereas the CNEL 
standard incorporates a “penalty” for noise generated during the noise-sensitive evening 
hours (i.e., 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) no corresponding reductions in noise exposure are 
recommended by the WHO for this same time period.   
 
With regard to the aircraft noise contours identified by the commenter, both commercial and 
public airports operating under a permit from the Caltrans Aeronautics Program are required 
to comply with both the State Aeronautics standards governing aircraft noise and also all 
applicable legislation governing the formation and activities of the local Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC).  The function of the ALUC is, among other things, to develop a 
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (CLUP) for noise compatible land use in the 
immediate proximity of the airport based on noise-exposure standards developed specific to 
aircraft operations.  Noise-related impacts associated with aircraft operations were 
analyzed in comparison to existing as well as anticipated future year CLUP 
contours. The Draft General Plan includes numerous policies to minimize impacts to
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county residents and to ensure that development in the vicinity of public airports occurs in 
accordance with the CLUP. 
 
Response to Comment 281-430 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-431. 
 
Response to Comment 281-431 (EIR):  The “Land Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines” 
promulgated by the State of California, Governors Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
identify ranges of noise levels considered “normally acceptable”, “conditionally acceptable”, 
and “normally unacceptable” for general land use classifications.  The maximum “normally 
acceptable” noise exposure levels were developed, based (in part) on data obtained from the 
U.S. EPA for the protection of public health and welfare.  Adjustment factors are included in 
the OPR Guidelines to account for the noise control goals of the community, the particular 
community’s sensitivity to noise, and their assessment of the relative importance of noise 
pollution.  These adjustment factors include corrections to account for noise associated with 
urban, suburban, and rural communities.  The State of California “General Plan Guidelines” 
do not include recommended thresholds for analyzing increases in ambient noise levels.   
Recently prepared guidelines developed by other agencies for the analysis of noise, 
including the California Department of Transportation’s “Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol” 
(1998) and the Federal Highway Administration’s “Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and 
Abatement Policy and Guidance” (1995), both of which have been issued since the date of 
preparation for the previous General Plan EIR, define a substantial increase in ambient noise 
levels as increases ranging from 10 to 15 dBA.  For purposes of assessing substantial 
increases in ambient noise levels attributable to a proposed project, Caltrans is currently 
recommending a threshold of 12 dBA Leq.  By comparison, the five dBA threshold used in the 
EIR’s analysis for determination of substantial increases in ambient noise levels, which is 
slightly above the level considered to be perceptible, is conservative and is, therefore, 
considered a reasonable threshold for the analysis of increases in ambient noise. 
 
Response to Comment 281-432 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-429 for 
discussions pertaining to noise-related thresholds used in the analysis and Response to 
Comment 281-433, which addresses maximum allowable noise levels at cemeteries. 
 
Response to Comment 281-433 (EIR):  This comment pertains to the noise standards 
recommended for various land use designations, as presented in the Draft General Plan. 
 
The exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise generated by stationary (e.g., fixed or 
nontransportation) noise sources is addressed in EIR, Volume 2, Section 5.10.2, Impact 
5.10-3. The State General Plan Guidelines identify 75 dBA CNEL as the maximum normally 
acceptable standard for cemeteries. No change to the EIR or draft General Plan alternatives 
is recommended. 
 
Response to Comment 281-434 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-435 
and 281-436. 
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Response to Comment 281-435 (EIR):  The 60 dBA CNEL traffic noise standard is 
considered reasonable for reasons discussed in Response to Comment 281-429.  As noted 
in the EIR, the traffic noise contours presented in the EIR do not reflect local or site-specific 
conditions, such as intervening terrain or changes in roadway elevations.  Variations in 
terrain, vehicle characteristics, and roadway conditions can greatly influence traffic noise 
contours.  Consequently, given the complexities involved with modeling traffic noise levels, 
the 60 dBA traffic noise contours presented in the EIR were selected for purposes of 
representing bands of similar noise exposure and are not intended to represent absolute 
lines of demarcation.  Even when taking into account site-specific conditions, prediction 
accuracy may be within the range of +1-5 dB, depending on distance from the roadway.  
Therefore, as noted in the EIR, evaluation of traffic noise levels, including assessment of 
noise contour distances from area roadways and land uses affected, would occur on a 
project-by-project basis, as development occurs and in accordance with CEQA.  Such 
assessments would take into account the site-specific data, such as local terrain, vehicle 
characteristics, and roadway conditions, to more accurately characterize and predict traffic 
noise levels and associated noise impacts. 
 
The existing number of homes within the approximate 60 dBA contour mapped in the EIR is 
not readily available, and is not necessary to determine the impacts of the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives.  The extent of residentially-designated lands within the contour is 
shown on Exhibits 5.10-8 through 5.10-15.  Regarding the 55 dBA and 50 dBA contour lines, 
this information is not known and also not relevant to defining impacts.  Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 281-429. 
 
Response to Comment 281-436 (EIR):  Assuming that all other variables are equal, 
changes in the number of lanes would have little effect on overall noise contour distances, 
given that traffic noise levels are largely dependent on overall traffic volumes and vehicle 
characteristics.  For instance, assuming that all other parameters are equal, the addition of 
one or two additional travel lanes would result in an extension of the traffic noise contours at 
a distance roughly equal to the width of the lane added, assuming that the new lanes are 
constructed along the outer edge of the roadway as opposed to within the center median.  
The addition of lanes constructed within the center median would have little effect on noise 
contour distances.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-435 for additional discussion 
related to this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-437 (EIR):  As noted in the EIR, evaluation of traffic noise 
levels, including assessment of noise contour distances from area roadways and land uses 
affected, would occur on a project-by-project basis, as development occurs and in 
accordance with CEQA.  Such assessments would take into account the site specific data, 
such as local terrain, vehicle characteristics, and roadway conditions, to more accurately 
characterize and predict traffic noise levels.  The County noise standards and Mitigation 
Measures 5.10-2(a) and 5.10-2(b), pertaining to transportation noise, have been developed 
for the purpose of protecting residential and other uses from noise
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impacts.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-435 for additional discussion related to 
this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-438 (EIR):  There are various factors that can influence traffic 
noise, including variations in vehicle and roadway characteristics, and traffic noise 
propagation.  To account for recent changes in vehicle type percentages on area roadways, 
including the increased popularity of SUVs, the vehicle type percentages contained in the 
traffic model were adjusted, based on year 2001 California Department of Motor Vehicle 
registration data for El Dorado County.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-435 
through 281-437, 281-439, and 281-442 for additional discussion related to this topic.   
 
Response to Comment 281-439 (EIR):  The assessment of traffic noise was conducted in 
accordance with CEQA guidelines for existing and future year scenarios.  Consistent with 
established guidelines and methodologies developed by the California Department of 
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration for the analysis of traffic noise, the 
traffic volumes used in the noise analysis were obtained from the traffic analysis prepared for 
this project.  To account for recent changes in vehicle type percentages on area roadways, 
including the increased popularity of SUVs, the vehicle type percentages contained in the 
traffic model were adjusted, based on year 2001 California Department of Motor Vehicle 
registration data for El Dorado County.  No trend analyses forecasting vehicle use by type, 
based on historic or projected future demands or popularity, have been identified for traffic 
noise modeling purposes by either the Federal Highway Administration, California 
Department of Transportation, State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, or El Dorado County and it would be speculative to do so, especially given 
circumstances such as recent rises in fuel prices and public pressure to shift from use of 
SUVs. 
 
Response to Comment 281-440 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-439. 
 
Response to Comment 281-441 (EIR):  The recommended thresholds for increases in 
traffic noise levels are designed to afford increased levels of protection to residential land 
uses located in areas that exceed the land use compatibility noise standards.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-431.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment 
regarding reducing the significance threshold to three dBA 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 281-442 (EIR):  Although many studies have been conducted, 
some of which have demonstrated short-term improvements in traffic noise, there is 
currently some dispute with regard to the long-term noise benefits of this product.  Studies 
pertaining to the long-term noise-reduction benefits and durability tests, including feasibility 
of use within colder climates, associated with the application/use of this product are 
ongoing.  Consequently, the use of rubberized asphalt is currently not considered by either 
FHWA or Caltrans as an approved method of mitigating traffic noise.  Rubberized
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asphalt is also more expensive than standard paving materials and may require more 
frequent maintenance, further adding to the cost.  However, the County will evaluate the 
feasibility and effectiveness of this material as its relative benefits are better understood.  
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-443 (EIR):  The EIR recognizes that such sources can be a 
source of nuisance noise.  Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 includes a new policy that requires the 
County to develop a noise control ordinance for the purposes of controlling noise associated 
with sources of nuisance noise. 
 
Response to Comment 281-444 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-427 
through 281-443 for responses pertaining to noise standards. 
 
Response to Comment 281-445 (EIR):  Noise-related impacts will vary by project, 
dependent on various project-specific parameters, including site conditions and facility 
designs.  Consequently, noise-related impacts associated with these facilities cannot be 
accurately assessed at this time.  Evaluation of noise impacts associated with possible future 
water and wastewater plants for water purveyors, would occur on a project-by-project basis, 
in accordance with CEQA.  Compliance with Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a) would ensure noise 
is considered on each development project; Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) would ensure 
incompatible land uses are avoided; Mitigation Measure 5.10-3 establishes noise criteria for 
considering and reducing significant noise levels. 
 
Response to Comment 281-446 (EIR):  Commercial and public airports operating under a 
permit from the Caltrans Aeronautics Program are required to comply with both the State 
Aeronautics standards governing aircraft noise and also all applicable legislation governing 
the formation and activities of the local Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).  The function 
of the ALUC is, among other things, to develop a Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) for noise-compatible land use in the immediate proximity of the airport based on 
noise-exposure standards developed specific to aircraft operations.   
 
It is important to protect the public from exposure to unacceptable noise levels, including 
noise generated by aircraft operations.  The General Plan includes numerous policies to 
minimize aircraft noise impacts to county residents and to ensure that development in the 
vicinity of public airports occurs in accordance with the CLUP.  Policy 2.2.2.5 of the 1996 
General Plan Alternative describes the County’s intent to coordinate with other jurisdictions 
on consistency of adjacent land uses.  Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 in Section 5.1, Land Use 
and Housing, adds a similar new policy to the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  These policies would address airport impacts and 
would ensure that the County coordinates with neighboring counties to minimize aircraft 
noise impacts to county residents. 
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Response to Comment 281-447 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-567 
and, for NOP comments, refer to Responses to Comments 281-812 through 281-845. 
 
Response to Comment 281-448 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to page 5.11-1 of Volume 2.  These revisions provide 
additional information regarding air quality problems in El Dorado County and are consistent 
with the conclusions in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-449 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the ozone discussion on page 5.11-4 of Volume 2.  
This information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-450 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the particulate matter discussion on page 5.11-6 of 
Volume 2.  This information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-451 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the toxic air contaminants discussion on page 5.11-9 of 
Volume 2.  This information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-452 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the asbestos discussion on page 5.11-9 of Volume 2. 
This information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-453 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the toxic air emissions impact discussions on page 
5.11-40 of Volume 2.  As a result of this comment, mitigation has been clarified.  
 
Response to Comment 281-454 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for revisions to the discussion of air quality attainment on page 5.11-10 
of Volume 2.  This information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-455 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-458. 
 
Response to Comment 281-456 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-458. 
 
Response to Comment 281-457 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-458. 
 
Response to Comment 281-458 (EIR):  The text was intended to include NOX, which 
includes multiple forms of nitrogen oxide pollutants, rather than nitrogen dioxide (NO2).  
Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for relevant changes 
and changes related to CARB measurements on page 5.11-18 of Volume 2.  This 
information does not change the conclusions of DEIR.  
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Response to Comment 281-459 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-461.   
 
Response to Comment 281-460 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-461.   
 
Response to Comment 281-461 (EIR):  As noted in the EIR (Volume 2, Impact 5.11-1), the 
rankings (i.e., S1 to S4) are based on the number of dwellings units, nonresidential 
development, and other supporting infrastructure proposed under each alternative.  This 
ranking, even if construction emissions could be accurately quantified, would remain 
unchanged.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-462. 
 
Response to Comment 281-462 (EIR):  According to the El Dorado County Air Quality 
Management District’s CEQA Guidelines, URBEMIS is not appropriate for calculating 
emissions associated with plans. CARB’s “area source emission methodologies” refers to an 
inventory of existing emissions, and would not be useful in predicting emissions from 
construction in the future. CARB’s “area source emission methodologies” refers to an 
inventory of existing emissions, and would not be useful in predicting emissions from 
construction in the future. Short-term construction emissions cannot be accurately modeled 
due to variations in project and density characteristics.  Using AP-42 emission factors to 
calculate construction-related emissions would require detailed information such as the 
amount (cubic yards) of soil to be imported and/or exported on each project site; type and 
number of pieces of equipment operating at any one time; distance (miles) traveled by 
employees and haul trucks on paved and unpaved roads to each job site; weight, speed, and 
wheel number for each piece of equipment, etc.  This type of information is too detailed for a 
General Plan-level of assessment.  Any assumptions surrounding these types of calculations 
would be speculative. In addition, they would not define the impact (determined to be 
significant) any more clearly or accurately than the EIR already does.  The amount of 
emissions generated depends on how much and what type of construction is taking place 
simultaneously (e.g., number of residences, subdivision/mass grading vs. single lot 
development, park development, commercial structures) and where the construction is 
located.  While each project type can be calculated individually (and even on individual 
projects there is tremendous day-to-day/month-to-month variability), any assumptions 
concerning the above would be speculation. 
 
One approach that the El Dorado County AQMD (and most air quality management districts) 
emphasizes for the assessment of construction-generated emissions is the implementation 
of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification of 
construction emissions.  Thus, the El Dorado County AQMD requires that all feasible control 
measures, which are dependent on the size of the construction area and the nature of the 
construction operations involved, shall be incorporated and implemented.  The various 
models and techniques suggested can all be used, but they are relevant only on an 
individual project basis.  As explained above, County staff does not agree that construction 
emissions can be accurately quantified on a General Plan level. 
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Response to Comment 281-463 (EIR):  Revised Policies 6.7.7.1 (for the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives) and HS-10c (for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives), required under Mitigation Measure 5.11-1, 
would apply updated AQMD mitigation to both long-term and short-term (e.g., construction-
related) air quality impacts.  Although the County’s Grading Ordinance applies to projects 
involving 250 cubic yards or more of soil disturbance, this mitigation measure would apply to 
all projects as a result of Mitigation Measures 5.1-3(a) and 5.1-3(c), which require a General 
Plan conformity review for ministerial projects.  Thus, AQMD recommendations for restricting 
fugitive dust would be considered for all projects, not just those subject to the Grading 
Ordinance.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10 and 281-219 for additional 
discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-464 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-350 
and 281-354 for a discussion regarding the issue of nonserpentinite tremolite. Refer to 
Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219 and 281-364 for discussions of existing and 
proposed County procedures and safeguards regarding asbestos. 
 
Response to Comment 281-465:  The discussions on pages 5.11-26 through 5.11-35 do 
not say the alternatives would conflict with the Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment 
Plan.  The EIR concludes the alternatives have the “potential” to conflict with the attainment 
plan, or “may be in conflict” with the attainment plan.  The distinction is important.  The air 
quality attainment plan includes air emissions budgets for pre-cursors to ozone: reactive 
organic gasses (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).  These budgets are applied to the areas 
of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District that are in nonattainment 
with the ozone standard, and this area includes the nonLake Tahoe Basin areas of El 
Dorado and Placer counties, Sacramento and Yolo counties, and parts of Solano and Sutter 
counties.  The ROG budget is 31.32 tons/day and the NOx budget is 61.35 tons/day.  If the 
nonattainment areas produce pollutant loads below this limit, the region will be in attainment 
with the air quality attainment plan, also known as the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  
Modeling that was performed for the SIP when it was last updated (1994) shows that the 
region will attain ozone standards in 2005, 2015, and 2025, which are the horizon years in 
the current SIP.  The current SIP is set to expire in 2005.  Development in El Dorado County 
was assumed in the SIP to be consistent with growth levels that would occur under the 1996 
General Plan (which was in draft form at the time the SIP was adopted), as discussed on 
page 5.11-14 of Volume 2 of the EIR (Garry, Gordon. Manager of research and Analysis, 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Sacramento, CA, December 3, 2003—telephone 
conversation with Gary Jakobs of EDAW regarding how air quality attainment in the 
Sacramento region is determined). 
 
As shown in Table 5.11-7 of Volume 2 of the EIR, the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives would produce by 2025 between 4.76 tons/day and 6.85 tons/day of ROG 
(depending on alternative) and between 1.66 tons/day and 2.00 tons per day of NOx. These 
levels, if they occur as forecasted in the EIR, would be part of the overall regional inventory 
of ROG and NOx when considering regional attainment.  As can be seen,
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however, El Dorado County is just one of many jurisdictions in the regional equation of 
whether SIP attainment would be achieved. 
 
Overall attainment of the SIP and air quality standards for ozone within the region is complex 
and has become more so in recent years.  As referenced on page 5.11-13 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR and according to the Sacramento Air Quality Management District: 
 

“Our clean air plan (also called the State Implementation Plan, or SIP), was adopted 
in 1994 in compliance with the 1990 Amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act. At 
that time, our region could not show that we would meet the federal standard by 
1999. In exchange for moving the deadline to 2005, the region accepted a 
designation of “severe nonattainment”, with additional emission requirements on 
stationary sources, in exchange for extra time to meet the standard. While the 
region has made significant progress in reducing ozone (see discussion below), a 
problem has arisen with regard to another Federal Clean Air Act requirement. The 
region’s transportation plan must ‘conform’, or show that it does not harm the 
region’s chances of reaching the ozone standard. Regions with a SIP, such as ours, 
have a ‘motor vehicle emissions budget’ (MVEB) tied to the SIP. Transportation 
planners must analyze the emissions anticipated from transportation plans and 
transportation improvement programs and ensure that they remain within the SIP’s 
emissions budget (this is called demonstrating conformity). If we do not update the 
Plan, conformity will lapse and transportation funding can be withheld from all but 
exempt projects. 

Due to litigation in other parts of the country, the Federal Highway Administration 
has become sensitive to the issue of applying the most current vehicle fleet 
information to a region’s transportation conformity analysis. The current SIP’s fleet 
information is about 10 years old. The Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) is the agency responsible for demonstrating transportation conformity in 
our region. SACOG estimates that applying the most recent fleet data to our 
existing models would result in a conformity lapse.  

The State Air Resources Board, SACOG, U.S.EPA and FHWA have negotiated 
approval to use the 1994 vehicle fleet data through December 31, 2002. After that 
time, conformity findings can be made only if the new fleet data is used. This means 
that the transportation plans and transportation improvement programs now in place 
for our region, as well as 21 other air districts in the state, cannot be changed until 
the region has a new clean air plan. The Sacramento region, unlike others in the 
state, was not planning to update the SIP before our attainment deadline (2005) 
when the new FHWA requirements were announced.” (Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District website, December 3, 2003, 
www.airquality.org/cleanairplan/index.shtml) 
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The SIP is now in the process of being updated, and a new emissions budget for the 
nonattainment areas of the region is scheduled to be approved by the US EPA in February 
2005.  This would be the final step in adoption of a new SIP. 

The EIR used the correct, updated fleet mix (which assumes a much higher mix of sport 
utility vehicles) and this is the basis for the emissions estimates included in Table 5.11-7 of 
Volume 2. 

In summary, the 1996 General Plan was the assumed General Plan used for the SIP when 
it was adopted in 1994 and which showed air quality standards attainment in 2005, 2015, 
and 2025.  Each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives would produce levels 
of development at or below the 1996 General Plan level.  The current SIP is being 
updated, with a scheduled adoption/implementation date in February 2005.   The updated 
SIP will account for a different vehicle mix than the 1994 SIP.  The El Dorado County 
General Plan EIR used the updated vehicle mix in its modeling of air emissions for each of 
the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  Because there is not certainty with 
respect to the future SIP, the role that any of the alternatives will play in potential 
attainment of the SIP cannot be known at this time.  However, none of the General Plan 
alternatives being considered by the County are inconsistent with the assumptions used in 
past air quality attainment planning conducted for the region.  
 
Response to Comment 281-466 (EIR):  Tables 5.11-5 and 5.11-6 of Volume 2 of the EIR 
show current and projected emissions in the County.  Table 5.11-7 shows projected 
incremental increases in emission levels associated with each alternative.  All constituent 
emissions are projected to increase above current levels.  Several mitigation measures are 
included to reduce emissions in the future (see Mitigation Measures 5.11-2[a] through 5.11-
2[e] as applied to each alternative).  With respect to regional air quality planning, please refer 
also to Response to Comment 281-465.  
 
Response to Comment 281-467 (EIR):  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for additional mitigation that addresses the use and impacts of wood 
heaters (pages 5.11-36 and 5.11-37 of Volume 2 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-468 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 481-467. 
 
Response to Comment 281-469 (EIR):  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for changes to Mitigation Measure 5.11-2 (pages 5.11-36 and 5.11-37 
of Volume 2 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-470 (EIR):  Please refer to General Plan policies concerning 
air quality.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-469. 
 
Response to Comment 281-471 (EIR):  The commenter suggests that the County should 
encourage a “green preference” in requiring County contractors to use lower-emission 
heavy-duty vehicles. As it is not currently part of the County’s contract policy,
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mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR have been revised to clarify this for all four 
of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives. See Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for these changes. 
 
Response to Comment 281-472 (EIR):  The commenter requests the local Air Quality 
Management District (AQMD) be reviewed to see if effectiveness can be improved.  As 
described in the EIR, page 5.11-9 through 5.11-18 of Volume 2, the function of the El Dorado 
County AQMD is overseen by the California Air Resources Board as set forth in the Federal 
Clean Air Act.  Several progress reports measuring the effectiveness of the District are in 
place, most notably, the milestone reports required under the Federal CAA, which were 
completed for the Sacramento Area in 1996, 1999 and 2002.  If the District has not 
performed as required, these milestones reports would demonstrate where improvements 
may be necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-473 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-475. 
 
Response to Comment 281-474 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-475. 
 
Response to Comment 281-475 (EIR):  Neither State nor federal law prohibits the adoption 
of a General Plan based on projected exceedences of air quality standards.  Ongoing 
exceedences and the absence of an adequate attainment plan could, however, result in the 
loss of transportation funding, more stringent stationary source requirements, and other 
penalties.  Standards are established for a variety of reasons, most important of which is 
reasonable protection of public health. Exceedance of standards is not a legal violation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-476 (EIR):  The opinion expressed in the comment is noted for 
the record.  
 
Response to Comment 281-477 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-475.  
 
Response to Comment 281-478 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding biological 
resources are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-932 through 281-966. 
 
Response to Comment 281-479 (EIR): These comments generally recite the conclusions 
of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-480 (EIR): These comments generally recite the conclusions 
of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-481 (EIR): These comments generally recite the conclusions 
of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-482 (EIR): These comments generally recite the conclusions 
of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-483 (EIR):  The high mountain lakes referred to by the 
commenter are located above 6,000 feet on lands managed by the USFWS that are outside 
of the jurisdiction of the County.  Nevertheless, please refer also to Response to Comment 
253-30.  The comment is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 281-484 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-31. 
 
Response to Comment 281-485 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 253-20 
and 253-33.   
 
Response to Comment 281-486 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-487. 
 
Response to Comment 281-487 (EIR):  The efforts of the American River Conservancy to 
protect habitat for special-status plants are commendable.  
 
Response to Comment 281-488 (EIR):  The first sentence under the heading "Special-
status Wildlife" on page 5.12-17 is revised; the number 51 will be replaced by the number 52. 
 Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-489 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-487. 
 
Response to Comment 281-490 (EIR):  The commenter restates information in the EIR.  
No change or further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-491 (EIR):  The commenter restates information in the EIR.  
No change or further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-492 (EIR):  The commenter restates information in the EIR.  
No change or further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-493 (EIR):  The commenter restates information in the EIR.  
No change or further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-494 (EIR):  The pre-existing parcel map was considered in 
evaluating both direct and secondary impacts on biological resources.  In addition to land 
use intensity groupings, the No Project Alternative (2025) impact analysis is based on the 
assumptions that are used to forecast the number of pre-existing parcels that will be 
developed during the 2025 time horizon.  The No Project Alternative (Buildout) analysis is 
based on the assumption that all developable pre-existing parcels will be developed.  The 
analysis for the other alternatives was based on the potential modifications to the pre-
existing parcel map based on Land Use Diagram designations.  The existing parcel layer 
was also considered when assessing potential secondary impacts as identified in the first 
paragraph on page 5.12-36 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  An overview of existing parcelization
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as it relates to protection of biological resources under General Plan policies is provided in 
the first paragraph on page 5.12-40.  
 
Response to Comment 281-495 (EIR):  The commenter restates information in the EIR.  
No change or further response is necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 281-496 (EIR):  Wildlife mortality caused by vehicular collisions and 
birds colliding with windows could be considered a secondary impact associated with the 
increased urbanization allowed under the General Plan.  The EIR identifies secondary 
impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat as potentially significant.  Although a number of 
examples of potentially significant impacts are provided in the first paragraph on page 5.12-
36 of the EIR, this is not intended to be an exhaustive list as there are numerous other 
examples of impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat expected to result from implementation of 
the General Plan.  Hindrance of wildlife movement due to fencing is discussed in the last 
paragraph on page 5.12-90.  Regarding the relationship between surface water and 
groundwater pumping, most groundwater pumped in El Dorado County is found in fractured 
bedrock recharged primarily by precipitation, rather than by surface water, and most is used 
for domestic purposes at a rate that would not be expected to substantially affect any surface 
flows.  Please see the discussion of groundwater in Section 5.5 of the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-487A (EIR):  The footnote in Table 5.12-4 (page 5.12-38 
Volume 2 of the EIR) is in error and has been revised.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-488A (EIR):  The figures were obtained using a geographic 
information system (GIS).  GIS is a tool whereby layers of information can be graphically 
overlaid.  The GIS used in this EIR can be used to analyze a variety of environmental 
features including habitat type.  A GIS layer was developed that included a map of all land 
use intensity groupings (as described on pages 5.12-34 and 5.12-35 of Volume 2 of the EIR) 
for each alternative.  The map (i.e., GIS layer) was then combined with the habitat layer (as 
described on pages 5.12-1 and 5.12-2) and then the GIS was queried for the amount of 
habitat within each land use intensity grouping.  With the exception of habitat layers which 
were created by the California Department of Forestry (CDF) and the U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS), the methods used for this analysis were developed independently by the County.  
 
Response to Comment 281-489A (EIR):  The amount of oak woodland habitat lost per year 
in El Dorado County since 1990 has not been quantified and the County does not have the 
resources to make an accurate determination of annual oak woodland loss.  While this data 
would, if available, give some perspective on the recent annual rate of oak woodland loss, it 
does not define how development of any of the alternatives may affect oak woodland loss in 
the future.  Rather, the EIR analyzes this impact using the remaining oak woodlands as the 
baseline, and assessing the impact of future development on that remaining habitat (see 
particularly Table 5.12-4). 
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Response to Comment 281-490A (EIR):  The County is not currently sponsoring or 
participating in programs related to the detection of Sudden Oak Death Syndrome (SODS). 
 
Response to Comment 281-491A (EIR):  The Integrated Hardwood Range Management 
Program (IHRMP) did not provide input in development of the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-492A (EIR):  The findings of the Harris and Kocher study 
referenced by the commenter are discussed in the EIR on pages 5.12-40 to 5.12-41 of 
Volume 2.  Several mitigation measures are proposed to address the impacts identified in 
the EIR and by the commenter, including the development of an INRMP, requiring a no-net-
loss policy for important habitat, strengthening the retention standards to eliminate the 
“replacement” option, providing funding opportunities for preserving important habitat, 
development of an oak tree protection ordinance, and requiring a General Plan consistency 
process for ministerial projects.  Please refer to Master Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 281-493A (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-494A. 
 
Response to Comment 281-494A (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-489A. 
The available data on agricultural conversion in the County does not include information on 
the amount of habitat type converted.   As discussed in the EIR, agricultural conversion of 
oak woodland currently occurs with little, if any, regulatory oversight.  This Response to 
Comments document proposes additional mitigation that would require mitigation for 
agricultural conversion of important oak woodland habitat.   Please refer also to Master 
Response 18.   
 
Response to Comment 281-495A (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 18.  
 
Response to Comment 281-496A (EIR):  As noted in Response to Comment 280-8, not all 
of the development agreements covering the approximately 14,500 units of existing 
commitments were approved after 1996.  The land use forecast prepared for the EIR 
estimates the projected number of future units that would be developed as existing 
commitments and remaining capacity, rather than the acreage of those parcels that would be 
developed. If no discretionary development were allowed (i.e., the No Project Alternative 
scenario), approximately 14,900 units of remaining capacity could be approved ministerially 
at buildout, of which approximately 6,800 would be expected to develop through 2025.  The 
EIR acknowledges the potential impacts arising from ministerial development not subject to 
General Plan consistency review and proposes a new policy that would require General Plan 
consistency review for most ministerial development.  See Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a).   In 
addition, a number of the proposed policies and mitigation measures would apply to both 
ministerial and discretionary development.  
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Response to Comment 281-497 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-499. 
 
Response to Comment 281-498 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-499. 
 
Response to Comment 281-499 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Responses 5 and 18. 
 
Response to Comment 281-500 (EIR):  The General Plan identifies areas of potential 
future mining by utilizing the –MR overlay designation for all lands outside of Community 
Regions and Rural Centers with valuable mineral resources, as identified by the California 
Geological Survey. Please refer to the more detailed discussion in Master Response 21.  
Note that such identification would not alter the significance of the impact of mining on 
biological resources, nor would it change the proposed mitigation prohibiting mining on land 
designated for open space.  Should the County adopt Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(h) the Land 
Use Diagrams would need to be revised to avoid the conflict between Open Space and 
mineral resource extraction.  One exception occurs in the Texas Hill Reservoir “take area,” 
which is designated Open Space but also includes a portion of the –MR overlay. This open 
space designation is unique when compared to other Open Space designated lands. Please 
refer also to Response to Comment 210-13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-501 (EIR):  Important habitat for migratory deer includes that 
which is identified as critical habitat CDFG and as defined on 5.12-23 of the EIR and mapped 
on Exhibit 5.12-7.  See Appendix E.2 of this document.  The term "critical habitat" was 
replaced with "important habitat" in Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(d) on page 5.12-56 in the EIR 
to avoid possible confusion with the term "critical habitat" as defined by ESA.  Protection of 
habitat from migratory deer is of concern to CDFG and thus warrants classification as an 
important habitat.  Although annual grassland is not specifically included on the list of 
important habitats, the County has the option of expanding the definition of important 
habitats beyond those listed on page 5.12-56.  In addition, the County could acquire parcels 
that include annual grassland provided they meet the conservation objectives outlined in the 
INRMP habitat acquisition component. 
 
Response to Comment 281-502 (EIR):  The EIR acknowledges that the mitigation would 
reduce impacts to biological resources, although not to a less-than-significant level. The 
comment is consistent with this conclusion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-503 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-49 for 
information on the INRMP.  The monitoring component of the INRMP as described on page 
5.12-58 of Volume 2 of the EIR would be considered long-term monitoring.  It is 
acknowledged that young "replacement" oaks do not have the same biological importance 
as older trees.  As discussed in Master Response 18, the intent of Option B is to require 
preservation of existing habitat, and Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f) has been revised 
accordingly.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document.  It should be 
noted that planting oaks is not without value.  When successful, it can enhance wildlife 
habitat and reduce the effects of habitat fragmentation especially in areas where oak 
seedling recruitment is low. Because it may take decades for a similarly-



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

 
4.2-719

functioning replacement stand to be obtained, the proposed General Plan policies and 
mitigation measures do not rely on replacement as a primary protection strategy.  However, 
replacement is used to augment canopy protection and woodland preservation policies. 
 
Response to Comment 281-504: In preparing the DEIR, the recommendations proposed 
by CDFG and others in the scoping process were considered and some were incorporated 
into the General Plan alternatives and proposed mitigation measures.  In some cases 
different measures are proposed.  CDFG has provided comments on the proposed policies 
in the General Plan alternatives and EIR mitigation measures, including those relating to oak 
woodland protection, and response to those comments are provided in this Response to 
Comments document.  Please refer generally to Reponses to Comment Letter 253.  
Regarding the issue of 15-gallon replacement trees, please refer to Response to Comment 
253-51. 
 
Response to Comment 281-505 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-500.  
 
Response to Comment 281-506 (EIR): This comment summarizes information presented in 
the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-507 (EIR): This comment summarizes information presented in 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-508 (EIR): This comment summarizes information presented in 
the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-509 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-29. 
 
Response to Comment 281-510 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-511. 
 
Response to Comment 281-511 (EIR): The County currently participates in the El Dorado 
County Noxious Weed Group (NWMG), which began in 1998 as a coordinated approach to 
identify sites, develop responses, and educate the public in more effectively reducing or 
eliminating noxious weed infestations. The base document of the NWMG is a Memorandum 
of Understanding, which is signed by 20 area organizations, businesses, and agencies in an 
effort to coordinate weed work and education throughout the County. As a member of the 
NWMG, the County (as well as many other signatories) is responsible for public education 
such as that suggested by the commenter. The suggested addition of a requirement for the 
steam cleaning of heavy equipment to reduce the transportation and introduction of noxious 
weed seeds would be most appropriately addressed by the NWMG. The draft General Plan 
documents and EIR include a number of considerations that could be used to address 
noxious weeds, such as the retention of existing native vegetation, habitat protection, and 
habitat restoration.  
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Response to Comment 281-512 (EIR):  The comment regarding the availability of 
nontechnical information about noxious weeds is noted for the record.  As mentioned in 
Response to Comment 281-511, specific measures to address noxious weeds, may be 
developed as part of the INRMP.  The Planning Commission will consider the cost and 
benefit of public education along with other methods of minimizing the spread of noxious 
weeds during development of the habitat management component of the INRMP (see page 
5.12-58 of Volume 2 of the EIR).  The comment regarding the use of the herbicide transline 
is noted for the record.  
 
Response to Comment 281-513 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-515. 
 
Response to Comment 281-514 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-515. 
 
Response to Comment 281-515 (EIR):  Table 5.12-5 was included in the EIR to help 
organize and present the data most relevant to the analysis of impacts.  The EIR addresses 
impacts collectively for all special-status species based on proposed land use intensity.  An 
attempt was made to obtain all publicly-accessible information on special-status species 
occurrences as part of this analysis. Absence of a certain special status species from the list 
does not indicate required attention to preserving their known habitat, but simply indicates 
that higher intensity uses are not proposed in areas of known occurrences of that species.  
The mitigation in the EIR is not species-specific; the County will prioritize protection of 
special-status species based on input from USFWS, CDFG, and species experts.  
 
Response to Comment 281-516 (EIR):  Several occurrences of foothill-yellowed legged 
frog from the CNDDB are shown in Exhibit 5.12-6.   Occurrences of red-legged frog are not 
shown because the CNDDB does not make specific information publicly available for this 
species.  Table 5.12-5 has been revised to clarify this.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-517 (EIR):  The General Plan Land Use Diagrams have been 
updated to reflect the most currently available ownership of lands within the –EP 
overlay/Pine Hill Preserve.  The Cameron Park unit has been added.  Please refer also to 
Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 281-518 (EIR):  The commenter's support for the INRMP and no-
net-loss policy for important habitat is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 281-519 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 281-520 (EIR):  The commenter's opinion regarding regulatory 
requirements and protection of species of concern are noted for the record. 
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Response to Comment 281-521 (EIR):  The commenter’s desire that any INRMP is 
scientifically sound and include adaptive management is consistent with County goals for the 
same. 
 
Response to Comment 281-522 (EIR):  It is acknowledged that widening U.S. Highway 50 
would be expected to increase vehicular mortality of terrestrial wildlife. As noted on page 
5.12-90 of the EIR, U.S. Highway 50 already limits north-south wildlife movement in western 
El Dorado County and that increased roadways and traffic resulting from new development 
would exacerbate impacts on wildlife movement.  North-south connectivity of oak woodland 
habitat in particular is discussed on page 5.12-39. 
 
Response to Comment 281-523 (EIR):  Neighboring counties have not been approached to 
discuss a multicounty regional corridor.  The idea of a regional corridor is only in the 
conceptual phase and was not contemplated prior to the initiation of the EIR.  It was 
anticipated that serious discussion of the concept would not begin until after approval of the 
General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-524 (EIR):  The conclusions in the EIR are supported by the 
analysis on pages 5.12-99 and 5.12-100.  The primary reason for the conclusion that a 40-
acre parcel size limitation would not be included as mitigation is because the large majority 
of critical deer herd habitat is on land designated as Natural Resource, which limits 
development to 40 acres or 160 acres/du.  The EIR discloses the difficulties of adequately 
protecting movement corridors and concludes that impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable for all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment 299 -3. 
 
Response to Comment 281-525 (EIR):  The mitigation in the EIR could be used as a 
foundation developing specific measures that would address the concerns of the commenter 
regarding facilitating movement opportunities for wildlife.  Specifically, the habitat acquisition 
component of the INRMP (Mitigation Measure 5.12-1[d]), described on page 5.12-56 of the 
EIR and applicable to all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives) would give 
priority to acquiring parcels that preserve natural wildlife movement corridors such as 
crossing under major roadways (e.g., U.S. Highway 50 and across canyons).  The habitat 
management component of the same measure identifies construction of roadway under- and 
overcrossings that would facilitate movement by terrestrial wildlife as a potential 
management action of the INRMP.   Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b) on page 5.12-98, which is 
also applicable to all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives, would add lands that 
have high wildlife value and provide connectivity and thus, provide opportunities for wildlife 
movement to the -IBC overlay.      
 
Response to Comment 281-526 (EIR):  Existing terrestrial wildlife populations subject to 
vehicular mortality on a regional basis are not specifically examined in the EIR.  Systematic 
wildlife surveys have not been conducted for El Dorado Hills or other regions where 
substantial urban growth is expected.  However, an in-depth analysis of existing wildlife 
populations is not necessary to evaluate this impact as required by CEQA.  Please
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see Master Response 2 regarding the required level of detail for a General Plan and EIR. 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(c) has been identified on pages 5.12-98 and 5.12-99 of Volume 2 
the EIR to reduce wildlife vehicular mortality resulting from construction of four- and six-lane 
roadways.  Please see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document.  Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 281-525 for a description of other mitigation in the EIR that 
would reduce impacts on wildlife movement. 
 
Response to Comment 281-527 (EIR):  The mitigation in the EIR provides an opportunity 
for the County to address concerns about fencing that represents a physical barrier to wildlife 
movement.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e), required for all discretionary projects that would 
disturb or fragment important habitat, would require mitigation that would  mitigate the impact 
of fencing – limiting the type/amount of fencing would be a potential avenue for reducing this 
impact.  Mitigation Measure 5.12-3(b), which would apply the -IBC overlay to lands identified 
as having high wildlife habitat values, would require that development within this overlay 
district not hinder wildlife movement.  The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
may decide to consider measures to reduce impacts associated with fencing in their 
deliberations on the General Plan.  The comment on existing homes is noted for the record. 
Existing problems serve as the existing environmental conditions against which impacts of 
the project are measured, as required by CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 281-528 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-530. 
 
Response to Comment 281-529 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-530. 
 
Response to Comment 281-530 (EIR):  A detailed analysis of the set asides for each of the 
developments identified by the commenter is beyond the scope of this EIR.  The existing 
habitat setting in the County is discussed in Section 5.12 of Volume 2the EIR in an adequate 
level of detail for a General Plan EIR (please refer to Master Response 2).  The proposed 
policy and mitigation measures would require development projects to mitigate impacts to 
sensitive habitat based on habitat value and not simply physical constraints. 
 
Response to Comment 281-531 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-533. 
 
Response to Comment 281-532 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-533. 
 
Response to Comment 281-533 (EIR):  The commenter's opinion stating a preference for 
requiring applicants to use U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS's) wetland criteria for 
delineating wetlands rather than U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) criteria is noted for 
the record. Throughout California and the U.S., the ACOE definition for wetlands is more 
widely accepted and used more frequently than the USFWS definition for identifying 
wetlands for purposes of wetland protection and mitigation.  Under the ACOE definition, an 
area is considered a wetland if three parameters are present: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric 
soils, and wetland hydrology. The USFWS definition is
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broader, applying whenever one or more of the three parameters is present.   The ACOE 
wetlands definition generally encompasses those wetland areas with the greatest biological 
value.  In  El Dorado County, under the USFWS wetlands definition, a greater amount of 
land would qualify as wetlands; however, not all of that land would include sensitive or 
important habitat, or even necessarily be considered natural habitat.  For example, under the 
USFWS definition, it is possible that low-lying or over-watered landscaped areas subject to 
ponding during the growing season could qualify as wetlands.  Mandatory buffers for such 
areas were not considered necessary or appropriate.  The overall protection of sensitive 
habitat in El Dorado County is not expected to be substantially diminished by electing to 
define wetlands using ACOE methods. Other proposed policies and mitigation measures 
directed specifically at protecting important habitat and sensitive species would address 
potential impacts to areas that do not meet ACOE wetland definition but nevertheless have a 
high biological significance. 
 
Response to Comment 281-534 (EIR):  It has not been determined if any particular 
ephemeral streams would be included as important habitat as defined in Mitigation Measure 
5.12-1(d) or in the database of important surface water features as described in Mitigation 
Measure 5.12-4(b).  It is acknowledged that ephemeral streams can support important 
biological resources and in some cases may constitute important habitat.  The determination 
of the specific resources to be included in the INRMP inventory and surface water database 
would be part of the implementation of that mitigation measure.   
 
Response to Comment 281-535 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 238-2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-536 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 281-537 (EIR):  It is anticipated that the important surface water 
features database will be developed as part of the important habitat inventory.  As noted in 
the implementation plans for the General Plans for the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative (page 270) and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative (page 267), 
this inventory is expected to be completed within five years of General Plan adoption.   
 
Response to Comment 281-538 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-539. 
 
Response to Comment 281-539:  It is acknowledged that increasing public access to areas 
where sensitive habitat is located can adversely affect biological resources.  However, when 
properly planned, controlling public access can also be used to effectively reduce impacts on 
biological resources by limiting potentially damaging unauthorized access.  The policies in 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives to 
encourage new points of public access to water bodies would not allow indiscriminate 
access, and is intended to be applied in a manner consistent with policies in the proposed 
alternatives calling for the protection of biological resources.  
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Response to Comment 281-540 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-541. 
 
Response to Comment 281-541 (EIR):  Using native plants from a local genetic source 
would not substantially reduce significant impacts on biological resources as described in 
Section 5.12 of the EIR.  Including a requirement for the use of plants from a local genetic 
source for restoration projects could affect the feasibility of such projects by increasing the 
costs.  As a result, the scale of some restoration projects may need to be reduced or other 
cost saving measure may need to be implemented that would result in the project being less 
effective at restoring the overall biological value.  The comment is noted and the suggestions 
of the commenter will be considered further if Measure CO-P is adopted.   
Response to Comment 281-542 (EIR):  Please see Responses to Comments 281-967 
through 281-973. 
 
Response to Comment 281-543 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-544. 
 
Response to Comment 281-544 (EIR): The commenter suggests subcategorizing uses 
allowed under the Open Space (OS) designation and placing a subscript identifier based on 
the subcategory (e.g., Open Space with an emphasis on preservation of natural resources 
would be OSnr). The commenter also suggests that this would also be more useful than 
having both the OS and Natural Resource (NR) designations. 
 
As presented, the General Plan land use designations (and land use overlays) are intended 
to provide overall guidance on suitable land uses. The type of detail referred to by the 
commenter would be more appropriately addressed through the subsequent zoning of OS 
and NR parcels. For example, the County could develop a special recreational facility or 
recreational lands-based zone district that it could apply to OS or NR lands intended to 
provide for recreational opportunities or a special natural resource preserve zone district that 
it could apply to lands subject to permanent protection, such as publicly owned properties 
that are rare plant habitat. 
 
The commenter states that there is a contradiction in allowing mining and agriculture on 
lands designated OS. In Policy 7.6.1.1 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives 
and Policy CO-11b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives, it is stated that open space land can be utilized to identify lands 
containing important mineral deposits.  The OS designation may appropriately be applied to 
parcels currently under agricultural production, particularly if such parcels are the subject of a 
permanent conservation easement that allows for ongoing agriculture. Finally, application of 
the OS designation to lands having important mineral resources and to lands under 
agricultural production is consistent with policy direction provided in all four of the equal-
weight General Plan alternatives (see Policy 7.6.1.1 of the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives and Policies CO-11a and CO-11b of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives). 
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Regarding future mineral resource extraction on lands carrying the OS designation, the EIR 
contains a mitigation measure that would discourage the application of the Mineral Resource 
(-MR) overlay to OS parcels (Mitigation Measure 5.12-1[c]) due to potential land use 
incompatibilities. The EIR does not identify agricultural production on OS parcels as an 
incompatible use. 
 
Response to Comment 281-545 (EIR):  The commenter correctly states that the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives Land Use 
Diagrams do not include the Non-Jurisdictional Lands (-NJ) overlay that is contained on the 
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives Land Use Diagrams. As noted on page 3-35 
of Volume 1 the EIR, the –NJ overlay has not proved to be a valuable land use tool, largely 
because of the regular changes in ownership of parcels identified with the overlay. Whether 
or not parcels are designated as –NJ, the administering agency still has land use authority 
for such parcels. It should be noted that the –NJ land use overlay is not used as the sole 
designation on any of the Land Use Diagrams, and is used in conjunction with a base land 
use designation on the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives Land Use Diagrams. 
 
The commenter notes that some parcels owned by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
are inappropriately identified for development, though the commenter does not identify the 
specific parcels. Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document contains 
documentation of land use designation changes to some BLM parcels that have recently 
been acquired as part of the Pine Hill Preserve. The BLM has also commented on how its 
lands should be designated. Please refer to Master Response 20. 
  
Response to Comment 281-546 (EIR):  This comment is noted and will be considered by 
County staff in developing implementation programs.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
299-5 regarding consistency with open space plan requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 281-547 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-548 
through 281-563. 
 
Response to Comment 281-548 (EIR):  Statements made regarding prehistoric settlement 
patterns are based on broad assessments of early Native American land-use practices.  
Although exceptions to any such “rule” can and do occur, in general, prehistoric habitation 
and activity areas in El Dorado County, and throughout California, tend to occur on well-
drained landforms in the immediate vicinity of potable water.  Archaeological studies 
conducted within El Dorado County and the locations of documented prehistoric sites 
confirm this tendency.  A statistical breakdown would not alter the conclusions in the EIR 
regarding impact significance or the need for mitigation.  Although planning efforts in El 
Dorado County have not specifically addressed the cultural resources sensitivity of particular 
landforms, all development proposals that require an environmental impact analysis under 
CEQA include assessments of the potential for impacts on cultural resources. 
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Response to Comment 281-549 (EIR):  The discrepancy between the text and the entries 
in Table 5.13-1 is due to a typographical error.  The correct number is eight and the 
corrections are shown in Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-550 (EIR):  The official repository of information regarding 
documented cultural resources (NRHP/CRHR eligible or otherwise) in El Dorado County is 
maintained by the North Central Information Center (NCIC) at California State University, 
Sacramento.  The data maintained by the NCIC is available on a confidential basis to 
qualified researchers or agencies and can be accessed through a formal information request 
and adherence to a confidentiality agreement. 
 
Response to Comment 281-551 (EIR):  The correct name of the “County Pioneer 
Cemetery Commission” listed in the Volume 2 of the EIR on page 5.13-10 is the “El Dorado 
County Pioneer Cemeteries Commission.”  This Commission is a California 501(3)(c) Non-
Profit Public Benefit Corporation, not affiliated with the County of El Dorado.  The eleven-
member Cemetery Advisory Committee was created in 2001 by the Board of Supervisors to 
protect and promote the public health, safety and general welfare by preserving and 
enhancing cemeteries; to approve clear, fair, appropriate, and effective regulation for their 
use; to ensure appropriate treatment of Native American burial sites; compile and record 
cemetery Information, records, and historical data; and to identify and pursue funding for all 
of these activities.  Additional language will be added to this page to clarify the groups 
involved in promoting the County’s history.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for changes to the DEIR text. 
 
Response to Comment 281-552 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-551. 
 
Response to Comment 281-553 (EIR): The Cultural Resources Preservation Commission 
was created pursuant to a policy in the 1996 General Plan for dealing with a wide range of 
cultural resources issues, including protection of the County’s numerous resources.  The 
County determined that continuing with the Commission was not appropriate until a new 
General Plan was in place to provide policy direction on cultural resources preservation.   All 
of the proposed General Plan alternatives include policies on cultural resources; the manner 
in which the new General Plan would address the issue will depend on the alternative that is 
ultimately adopted. Please refer to the description of the alternatives.  In addition, proposed 
Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(c), if adopted, adds a new policy for the No Project Alternative 
and 1996 General Plan Alternative (and a revised policy for the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative) requiring 
preparation of a cultural resources ordinance.  Components of the ordinance would include 
provisions for buffers and setbacks; definition of the County’s significant resources; 
formulation of project review guidelines and development of a sensitivity map.  The Board of 
Supervisors will consider cultural resource policy options in its deliberations on the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-554 (EIR):  The incident that the commenter describes was an 
inadvertent error and appears to have been an incident as it has not been repeated.
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There is currently no review process comparable to that outlined in Mitigation Measure 5.13-
1(a) (which calls for adoption of the conformity review process set forth in Mitigation Measure 
5.1-3(a)). Previously ministerial development projects in the County have had no cultural 
resources analysis. 
 
The commenter notes that only those resources presently on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) would be 
subject to treatment as significant cultural resources under the environmental review process 
outlined in Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(a). Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document contains clarification to page 5.13-19 to incorporate cultural resources determined 
likely NRHP/CRHR eligible by the environmental review field investigator. 
 
Response to Comment 281-555 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(b) and the associated 
new policy refer to undocumented cultural resources in the context of the review process 
intended to apply to ministerial projects in the County.  Currently, documented cultural 
resources consist of those prehistoric and historic sites, features, and artifacts currently 
documented in the files of the NCIC and not those potentially recorded through the review 
process discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(a).  In addition, the review process could 
identify areas particularly sensitive for containing significant cultural resources (e.g. low-slope 
ground, water courses, river terraces) not identified during the project area investigation (e.g. 
subsurface archaeological materials).  Once identified, such areas may be monitored during 
project-related ground disturbing activities thus increasing the possibility that previously 
undocumented cultural resources will be noted prior to disturbance (see Mitigation Measure 
5.13-1(c): Adopt a Cultural Resources Ordinance).  This measure would be applied to 
ministerial projects through the conformity review process set forth in Mitigation Measure 5.1-
3(a). 
 
Response to Comment 281-556 (EIR):  Eligibility standards for the CRHR and NRHP are 
fairly broad, open to considerable interpretation, and not necessarily as restrictive as the 
comment implies.  The most inclusive of the criteria allows for CRHR/NRHP listing based on 
the potential of a resource to retain important scientific information (Criterion d for the NRHP 
and Criterion 4 of the CRHR).  It is under these criteria that many sites (prehistoric in 
particular) are found eligible for CRHR/NRHP listing.  In such cases, evidence for intact 
subsurface archaeological contexts is adequate for a finding of significance and possible 
eligibility for CRHR/NRHP listing.  Cultural resources such as sparse, un-stratified prehistoric 
lithic scatters or ephemeral early 20th century refuse deposits usually do not retain the ability 
to provide important scientific information and, as such, are typically not eligible for 
CRHR/NRHP listing.  Such resources, once documented, are not provided further levels of 
protection under CEQA or the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
 
Although preliminary recommendations for resource eligibility can be made by qualified 
professional cultural resource specialists, the final determination and register listing of sites is 
made by the Office of Historic Preservation (for the CRHR) or the Keeper of the
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NRHP.  The time required to complete the listing process can vary, although it usually 
ranges in terms of months.  
 
During the period between nomination of a resource and actual listing on the NRHP, if the 
resource is under federal administration (ownership or other form of oversight), it could not 
be adversely affected without proper mitigation. Penalties can apply if a public agency’s 
undertakings destroy or alter the resource in a way that would preclude NRHP listing.  
Similarly, if the property is owned by or otherwise under public agency administration, 
cultural resources nominated for or already listed on the CRHR also cannot be adversely 
affected without implementation of mitigation measures approved by the OHP.  However, 
privately owned cultural resource properties can only be nominated for NRHP/CRHR listing 
with the resource owner’s consent and such properties can be altered or destroyed without 
legal consequences.  That being said, once a development proposal is submitted, it would 
be subject to the mitigation measures outlined in the EIR, so significant impacts would 
thereby be avoided. 
 
Response to Comment 281-557 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 281-558 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan and the EIR.  Applying 
standard setbacks from documented historic or prehistoric cemeteries could reduce potential 
impacts to interments in some instances, but this is dependent on cemetery condition, 
accuracy of any associated documentation, and physical setting.  In some cases, setbacks in 
excess of 100 feet would be appropriate and in others less would be suitable.  Furthermore, 
a standard setback or buffer may deprive individual land owners of the reasonable use of 
their property without a demonstrable benefit to documented or unrecorded interments or 
cemetery features.   
 
Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that development proposals adjacent to cemeteries 
should be required to include an archaeological assessment of cemetery boundaries, such 
studies would be provided for under Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(a).   
 
Response to Comment 281-559 (EIR):  Referring to architectural style and not construction 
style in Policy 7.5.2.2.B on page 5.13-20 is sufficient.  Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document contains the revised mitigation measure. 
 
Response to Comment 281-560 (EIR):  This comment implies that elaborate architectural 
styling was restricted to urban settings and that such contexts were present only in 
Placerville as opposed to the unincorporated portions of the County.  Towns such as 
Diamond Springs, El Dorado and Coloma, although far smaller now than they were during 
the middle of the 19th century, exhibit many examples of elaborate architecture as opposed 
to unadorned vernacular designs.  While vernacular architecture does tend to be more 
common in rural areas, buildings located in rural settings were often constructed in the 
architectural styles prevalent in their day (e.g., Gothic Revival, Italianate or Eastlake 
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[“Victorian”] in the mid-late 19th century) and can be found in unincorporated areas of El 
Dorado County.  In addition, although Victorian and Victorian-influenced architecture was the 
norm in the latter decades of the 1800s, by the early 1900s, this style had generally fallen out 
of favor.  Vernacular construction was still common but reactionary architectural styles (e.g. 
Arts and Crafts and Craftsmen styles or simplified Queen Anne designs) began to influence 
both rural and urban building plans and characterized much of the construction of the early 
20th century. 
 
Response to Comment 281-561 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-553. 
 
Response to Comment 281-562 (EIR):  Various resources and organizations are available 
to assist private landowners preserve and protect historic structures.  The General Plan EIR, 
however, is not an appropriate venue for providing this information. The opinions and 
concerns expressed in this comment are noted for the record.   
 
Response to Comment 281-563 (EIR):  Promotional activities that encourage cemetery 
visitation in El Dorado County are an economic and social concern and not an environmental 
issue.  Nevertheless, the opinions of the commenter regarding the encouragement of historic 
cemetery-related tourism in the County are noted for the record.  
 
Response to Comment 281-564 (EIR):  NOP scoping comments regarding economic 
development are addressed in Responses to Comments 281-1032 through 281-1054. 
 
Response to Comment 281-565 (EIR):  The potential impacts stated by the commenter as 
possible results of economic development proposed in economic development policies in the 
General Plan are analyzed for all four Alternatives in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-566 (EIR):  The staff does not believe this constitutes a CEQA 
issue; however, in the 1996 General Plan Alternative Objective 10.1.5 addresses this 
opportunity and in the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternatives Implementation Measure ED-A addresses this issue. 
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Letter 281 -- Notice of Preparation Comments 
 
The following comments were provided by the commenter previously when the NOP was 
released.  They do not address the contents of the EIR.  The comments were written prior to 
the drafting of the EIR and address the commenter’s desire to have the EIR cover certain 
items.  These comments were all reviewed and considered in the scope and content of the 
EIR.  The responses to these comments (Comments 281-567 through 281-1071) refer to the 
sections in the EIR where these issues were addressed or, if not addressed in the EIR, 
briefly explain why not.  
 
Response to Comment 281-567 (EIR):  Regarding Volume 2 of the 1996 General Plan, 
please see Master Response 8. The analysis in the EIR is based on the most up-to-date 
information available. All background information was updated to the extent feasible.  For 
example, population data were taken from the 2000 U.S. Census; projects approved or 
completed since 1994 were addressed as such; new and modified ordinances and 
regulations were incorporated into the analysis; and new sources of information not available 
in 1994 were consulted.  Each of the points raised was considered in the EIR.  For instance, 
all approved projects (“existing commitments”) were considered throughout the EIR; Project 
184 and other water projects are discussed in Section 5.5; rare plant preserves are 
considered in Section 5.12; and reclaimed water use is discussed in Section 5.5.  Global 
warming was considered beyond the scope of the EIR as it relates to global issues that are 
being scientifically debated and to which the General Plan would not meaningfully contribute. 
 The energy “crisis” was not, per se, addressed as it is a temporal and social issue (arguably 
the crisis at the time, electricity, has since been resolved).  However, demand for energy 
resources is addressed in Section 5.6 of the EIR, Volume 1. See also Section 15125 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 281-568 (EIR):  The commenter acknowledges changes in the 
wording of Vision, Strategies, and Concepts in the General Plan.  The purpose of the EIR is 
to evaluate environmental impacts of General Plan policies and Land Use Diagrams, rather 
than to critique the success of the General Plan in addressing its stated objectives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-569 (EIR):  Impacts of the various General Plan development 
scenarios and policies relating to power supply and distribution are addressed in Section 5.6, 
Utilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-570 (EIR):  Impacts of the various General Plan 
development scenarios and policies relating to power supply and distribution are 
addressed in Section 5.6, Utilities.  In addition, the EIR evaluates impacts of General Plan 
policies related to development in Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing; traffic and resulting 
air emissions in Sections 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, and 5.11, Air Quality; and water 
supply in Section 5.5, Water Resources.  The issue of global warming is undergoing 
extensive worldwide study and is not at all well understood.  While potentially important 
or even critical to future environmental health of the world, this issue is beyond the 
scope of a General Plan EIR for El Dorado County.  Further, how the General Plan
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may contribute to global warming is speculative.  Nevertheless, attendant issues are 
considered, as specified above, and alternatives (in addition to the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives; for instance, see Alternative #1, Transit Emphasis, and 
Alternative #12, Compact Development, in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the EIR) are also 
considered to address these issues. 
 
Response to Comment 281-571 (EIR):  Policies relating to design standards for 
subdivisions are proposed in the Land Use Element of the General Plan and evaluated in 
Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing, of the EIR.  Air quality impacts of the Land Use 
Diagrams and policies proposed under each alternative are addressed in Section 5.11, Air 
Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 281-572 (EIR):  The Land Use Element and Public Services and 
Utilities Element of the General Plan contain policies relating to energy-efficient design of 
development projects.  The comment relates to the County’s design standards rather than to 
the EIR.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the 
commenter’s desire for a “point” system for greening features on development 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. 
 
Response to Comment 281-573 (EIR):  The Land Use Element and Public Services and 
Utilities Element of the General Plan contain policies relating to energy-efficient design of 
development projects.  The comment relates to the County’s design standards rather than to 
the EIR.    The impacts of General Plan policies are evaluated in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-574 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-573. 
 
Response to Comment 281-575 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-573.  
With respect, to trees, please see Section 5.12, Biological Resources, and particularly 
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and 5.12-1(g). 
 
Response to Comment 281-576 (EIR):  The general concerns and opinions regarding 
development patterns expressed in the comment are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 281-577 (EIR):  The Land Use Diagram and General Plan policies 
for each alternative were established concurrently to ensure that proposed policies and land 
use designations are appropriately intertied.  The EIR analyzes potential conflicts between 
the policies and designations.  
 
Response to Comment 281-578 (EIR):  The EIR addresses the concerns of the commenter 
regarding various land use and sphere of influence issues (e.g., EID – Section 5.5; setbacks, 
habitat conservation –Section 5.12; Parks –Section 5.7). Please refer to the appropriate 
section of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-579 (EIR):  The EIR contains detailed descriptions of the land 
use terminology (e.g., Community Region), land use designations (e.g., Multi-Family 
Residential), and the objectives of the County, assumptions and distinguishing 
characteristics of each alternative in Chapter 3, Description of Equal-Weight Project 
Alternatives.  In addition, land use designations, overlays, and terminology are described in 
Chapter 3 and discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing.  The degree to which each 
of the alternatives meets the “Visions, Strategies, and Concepts” is relevant in the EIR only 
insofar as they relate to environmental impacts of each alternative, and this is considered in 
detail in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-580 (EIR):  The commenter expresses concerns about a “one 
size fits all” approach to designing for growth.  The General Plan addresses differences in 
communities by designating various locations as Community Regions, Rural Centers, and 
Rural Regions, as described in Chapter 3 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The concept of 
“community character” is addressed in the Land Use Element of the General Plan and 
Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing, of Volume 1 of the EIR.  Various geographically 
pertinent issues (e.g., wildland fire, species of concern, cultural resources) are discussed in 
relevant context throughout Chapter 5 of Volume 1 and 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-581 (EIR):  Impacts of the policies identified in the Economic 
Development Element of the General Plan are evaluated where they could result in physical 
impacts on the environment, such as growth.  CEQA does not require an EIR to evaluate 
impacts that are solely social or economic in nature.  Examples of policies considered 
include General Plan Policies 10.1.5.6 and 10.2.7.1, which are evaluated in Section 5.1, 
Land Use and Housing, as they relate to limiting development densities and planning for 
large commercial or industrial projects. 
 
Response to Comment 281-582 (EIR):  As described in Chapter 3, Description of Equal-
Weight Project Alternatives, and Chapter 4, Land Use Forecasts and Development 
Estimates, the EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of each of the four equal-weight 
alternatives relative to the development scenarios projected by EPS, including the provision 
of infrastructure (roads, see Section 5.4; Water, see Section 5.5; Utilities, see Section 5.6; 
Public Services, see Section 5.7).  Fiscal effects are not physical environmental effects 
under CEQA and are therefore not addressed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-583 (EIR):  Forecasts of additional housing units and jobs for 
each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, in 2025 and at buildout, are 
provided in Chapter 4, Land Use Forecasts and Development Estimates.  Assumptions used 
in developing the forecasts are also described in that chapter.  The assumptions include 
several categories of “undevelopable” or constrained parcels, such as parcels too small to 
accommodate modern building standards and fire setbacks; parcels that are precluded from 
development by their assessor’s parcel code (e.g., public easement); and parcels with slope 
constraints that would restrict development to minimum, rather than maximum, densities.  
Relative to the total number of mapped parcels, very few were deemed to constrain 
development, and all developable parcels were assumed in the EIR
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to build out to their maximum density pursuant to the Land Use Diagram, as modified by the 
started assumptions, such as prohibition of subdivisions for the No Project Alternative.  In 
isolated circumstances, topography is assumed to constrain the density of development.  
Please see Chapter 4 in Volume 1 of the EIR, particularly pages 4.4-12 and 4.4-13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-584 (EIR):  Chapter 4, Land Use Forecasts and Development 
Estimates, discusses recent housing and development trends in the County. The impact 
analyses in both the land use and housing portions of Section 5.1 address how the four 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives would affect development patterns and densities.  
These analyses also evaluate the extent to which the alternatives would concentrate growth. 
 All of the environmental impact analyses in Chapter 5 address the effectiveness of the 
alternatives in minimizing environmental impacts of development.  Effects of the General 
Plan policies on traffic congestion and air quality are addressed in Sections 5.4 and 5.11. 
 
Response to Comment 281-585 (EIR):  Information about service districts and sewer 
service and their relationship to land uses is provided in Section 5.6, Utilities.  Information 
about water purveyors and detailed information about EID is included in Section 5.5, Water 
Resources.  The economic constraints of EID, a jurisdiction separate from the County, are 
not an environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-586 (EIR):  Impacts of development on traffic are addressed in 
Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation.  This includes a discussion of Measure Y and the 
interaction between traffic congestion and development. 
 
Response to Comment 281-587 (EIR):  Concurrency is addressed in the context of 
compliance with proposed General Plan policies.  This discussion takes place primarily in 
Section 5.4, Traffic and Circulation, and Section 5.5, Water Resources.  Policies addressing 
availability of utilities and public services to serve new development are addressed in Section 
5.6, Utilities, and Section 5.7, Public Services.  Also, please refer to Master Responses 6 
and 13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-588 (EIR):  Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing, addresses 
land use designations and the impacts of the Land Use Diagrams for the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives on separation of communities, including discussion of areas of 
specific concern.  In particular, see the discussion under Impact 5.1.2 regarding community 
separators.  The Land Use Diagrams are provided in Chapter 3.  Section 5.6 addresses 
impacts of the alternatives on utilities.  Although infrastructure providers, as jurisdictions 
separate from the County, may choose where and when to expand their boundaries, the 
County Board of Supervisors has ultimate decision-making authority over which areas of the 
County will be developed. 
 
Response to Comment 281-589 (EIR):  General Plan policies have been proposed that 
address subdivision design (Land Use Element), mixed-use development (Land Use
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Element), pedestrian access (Land Use, Circulation Elements), and existing-use zoning 
(Land Use Element).  The Zoning Ordinance allows flexibility in land use determinations 
based on site-specific criteria.  The EIR evaluates impacts of these proposed policies in the 
appropriate sections of Chapter 5. 
 
Response to Comment 281-590 (EIR):  Section 5.3, Visual Resources, discusses the 
impacts of General Plan policies relating to ridgeline development.  Please see Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-1(c).  
 
Response to Comment 281-591 (EIR):  Development of golf courses (as a land use unique 
from other uses) is not specifically addressed in the General Plan and thus is not evaluated 
in the EIR.  Impacts of golf courses are entirely site specific and would need to be 
considered, if they are proposed, in CEQA evaluations of any such applications.  Please 
refer also to Master Response 2.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, 
representing the commenter’s desire for a “point” system for incorporating “green” attributes 
into golf course design, are noted for the record and will be considered by the County 
Planning Department in the future if golf courses are proposed. 
 
Response to Comment 281-592 (EIR):  The commenter’s concerns regarding water quality 
and stormwater runoff are addressed in Subsection 5.5.3, Water Quality; the soils portion of 
Section 5.9, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, also discusses erosion control.  
Subsection 5.8.2, Flood Hazards, addresses protection against flooding. 
 
Response to Comment 281-593 (EIR):  Policies relating to street design are evaluated in 
Section 5.3, Visual Resources (see Impact 5.3-2 regarding street design) and Section 5.4, 
Traffic and Circulation.  Consideration of the interaction between street width and emergency 
access is provided in these discussions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-594 (EIR):  Impact 5.1-2, Land Use, addresses impacts of the 
proposed General Plan policies and Land Use Diagrams on community character throughout 
the County.  A “sense of community” and isolation among residents, however, are not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA.  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 281-595 (EIR):  The County’s housing stock and fair-share housing 
requirement are discussed in Section 5.1.2, Housing, and in the proposed Housing Element. 
 Section 5.1.1, Land Use, describes impacts of the General Plan scenarios relating to varying 
densities of development.  The Land Use Element of the General Plan contains policies 
relating to clustering of development and density bonuses. 
 
Response to Comment 281-596 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed by the 
commenter regarding senior housing options are not environmental in nature; they 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 281-597 (EIR):  The General Plan contains policies relating to 
open space in the Conservation and Open Space Element and the Health and Safety 
Element, and the impacts of these policies are evaluated primarily in Section 5.12, 
Biological Resources, of the EIR.  Policies relating to scenic corridors are provided in the 
Conservation and Open Space Element and the Land Use Element of the General Plan, 
and the impacts of these policies are evaluated in Section 5.3, Visual Resources.  Section 
5.1, Land Use and Housing, addresses the degree to which development may occur in 
open space. 
 
Response to Comment 281-598 (EIR):  Policies addressing gated communities are 
contained in the Land Use Element and Health and Safety Element of the General Plan.  
Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety, of the EIR evaluates impacts of gated 
communities, particularly in relation to fire prevention and access.  The County’s design 
standards (administered by the Planning Department) also address gated communities, 
and the County Board of Supervisors has ultimate decision-making authority to allow or 
prohibit gated communities countywide or in specific instances.  The EIR does not provide 
a list of all gated communities in the County and such a list would not be relevant to 
consideration of the impacts of future development of the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-599 (EIR):  Requirements that subdivision design include 
elements of passive heating and cooling are appropriately located in the County’s design 
standards rather than the General Plan.  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 
and conveyed to the Planning Department to consider for inclusion in the design 
standards.   
 
Response to Comment 281-600 (EIR):  Impacts of policies relating to locations of 
electrical generating facilities are evaluated in Section 5.6, Utilities.  No General Plan 
designations identify suitable locations for single-home-based facilities, and the 
relationship between such facilities and environmental impacts is not identified in the 
comment.  The County does not restrict photovoltaic cells, and such technology as 
microturbines and fuel cells would be permitted to the degree they are consistent with the 
Zoning Ordinance.  These technologies are in development and their ultimate use and 
impacts is unknown and speculative. 
 
Response to Comment 281-601 (EIR):  Requirements that model homes include 
drought-resistant landscaping are more appropriately included in the County’s design 
standards rather than the General Plan.  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 
and conveyed to the Planning Department to consider for inclusion in the design 
standards. 
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Response to Comment 281-602 (EIR):  For projects such as subdivisions and use 
permits, compliance with conditions is verified prior to final map or occupancy. 
Noncompliance after occupancy would be handled as a code enforcement item. 
Certificates of Compliance are processed according to the County’s adopted standards 
and may include application of certain performance conditions such as roadway 
improvements. 
 
Response to Comment 281-603 (EIR):  The EIR describes the present roadway system 
including its operation through LOS analysis and safety through accident evaluation.  Refer 
to Volume 1 of the EIR, pages 5.4-1 through 5.4-8, as well as Exhibits 5.4-1 through 5.4-6.  
 
Response to Comment 281-604 (EIR):  Refer to Master Response 13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-605 (EIR):  The effect of traffic congestion on recreation use 
and business is not an environmental impact, and would nevertheless be speculative. It is 
not addressed in the EIR.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-71. 
 
Response to Comment 281-606 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-72 
and 281-108. 
 
Response to Comment 281-607 (EIR):  The issue of maintenance and maintenance 
funding is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  However, it is noted that 
the Department of Transportation has a Pavement Management System that tracks 
pavement conditions and forecasts future maintenance needs on a regular basis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-608 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-73. 
 
Response to Comment 281-609 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 281-610 (EIR):  The U.S. Highway 50/Missouri Flat Road 
interchange project is proposed in two phases, and has undergone separate, project-
specific environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  The first phase will alleviate the existing 
traffic operational problems and provide sufficient capacity to accommodate projected 
growth for at least 10 years after construction regardless of the General Plan alternative 
adopted by the County.  Depending on the General Plan alternative that is ultimately 
adopted and the level of development that occurs in the vicinity of the Missouri Flat Road 
interchange, the second phase of the interchange improvement project may be necessary. 
 This decision will be determined by future operating conditions at the interchange. 
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The Missouri Flat Road-Pleasant Valley Road connector is included as a four-lane divided 
roadway in the circulation diagrams of all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.   
Depending on the General Plan alternative that is ultimately adopted and the level of 
development that occurs in the vicinity of this new roadway, the County could construct this 
new connection in two phases.  The first phase would be a two-lane roadway and the 
second phase would be to add the third and fourth lanes. 
 
Response to Comment 281-611 (EIR):  Traffic impact fee programs are described on page 
5.4-15 of the EIR.  This discussion addresses funding shortfalls in the programs and Impact 
5.4-3 specifically address the overall funding problems associated with providing the 
roadway improvements necessary to support the projected land use development under 
each General Plan alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 281-612 (EIR):  Page 5.4-22 of Volume 1 of the EIR describes the 
commuting characteristics of El Dorado County residents and workers and how this 
information is applied in the El Dorado County General Plan travel demand forecasting 
model.  Specific changes to the model related to these characteristics for the General Plan 
alternatives are also discussed.  
 
Response to Comment 281-613 (EIR):  The principal highway corridors for El Dorado 
County are described in pages 5.4-1 through 5.4-4 in Volume 1 of the EIR.  The LOS 
impacts associated with each General Plan alternative are summarized in Table 5.4-7 and 
described in Impacts 5.4-1, 5.4-2, and 5.4-3.  Each impact has associated mitigation options 
that include physical improvements, policy changes, new policies, and implementation 
measures.  Accepting a lower LOS threshold for select roadway segments is one of the 
mitigation options.  The acceptability or desirability of this option is a decision for the Board of 
Supervisors.   
 
Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-69, 281-70, and 281-97 for additional 
information. 
 
Response to Comment 281-614 (EIR):  The travel demand forecasting and traffic 
operations model used for this General Plan update and EIR have all been updated since 
the original 1996 General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-615 (EIR):  The impact analysis included in Section 5.11, Air 
Quality, evaluates the effects that increased traffic under all four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives would have on air quality.  The computer modeling used to conduct the analysis 
includes emission factors that take into account the high percentage of vehicles in El Dorado 
County that are SUVs and the correspondingly higher rate of pollutant emissions that would 
result from operating these vehicles. 
 
Response to Comment 281-616 (EIR):  The EIR has evaluated the General Plan 
alternatives versus the variety of State, regional, and local plans and programs listed in the 
regulatory environment on pages 5.4-12 through 5.4-16 of Volume 1.  This evaluation 



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

 
4.2-738

included the transportation concept reports for State Route 49, State Route 193, and U.S. 
Highway 50 as well as the applicable regional plans such as the County’s Regional 
Transportation Plan and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan.  Section 5.11 of the EIR, Volume 2, considers air quality attainment 
plans. 
 
Response to Comment 281-617 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-276. 
 
Response to Comment 281-618 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comments 198-9, 
229-27, 281-76, and 281-277.  Private roads not associated with land development projects 
must comply with the County Grading Ordinance, and/or the State Fire Safe Standards as 
applicable. 
 
Response to Comment 281-619 (EIR):  The EIR discussion of schools can be found in 
Section 5.7.3 of Volume 2. The specific analysis of safety of particular schools would need to 
be addressed by the lead agency which would be the School District.  Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 281-82. 
 
Response to Comment 281-620 (EIR):  The Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 (DD-64) 
concerns accommodating nonmotorized travel in Caltrans infrastructure projects on the State 
highway system.  El Dorado County coordinates directly with Caltrans on State highway 
infrastructure projects such as interchanges to ensure that bicycle and pedestrian mobility is 
improved as a result of the infrastructure project.   Further, the nonmotorized policies 
contained in the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives are also consistent with DD-64. 
 
Response to Comment 281-621 (EIR):  Transit service and facilities were evaluated in the 
EIR and one significant impact (Impact 5.4-4) related to the insufficient capacity of park-and-
ride lots was identified. Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-82 for additional 
information.   
 
Response to Comment 281-622 (EIR):  The EIR identifies for each of the four 
Alternatives mitigation to encourage the use of alternative fuel vehicles and to investigate 
replacement of fleet vehicles with more fuel-efficient or alternative fuel vehicles (Impact 
5.11-2(b) and (C)).  As identified by the Air Resources Control Board, electric vehicles are 
considered zero emission vehicles, are over 90 percent cleaner than the least-polluting 
conventional gasoline powered vehicle, and qualify as an alternative fuel vehicle. 
 
Response to Comment 281-623 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-82 
and 281-83. 
 
Response to Comment 281-624 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 281-625 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17. 
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Response to Comment 281-626 (EIR):  The EIR considers the ability of each General Plan 
to affect out-of-county commuting.  Refer to page 5.4-22. 
 
Response to Comment 281-627 (EIR):  The comment addresses an objective of the prior 
General Plan.  This objective is not in the current General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-628 (EIR): The commenter’s opinion that population forecasts 
based on trends of the recent past can be inaccurate is noted. The County recognizes that 
forecasts are estimations and that actual outcomes may be different from what was 
predicted. Regular review of and updating to the General Plan should identify any issues that 
may need to be reconsidered because the “results” may be dramatically different from 
forecasts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-629 (EIR): With the four equal-weight and the eight 
comparative alternatives, the EIR analysis of alternatives satisfied the concerns of the Writ of 
Mandate in this regard. Table 3-2 of Volume 1 of the EIR shows the population differences 
between the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives. See also the EPS reports that 
forecast land use for each alternative (Volume 3 of the EIR). The commenter’s concerns and 
opinions regarding the population accommodation goals of the previous General Plan 
process are noted for the record.  
 
Response to Comment 281-630 (EIR): Demographic information is provided in Chapter 4 
of Volume 1 of the EIR. The draft General Plan documents provide more detailed information 
in the Housing Element of each document.  
 
Response to Comment 281-631 (EIR): EPS’s land use forecasts considered undeveloped 
parcels and “unoccupied” parcels in areas having approved tentative subdivision maps. The 
reports also considered underutilized parcels. 
 
EPS did not break out its estimates based on water supplier service areas.   EPS used a 
“market area” concept to evaluate different regions of the County (see page 4-8 of Volume 1 
of the EIR). Water service is limited to specific areas; the market area evaluation gives good 
land use projections for those areas having water service by its nature of geographical 
forecasts.  
 
The EPS reports consider the effects of market demand on development patterns, as 
suggested by the commenter. Please refer to the “Residential Allocation/Absorption” 
discussion beginning on page 44 of the March 2002 EPS report (contained in Appendix B of 
Volume 3 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-632 (EIR): EPS evaluated recent market trends (since the mid-
1990s) and historical population trends as it prepared the General Plan land use forecasts 
(please refer to Section IV, “Land Use Demand”, of the March 2002 EPS report). EPS did not 
perform further research on the type of water supply for residences 
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built over the past ten years; this type of analysis would not have contributed to the 
projections in a meaningful way since El Dorado County is not a water supplier and because 
water providers can and may establish additional (new) sources of water throughout the 
planning period. Future development in areas served by groundwater is considered in the 
draft General Plan documents and in the EIR, thus taking into consideration the potential 
limitations of groundwater dependence on future development (see pages 205 through 207 
of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives Draft General Plan; pages 207 through 
211 of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative Draft General Plan; pages 209 
through 213 of the Environmentally Constrained Alternative Draft General Plan; and pages 
5.5-61 through 5.5-71 of Volume 1 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-633 (EIR):  The EIR does not contain extensive information 
about the existing distribution of housing types as this type of information was not necessary 
to complete an environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. The 
“Housing Stock Characteristics” section of the Housing Element contained in each Draft 
General Plan document contains information about the types of housing units and vacancy 
rates in the County to the extent that information was available from the U.S. Census 
Bureau. These data were not broken out by “region”.  The County recognizes that the 
distribution of housing types is of concern to a number of residents. Accordingly, the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives contain 
a policy stating that “housing to serve all income groups shall be fairly distributed throughout 
the County” (See Goal LU-8 of those two alternatives).  
 
Response to Comment 281-634 (EIR): The EIR does not contain extensive information 
about tenure as this type of information was not necessary to complete an environmental 
analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. Please see “Housing Stock 
Characteristics” section of the draft Housing Element in each General Plan alternative for 
information about tenure. The revised Housing Element contains additional information about 
Seniors. Please see Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for that 
information. 
 
Response to Comment 281-635 (EIR): The EIR does not contain extensive information 
about housing vacancy rates as this type of information was not necessary to complete an 
environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. The “Housing Stock 
Characteristics” section of the draft Housing Element contained in each General Plan 
alternative contains information about vacant units for “seasonal, recreational, or occasional 
use only”.  
 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, there were 358 vacant for-rent units in unincorporated 
El Dorado County on April 1, 2000. This represents 4.8 of the total vacant units at that time. 
The draft Housing Element contained in each General Plan alternative summarizes vacancy 
based on total number of housing units. This is consistent with guidance provided by the 
State Department of Housing and Community Development.  
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Response to Comment 281-636 (EIR): Neither the draft Housing Element contained in 
each General Plan alternative nor the EIR contain extensive information about the sizes of 
existing homes in El Dorado County. This level of detailed information was not necessary to 
complete an environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. The income 
status of residents of El Dorado County is not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 281-637 (EIR): The EIR does not contain extensive information 
about the types of affordable housing (e.g., apartments versus granny flats, etc., either 
current or future) as this type of information was not necessary to complete an environmental 
analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. Revisions to the draft Housing Element 
contained in this Response to Comments document include a table of “quantified objectives” 
for very low, lower, and moderate income housing over the next five years. Please see 
Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document for that information. The objectives 
were not further specified by housing type; doing so could potentially limit flexibility in the 
provision of affordable housing. The draft Housing Element includes policies and/or 
implementation measures addressing hardship mobile homes, second units, and mobile 
homes. The Land Use Element of each draft also includes policies regarding mixed 
commercial and residential uses.  
 
Response to Comment 281-638 (EIR): The EIR does not quantify the amount of housing 
within or the advantages and disadvantages of gated subdivisions, as this type of information 
was not necessary to complete an environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan 
alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 281-639 (EIR): According to EPS, new second units as a percent 
of total new single family units, have averaged 3.6 percent since 1995 (page 27 of the March 
2002 EPS report). EPS included construction of second units at this rate in its land use 
forecasts for the General Plan, which were used extensively in the EIR analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-640 (EIR): As noted in the “Seniors” discussion in the draft 
Housing Element of each General Plan alternative, 7.3 percent of the total households in El 
Dorado County are made up of Seniors living alone. The EIR does not analyze the housing 
status of Seniors as this type of information was not necessary to complete an environmental 
analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-641 (EIR): The EIR does not assess the condition of the 
County’s housing stock as this type of information was not necessary to complete an 
environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. The “Physical Housing 
Conditions” section of the draft Housing Element contained in each of the General Plan 
alternatives includes information about the housing conditions in a number of survey areas 
throughout the County.  
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Response to Comment 281-642 (EIR): The EIR does not analyze the number and 
distribution of existing housing units by type; the tenure of existing housing units, the 
vacancy of existing housing units; the size of existing housing units the types of affordable 
housing units (either current or proposed); the nature and extent of gated subdivisions; or the 
condition of the existing housing stock, as such analysis was not necessary to complete an 
environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives. Most of these items were 
addressed in the draft and revised draft Housing Element contained in each General Plan 
alternative, as noted in Responses to Comments 281-633 through 281-638, 281-640, and 
281-641. Population projections, an inventory of vacant and underdeveloped land, historic 
development patterns, and the construction of second units were used in the EIR analysis, 
as noted in Responses to Comments 281-629, 281-631, 281-632, and 281-639. 
 
Response to Comment 281-643 (EIR): The draft Housing Element contained in each of the 
alternative General Plan documents includes an Implementation Measure that directs the 
County to adopt an inclusionary housing ordinance. Such an ordinance may include specific 
direction on the “percentage” of affordable housing that must be included in Planned 
Developments of a certain size. Such detail would be determined and proposed during the 
ordinance development process subsequent to General Plan adoption. 
 
Response to Comment 281-644 (EIR): The commenter does not specify which “State 
Housing Plan” the Housing Element should be evaluated against. The State Department of 
Housing and Community Development (HCD) has completed an initial evaluation of the draft 
Housing Element’s compliance with State law (as presented in each of the draft General 
Plan alternatives). This Response to Comments document proposes revisions to the original 
draft in response to HCD’s comments. Please see Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document for those revisions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-645 (EIR):  Information on the jobs-housing balance in El 
Dorado County is provided in Chapter 4, Land Use Forecasts and Development Estimates, 
under Section 4.3.3, Employment.  The requested analysis (types of businesses that should 
be targeted to improve the jobs-housing balance)  is not provided in the EIR because the 
type of business would not affect the environmental impacts of the various alternatives.  As 
described in Chapter 4, residential and nonresidential development was projected based on 
the availability of land, development potential, and market demand. 
 
Response to Comment 281-646 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-645. 
 
Response to Comment 281-647 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-645 
and 281-646.  Questions of funding and economic analysis are not considered 
environmental impacts under CEQA.  The concerns and opinions expressed by the 
commenter regarding funding are noted for the record and will be considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 



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

 
4.2-743

Response to Comment 281-648 (EIR):  Unemployment is not considered to be a physical 
effect on the environment under CEQA and is not discussed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-649 (EIR):  Economic and employment trends are not 
considered to be physical effects on the environment and are not discussed in the EIR. 
See Chapter 4, Volume 1 of the EIR for forecasts of jobs and housing growth. 
 
Response to Comment 281-650 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-649. 
 
Response to Comment 281-651:  The commenter presents observations regarding 
influences on and causes of wildland fires.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-
652 through 281-668 regarding specific fire-related issues. 
 
Response to Comment 281-652 (EIR):  The requested history of forest preservation 
techniques from Native American times to the present day does not determine the extent 
to which wildland fire may occur as a result of the General Plan and is not addressed. 
 
Response to Comment 281-653 (EIR):  Section 5.7, Public Services, contains 
information on fire protection services and districts throughout the County (adequacy of 
facilities, response times, etc.) that is applicable to the analysis of environmental impacts 
(see Impact 5.7.2).  A comparative analysis of funding is not relevant to the impacts of 
developing the General Plan and is not considered in the EIR.  Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 281-657. 
 
Response to Comment 281-654 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.8-1 in Section 5.8, Human Health and 
Safety, shows the fire hazard classifications of areas over which the California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) has jurisdiction.  The information for the exhibit has 
been provided by CDF, which determines the classification based on cover, beneficial 
water uses, probable erosion damage and fire risks, and hazards.  Figure HS-1 in the 
Health and Safety Element for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives shows fuel loading in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-655 (EIR):  Section 5.8.5, Wildland Fire Hazards, discusses 
General Plan policies relating to wildland fire hazard and environmental impacts of the 
General Plan scenarios with regard to fire hazard.  Impact 5.8-10 addresses the level of 
development intensity in relation to fire hazard risk. 
 
Response to Comment 281-656 (EIR):  Although information on the ratio of volunteer to 
professional firefighters in districts with high fire hazard zones may be of general interest, it 
does not relate to the environmental analysis.  Volunteers receive sufficient training and 
equipment to effectively fight fires. 
 
Response to Comment 281-657 (EIR):  Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety, contains 
a discussion of current funding sources for fire protection services and describes fuel 
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loading and fire hazard classifications throughout the County.  Policies within each of the 
alternatives provide for adequate funding for facilities (e.g., Policy 5.7.2.1 under the No 
Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and PS-7c of the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives). 
 
Response to Comment 281-658 (EIR):  Project-level environmental analysis for a 
development project is required under CEQA to address impacts of the project on levels of 
fire protection.  This protection is reinforced by General Plan policies in the Health and 
Safety Element and by Mitigation Measure 5.8-10(b), Preclude Development in Areas of 
High Wildland Fire Hazard. 
 
Response to Comment 281-659 (EIR):  Please see Implementation Measure HS-B of the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives as 
modified in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-660 (EIR):  Background information about fire hazard origins, 
trends, and vegetation management strategies is provided in Section 5.8, Human Health and 
Safety.  
 
Response to Comment 281-661 (EIR):  General Plan policies relating to fire protection 
standards are provided in the Health and Safety Element.  Impacts of these policies are 
evaluated in Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety, of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-662 (EIR):  General Plan policies relating to fire protection 
standards are provided in the Health and Safety Element.  Impacts of these policies are 
evaluated in Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety, of the EIR.  The concerns and opinions 
expressed in the comment, regarding suggested additional standards for fire 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. 
 
Response to Comment 281-663 (EIR):  The General Plan provides countywide policies for 
fire protection, and the EIR addresses countywide impacts of implementing those and other 
policies on the provision of fire protection services in Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety. 
 Individual fire protection districts establish their own policies, which are applied on a project-
by-project basis during the environmental review process.  Both the General Plan and the 
individual districts have policies and plans that apply to high-risk areas.  The effectiveness of 
district policies for individual projects must be evaluated during project-level review, as 
required in General Plan Policy PS-7c of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives and Policies 5.7.1.1 and 5.7.2.1 of the No Project 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-664 (EIR):  Section 5.8.5, Wildland Fire Hazard, contains a 
discussion of regulatory requirements that identifies the responsibilities of local, State, and 
federal firefighting agencies. 
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Response to Comment 281-665 (EIR):  The County’s Fire Hazard Ordinance (Chapter 8.08 
of the El Dorado County Code) contains requirements for defensible space, emergency 
access, signing and numbering, and emergency water supply.  These requirements are 
consistent with and, in some cases, more stringent than those required by State law.  The 
California Fire Plan, developed by CDF and the California Board of Forestry, is described on 
page 5.8-116 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  For any development project receiving environmental 
analysis, CEQA requires that the lead agency assess the project’s impact on the fire 
protection district’s ability to provide adequate fire protection services. 
 
Response to Comment 281-666 (EIR):  Strategic fire planning, coordination of fire 
protection districts, and evacuation routes are addressed by the individual districts, the El 
Dorado County Fire Safe Council, and the El Dorado County Multi-Hazard Functional 
Emergency Operations Plans.  These are described in Section 5.8.5, Wildland Fire Hazards. 
 
Response to Comment 281-667 (EIR):  Equipment owned by the individual fire protection 
districts is identified in Section 5.7.2, Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services.  
Equipment needs for the districts is discussed where such information was provided by the 
district in response to requests by the EIR team.  Not all districts responded. 
 
Response to Comment 281-668 (EIR):  General Plan Policy 6.2.5.1 of the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives and Policy HS-3a of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives identify public education programs 
relating to fire prevention that would be conducted cooperatively by the County, local Fire 
Safe Councils, USFS, CDF, and local fire protection districts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-669 (EIR):  Statistics about crime trends in the County are 
provided in Table 5.7-1 and discussed in Section 5.7.1, Law Enforcement. 
 
Response to Comment 281-670 (EIR):  The El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office operates a 
Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program.  Information about programs related to 
gang activity can be obtained from the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office.  Providing this 
information in the EIR would not contribute to the environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-671 (EIR):  The staff is not aware of other teen delinquency 
problems that result in General Plan-level environmental impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 281-672 (EIR):  Information about after-school activities can be 
obtained from the individual school districts.  Providing this information in the EIR would not 
contribute substantively to the environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-673 (EIR):  Section 5.7.1, Law Enforcement, contains 
information on each of the law enforcement jurisdictions in the County. 
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Response to Comment 281-674 (EIR):  Information on response times is provided in 
Section 5.7.1, Law Enforcement. 
 
Response to Comment 281-675 (EIR):  Funding is not considered an environmental issue 
under CEQA and is not addressed in the EIR.  The concerns expressed in the comment, 
regarding availability of adequate funding for law enforcement, 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 281-676 (EIR):  Project-level environmental analysis for a 
development project is required under CEQA to address impacts of a project on levels of law 
enforcement services to the extent this could result in an environmental impact. 
 
Response to Comment 281-677 (EIR):  The Shingle Springs Rancheria is a sovereign 
nation and is not under the jurisdiction of the County.  Information on environmental impacts 
of the Shingle Springs Rancheria project is available in the Environmental Assessment: 
Shingle Springs Rancheria 5-Acre Fee-to-Trust Transfer Project and Hotel and Casino, El 
Dorado County, California, published in 2001 by the U.S. Department of Interior. 
 
Response to Comment 281-678 (EIR):  Information on programs operated by the El 
Dorado County Sheriff’s Office is provided in Section 5.7.1, Law Enforcement. 
 
Response to Comment 281-679 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggestions apply to the 
County’s design review process.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, 
regarding law enforcement input to design standards, are noted for the record and will be 
conveyed to the County Planning Department for consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 281-680 (EIR):  Funding is not considered an environmental issue 
under CEQA and is not addressed in the EIR.  The County is currently expanding juvenile 
justice housing in South Lake Tahoe and is considering the same in Placerville.  The 
concerns expressed in the comment, regarding availability of adequate funding for law 
enforcement and associated services, 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 281-681 (EIR):  Provision of emergency medical services is 
discussed in Section 5.7.2, Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. 
 
Response to Comment 281-682 (EIR):  Provision of emergency medical services and 
sources of funding are discussed in Section 5.7.2, Fire Protection and Emergency Medical 
Services.  
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Response to Comment 281-683 (EIR):  Project-level environmental analysis for a 
development project is required under CEQA to address impacts of the project on levels of 
emergency medical service to the degree environmental impacts could occur. 
 
Response to Comment 281-684 (EIR):  Levels of service and standards for response 
times, established by the County’s Emergency Medical Services Agency, are discussed in 
Subsection 5.7.2, Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services.  Impacts of the General 
Plan development scenarios on provision of these services are also evaluated in that 
subsection. 
 
Response to Comment 281-685 (EIR):  The General Plan provides countywide policies for 
emergency medical services, and the EIR addresses countywide impacts of implementing 
those and other policies on the provision of fire protection services in Subsection 5.7.2, Fire 
Protection and Emergency Medical Services.  Individual fire protection districts establish their 
own policies for emergency medical services, which are applied on a project-by-project basis 
during the environmental review process.  Cumulative impacts of the General Plan 
development scenarios on emergency medical services are addressed in Chapter 7, Other 
CEQA Considerations, of the General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-686 (EIR):  The information on schools that is provided in 
Subsection 5.7.3, Schools and Childcare Facilities, has been updated from that provided in 
the previous General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-687 (EIR):  Information on school districts, including a map 
showing district boundaries, is provided in Subsection 5.7.3, Schools and Childcare 
Facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-688 (EIR):  Impacts of the General Plan development 
scenarios on school facilities are evaluated in Subsection 5.7.3, Schools and Childcare 
Facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-689 (EIR):  Under CEQA, noise and glare impacts on 
surrounding properties must be considered during the environmental analysis of a proposed 
school project.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.7-3 in Subsection 5.7.3, Schools and 
Childcare Facilities, would require that projects be located and designed to avoid adjacent 
incompatible land uses. 
 
Response to Comment 281-690 (EIR):  Funding sources mandated by law for school 
programs are described in Subsection 5.7.3, Schools and Childcare Facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-691 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-690. 
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Response to Comment 281-692 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-690.  
Information on management of fees paid is available from the individual school districts and 
would not contribute to the environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-693 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-690.  
The finding requested by the commenter, that school impact fees are sufficient to pay for 
needed expansion or construction of schools, is not permitted under the State-mandated fee 
system established by Senate Bill 50 (1998) or Proposition 1A (1998), as codified in 
California Government Code Sections 65995 et seq. Please see page 5.7-37 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-694 (EIR):  This level of analysis is beyond the scope of this 
EIR.  A General Plan EIR is necessarily programmatic by nature.  Please refer to master 
Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-695 (EIR):  Impacts of the General Plan development 
scenarios on library services are evaluated in Subsection 5.7.4, Public Libraries. 
 
Response to Comment 281-696:  The commenter presents observations regarding 
distributed energy.   
 
Response to Comment 281-697 (EIR):  Impacts of the General Plan development 
scenarios on power supply, including the need for new facilities, are evaluated in Subsection 
5.6.3, Power Supply Systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-698 (EIR):  General Plan Policy LU-6-G for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives addresses 
undergrounding of utility lines.  In generally, considerations involved in undergrounding of 
utility lines are determined primarily by the service providers.  Section 5.3, Visual Resources, 
of the EIR also addresses the aesthetic effects of undergrounding utility lines. 
 
Response to Comment 281-699 (EIR):  Goal HO-5 of all four of the equal-weight General 
Plan alternatives addresses energy conservation.  See also Implementation Measure HO-
HH. The 1996 General Plan Alternative contains Policies 5.6.2.1 and 5.6.2.2, which also 
address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-700 (EIR):  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-
600. 
 
Response to Comment 281-701 (EIR):  Although no map is provided, the availability of 
natural gas and the potential for impacts related to new demand are discussed in Subsection 
5.6.3, Power Supply Systems. 
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Response to Comment 281-702 (EIR):  The availability of propane and the potential for 
impacts related to new demand are discussed in Subsection 5.6.3, Power Supply Systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-703 (EIR):  The commenter presents observations regarding 
wireless communication towers.   
 
Response to Comment 281-704 (EIR):  Wireless communication systems are discussed in 
Subsection 5.6.4, Communication Systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-705 (EIR):  The potential need for additional communication 
services, including towers, is discussed in Subsection 5.6.4, Communication Systems.  
Aesthetic impacts of wireless communication towers are addressed in Section 5.3, Visual 
Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-706 (EIR):  Aesthetic impacts of wireless communication 
towers are addressed in Section 5.3, Visual Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-707 (EIR):  Aesthetic impacts of wireless communication 
towers are addressed in Section 5.3, Visual Resources.  The concerns and opinions 
expressed by the commenter regarding aesthetic impacts of wireless communication towers 
on existing uses are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan and conveyed to the 
Planning Department to consider for inclusion in the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Response to Comment 281-708 (EIR):  The information on surface water resources that is 
provided in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface Water and Groundwater Resources, has been 
updated from that provided in the previous General Plan EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-709 (EIR):  Existing hydropower systems in the County are 
described in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface Water and Groundwater Resources.  Failed systems 
are not addressed because the discussion is not relevant to the environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-710 (EIR):  Beneficial uses are described in Section 5.5.1, 
Surface Water and Groundwater Resources.  Beneficial uses outside the County are also 
addressed in Section 5.5.1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-711 (EIR):  The water supply information provided in Section 
5.5 represents the most up-to-date data available from the water purveyors at the time the 
EIR was released.  The El Dorado County Water Agency’s (EDCWA’s) water master plan (in 
process) may include more information on the hydrologic history used to obtain the data.  
Regarding global warming, please refer to Response to Comment 281-570. 
 



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

 
4.2-750

Response to Comment 281-712 (EIR):  The regulatory environment surrounding surface 
water supply is described in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface Water and Groundwater Supply. 
 
Response to Comment 281-713 (EIR):  To the degree relicensing activities could affect 
water supplies, they are addressed in Section 5.5.1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-714 (EIR):  The commenter presents observations regarding 
public information on water suppliers, as required by El Dorado County Ordinance 4325.  
The most recent report, “El Dorado County 2000 Public Water Availability Evaluation”, was 
submitted to the Board of Supervisors in February 2002; however, the Board did not take 
any action to approve the report. The analysis of water supply in the General Plan EIR is 
based on the most up to date information developed by the County Water Agency and does 
not rely on prior County annual assessments. 
  
Response to Comment 281-715 (EIR):  The systems and service areas of water purveyors 
and the impacts of the General Plan development scenarios on these areas are described in 
Section 5.5.1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-716 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-715. 
 
Response to Comment 281-717 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-715. 
 
Response to Comment 281-718 (EIR):  Although, the requested information regarding 
developer funding for seismic retrofit of Weber Dam maybe of general interest, it is not 
necessary for a program-level analysis of countywide environmental impacts of the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-719 (EIR):  Lining of ditches is considered in Section 5.5.1 of 
the EIR, Volume 1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-720 (EIR):  Lake Tahoe growth trends are addressed in 
Section 5.14 of the EIR, Volume 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-721 (EIR):  Flow criteria from water sources for EID and the 
Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (GDPUD) are evaluated in Subsection 5.5.1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-722 (EIR):  The development of a multispecies countywide 
habitat conservation plan (HCP) is discussed in Section 5.12, Biological Resources, of the 
EIR (Volume 2).  Also, please refer to Section 5.5.1 of the EIR, Volume 1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-723 (EIR):  The commenter presents observations regarding 
growth in EID service areas.  
 
Response to Comment 281-724 (EIR):  Subsection 5.5.1 includes information on EID 
service areas.  An analysis of the subareas of EID, an independent agency, is not
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necessary for a program-level analysis of countywide environmental impacts of the General 
Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-725 (EIR):  The requested history of equivalent dwelling unit 
(EDU) values in EID service areas would not change the independent forecasts used in the 
EIR (Section 5.5.1, Volume 2) and are not necessary for a program-level analysis of 
countywide environmental impacts of the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-726 (EIR):  Although, the requested information on EID’s 
financial situation may be of general interest, it is not an environmental issue.  Please refer 
also to Response to Comment Letter 211. 
 
Response to Comment 281-727 (EIR):  Information on water availability under the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) is provided in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR and in Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-728 (EIR):  The need for additional water sources for GDPUD 
to serve new development under the General Plan scenarios is addressed in Subsection 
5.5.1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-729 (EIR):  Information on the water supply available from 
Folsom Reservoir is provided in Subsection 5.5.1.  The level of detail requested by the 
commenter is not necessary for a program-level analysis of countywide environmental 
impacts of the General Plan.  Please refer also to Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-730 (EIR):  Information on the use of recycled water by EID is 
provided in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface Water and Groundwater Resources, and in 
Subsection 5.5.2, Wastewater Systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-731 (EIR):  Anticipated water demand at buildout of the 
General Plan scenarios is shown in Table 5.5.1 and described in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 
1 of the EIR.  It is considered by service purveyors (and their service areas) but not by 
subarea as requested in this comment.  A subarea analysis is not needed to determine the 
impacts of the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-732 (EIR):  Information regarding Jenkinson Lake is provided 
in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  Although a detailed discussion of EID’s 
purchase from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) may be of general interest, it is not 
necessary for a program-level analysis of countywide environmental impacts of the General 
Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 281-733 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-732. 
 
Response to Comment 281-734 (EIR):  Information on Project 184 is provided in 
Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR.   
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Response to Comment 281-735 (EIR):  Information on Project 184 is provided in 
Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-736 (EIR):  Decision 1635 is addressed in Subsection 5.5.1 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR, in the discussion of Project 184. 
 
Response to Comment 281-737 (EIR):  Water supply impacts of the General Plan 
scenarios are evaluated in Subsection 5.5.1.  Growth enabled by water supplies is 
addressed throughout Chapter 5 of Volumes 1 and 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-738 (EIR):  Information on GDPUD systems and impacts of the 
General Plan scenarios on those systems are addressed in Subsection 5.5.1.  Conversion of 
ditches is addressed in Subsection 5.2.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR, Agricultural Resources.  
Impacts of conversion are discussed in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-739 (EIR):  The requested history of hydropower systems in 
the GDPUD service area is not an environmental issue related to the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-740 (EIR):  Impacts of the four General Plan scenarios on 
water supply at 2025 and buildout are evaluated in Subsection 5.5.1.  The assumptions used 
in this evaluation are identified in the text and in notes to Table 5.5-1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-741 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-740.  
Impacts related to agricultural water demand are addressed in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface 
Water and Groundwater Supply, and Subsection 5.2.1, Agricultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-742 (EIR):  The comment is an introduction to the following 
comments.  
 
Response to Comment 281-743 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggested policy is substantially 
similar to Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b), as modified in Chapter 2.0 of this Response to 
Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 281-744 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-743. 
 
Response to Comment 281-745 (EIR):  The commenter’s suggested policy is similar to 
Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c).  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, 
providing detailed elements of a recycled water 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 281-746 (EIR):  The commenter presents observations regarding 
groundwater in El Dorado County.  
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Response to Comment 281-747 (EIR):  The commenter presents observations regarding 
groundwater in El Dorado County. 
  
Response to Comment 281-748 (EIR):  The regulatory framework for groundwater supply 
is provided in Subsection 5.5.1, Surface Water and Groundwater Supply. 
 
Response to Comment 281-749 (EIR):  Impacts on infiltration from increased amounts of 
impervious surfaces are evaluated in Subsection 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-750 (EIR):  Detailed information on groundwater resources is 
not available for most areas of El Dorado County.  Generalizations regarding groundwater 
supplies are identified in Impact 5.5-3.  The water districts have been unable to provide 
detailed information for use in the environmental analysis, but sufficient information is 
available to understand the impacts of the General Plan and to develop mitigation. 
  
Response to Comment 281-751 (EIR):  The County’s Well Standards Ordinance requires 
that a County permit be obtained before new wells are drilled, and affect on surrounding 
wells is one of the permit criteria.  Policies 5.2.3.4 and 5.2.3.5 of the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives and Policy PS-2d of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives require that new wells may not adversely 
affect the production of existing wells.  Impact 5.5-3 addresses this issue.  The concerns 
and opinions expressed in the comment, requesting General Plan policies to protect 
existing wells from being affected by new wells, 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 281-752 (EIR):  Section 5.5 of Volume 1 of the EIR addresses 
water supply. The individual policies of water districts related to infrastructure are not 
specifically analyzed as they are beyond the scope of the EIR. Section 5.5 addresses 
supply and demand and overall impacts related to groundwater availability and projected 
growth.  Pages 5.5-61 through 5.5-71 contain a discussion of the potential for groundwater 
well problems that could result in requests for delivered water.  Please refer to that 
discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-753 (EIR):  As stated in Impact 5.5-3, the required data on 
precipitation infiltration to groundwater is not available and the process is believed to be 
site specific.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-750. 
 
Response to Comment 281-754 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates impacts of the General Plan 
scenarios on groundwater resources.  The requested information on the parcel size 
needed to ensure recharge of groundwater wells is site specific.  This level of analysis is 
not appropriate for a General Plan EIR.  In addition, generalizations in Impact 5.5-3 state 
that no correlation has been found between recharge and supply that can be used for long-
range planning.  The County Environmental Management Department recently released 
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Policy 800-02 (October 8, 2003), which adds flow testing requirements for new wells.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 281-750. 
 
Response to Comment 281-755 (EIR):  Groundwater recharge in El Dorado County is 
limited by the rocky nature of the bedrock and is primarily dependent on site-specific 
conditions.  This level of detail is not appropriate for a General Plan EIR.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-750. 
 
Response to Comment 281-756 (EIR):  The requirements needed to protect wells from 
septic systems are discussed on pages 5.5-129 through 5.5-135 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  
Also refer to Response to Comment 81-182 and 281-754. 
 
Response to Comment 281-757 (EIR):  The County’s Well Standards Ordinance and the 
required County permit protect existing wells from adverse effects of new wells.  As stated in 
Impact 5.5-3, no residential project has been abandoned because of declining well yield. 
 
Response to Comment 281-758 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-754. 
 
Response to Comment 281-759 (EIR):  Groundwater supply and recharge are discussed in 
Impact 5.5-3.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-754. 
 
Response to Comment 281-760 (EIR):  The County already relies on a Well Standards 
Ordinance and permit system to regulate drilling of new wells.  In addition, several studies 
have indicated that additional study of groundwater conditions is required, and the County 
has a groundwater database in place to monitor supply and production.  See also Response 
to Comment 281-754 and Section 5.5.1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment 281-761 (EIR):  Sections 5.5 of Volume 1 (Water Resources) and 
5.12 of Volume 2 ( Biological Resources) of the EIR evaluate impacts on native vegetation 
as a result of the General Plan scenarios.  
 
Response to Comment 281-762 (EIR):  The water purveyors’ use of groundwater 
resources is described in Subsection 5.5.1.  For the most part, groundwater supply (primarily 
from private wells) is used outside the service areas of the public water providers.  Thus, no 
agency is responsible for compiling the requested information for these areas. 
 
Response to Comment 281-763 (EIR):  State requirements for water systems are 
described in Subsection 5.5.1. 
 



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

 
4.2-755

Response to Comment 281-764 (EIR):  The estimated increase in groundwater demand 
under the General Plan scenarios in areas not served by public water purveyors is provided 
in Table 5.5-13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-765 (EIR):  The information on wastewater treatment that is 
provided in Subsection 5.5.2, Wastewater Systems, has been updated from that provided in 
the previous General Plan EIR.  This includes updated information about the Deer Creek and 
El Dorado Hills Wastewater Treatment Plants (page 5.5-75), information about EMD’s 
oversight of septic systems, information about SWRCB’s soon-to-be-released regulations for 
OWTS, and information about EPA’s recently revised guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 281-766 (EIR):  The commenter presents general information 
regarding sewage treatment plants.  
 
Response to Comment 281-767 (EIR):  The commenter presents general information 
regarding EID’s treatment plants.  
 
Response to Comment 281-768 (EIR):  Subsection 5.5.2 (pages 5.5-72 through 5.5-78) 
provides updated information about treatment plants in the County, including design 
capacities and types of treatment.  Also, please refer to Responses to Comments 104-4 and 
281-161. 
 
Response to Comment 281-769 (EIR):  Subsection 5.5.2 describes EID’s Wastewater 
Master Plan Update, which contains information about the district’s expansion plans.  
Impacts of the General Plan alternatives relating to wastewater treatment capacity are 
addressed on pages 5.5-79 through 5.5-88.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 
104-4 and 281-161. 
 
Response to Comment 281-770 (EIR):  EID’s plans to address future capacity issues are 
addressed under “Regulatory/Planning Environment” on page 5.5-78.  Impacts of the 
General Plan alternatives relating to wastewater treatment capacity are addressed on pages 
5.5-79 through 5.5-88. 
 
Response to Comment 281-771 (EIR):  The General Plan EIR is a program-level planning 
document that addresses impacts of development under the General Plan alternatives on 
various environmental topics, such as wastewater treatment and biological resources.  The 
potential impacts of the Deer Creek treatment plant are discussed in Chapter 5.5 of Volume 
2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-772 (EIR):  EID’s recycled water system is described on page 
5.5-18 (specifically, the district’s Recycled Water Master Plan) and pages 5.5-22 through 5.5-
25 (relating to the use of, sources of, and demand for recycled water).   
 
Response to Comment 281-773 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates at a programmatic level the 
impacts of the General Plan alternatives on the environment, including the impacts from 
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operating wastewater treatment plants (wet weather flow is part of plant design and is 
therefore included in the analysis).  Refer to Subsection 5.5.2 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  For 
a detailed discussion of EID expansion and replacement plans, see EID’s Wastewater 
Master Plan Update.   
 
Response to Comment 281-774 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-773. 
 
Response to Comment 281-775 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-773. 
 
Response to Comment 281-776 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-773. 
Financial analysis is not required by CEQA to be included in an EIR, which is intended to 
disclose impacts of a project on the physical environment.  The EIR evaluates the impacts 
of the General Plan alternatives relating to wastewater treatment; this does not include an 
analysis of the effects of EID’s water policy decisions on land use planning.   
 
Response to Comment 281-777 (EIR):  As stated on page 5.5-75 of Volume 1 of the EIR, 
sewage sludge from EID’s two wastewater treatment plants are taken to Silva Farms, a 
permitted land disposal site.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-163. 
 
Response to Comment 281-778 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-163 
and 281-777.  
 
Response to Comment 281-779 (EIR):  An analysis of odors is appropriate if relevant in 
the environmental analysis for a project.  The EIR evaluates the impacts of odors with 
regard to the General Plan alternatives.  Policy 6.7.6.1 for the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives and Policies HS-10a and 10b of the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives restrict the location of 
development near odor-producing sources.  As described in Impact 5.11-5, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) requiring review of land uses for compatibility would ensure 
that conflicts between new development and the El Dorado Hills wastewater treatment 
plant would be addressed. 
 
Response to Comment 281-780 (EIR):  The commenter describes EPA’s regulations for 
siting of septic systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-781 (EIR):  The commenter describes EPA’s regulations for 
siting of septic systems. 
 
Response to Comment 281-782 (EIR):  Background and regulations relating to septic 
systems (also referred to as onsite wastewater treatment systems [OWTS]) are described 
in the EIR on pages 5.5-94 and 5.5-95 (existing conditions); page 5.5-102 (Statewide 
regulations); and pages 5.5-105 through 5.5-107 (County regulations) of Volume 1. 
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Response to Comment 281-783 (EIR):  Chapter 15.32 of the County Code requires a 
minimum of five feet of separation between groundwater and the bottom of the leach field 
trench (refer to page 5.5-107 of Volume 1 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-784 (EIR):  The EIR provides information about regulatory 
requirements for OWTS.  It also addresses the potential for water quality degradation from 
operation of OWTS.  Please refer to Subsection 5.5.3 of Volume 1 of the EIR and to 
Response to Comment 291-182. 
   
Response to Comment 281-785 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-784. 
Note that County regulations, as described and analyzed in Subsection 5.5.3 of Volume 1 of 
the EIR require consideration of soils via testing requirements when OWTS are proposed for 
installation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-786 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-783 
through 281-785.  
 
Response to Comment 281-787 (EIR):  Impact 5.5-8 evaluates impacts of the General 
Plan alternatives relating to septic systems.  Detailed analysis of the appropriate locations for 
septic systems is conducted as a part of the approval process for these systems, using the 
standards and ordinances summarized in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-788 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-787. 
 
Response to Comment 281-789 (EIR):  Chapter 15.32 of the County Code states that 
when an older, “grandfathered” septic system fails, its replacement must conform to the 
requirements of Ordinance 4542.  Mitigation Measure 5.5-8, applied under all four equal-
weight General Plan alternatives, requires that Environmental Management Department 
conduct annual monitoring (and remediation if needed) of all septic systems installed since 
Ordinance 4542 was implemented. 
 
Response to Comment 281-790 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-789.  
 
Response to Comment 281-791 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.5-8, applied under all four 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives, requires that Environmental Management 
Department conduct annual monitoring of all septic systems installed since Ordinance 4542 
was implemented. 
 
Response to Comment 281-792 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-789. 
 
Response to Comment 281-793 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-789. 
 
Response to Comment 281-794 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-189 
and 281-792.  Use of garbage disposals has not been identified as a significant cause of 
OWTS failure in the County. 



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

 
4.2-758

 
Response to Comment 281-795 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-787. 
 
Response to Comment 281-796 (EIR):  Please refer to the discussion of the Union Mine 
septage facility in Section 5.6 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-797:  Intentionally left blank due to error in bracketing and 
numbering the comment letter. 
 
Response to Comment 281-798 (EIR):  Solid waste is addressed in Subsection 5.6.2, 
beginning on page 5.6-14 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  Solid waste disposed of in Nevada is 
not considered “diverted.” 
 
Response to Comment 281-799 (EIR):  The regulatory framework of the County and the 
State of California is described beginning on page 5.6-15.  This discussion includes 
information about Material Recovery Facilities, Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
programs, and landfills.   
 
Response to Comment 281-800 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-799. 
Solid waste facilities are identified in Exhibit 5.6-2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-801 (EIR):  Information about existing conditions at Union 
Mine Landfill is provided on page 5.6-20 of Volume 1 of the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-802 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-777.  
El Dorado County does not currently ban land disposal of sewage sludge. 
 
Response to Comment 281-803 (EIR):  Information about the Lockwood Landfill in Reno, 
Nevada, is provided on page 5.6-20 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  The County has no 
jurisdiction over the Lockwood Landfill in Reno, Nevada, and El Dorado County contributes 
only an estimated 5.8 percent of the solid waste received by the facility. 
 
Response to Comment 281-804 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-803. 
 
Response to Comment 281-805 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-803. 
 
Response to Comment 281-806 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-801 
regarding the Union Mine facility or 281-803 regarding the Nevada facility. 
 
Response to Comment 281-807 (EIR):  Impact 5.6-3, beginning on page 5.6-26 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR, discusses the potential failure of the County to achieve State-
mandated goals for diversion of garbage that could result from the General Plan 
alternatives.  Some of the commenter’s recommended measures are already being 
implemented by the County, such as street-side pickup programs, composting programs, 
and door-to-door chipper service.  Mitigation Measure 5.6-3 requires adoption of a
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construction and demolition debris diversion ordinance to address one of the most likely 
areas where greater success in diversion is possible.  The other suggestions made by the 
commenter will be forwarded to the County Waste Management Task Force for 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 281-808 (EIR):  The County’s Source Reduction and Recycling 
Element programs include a program to promote composting and recycling by government 
agencies, as described on page 5.6-19 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-809 (EIR):  The County’s success to date in reducing the 
waste stream is described under “County Waste Collection, Recycling, and Disposal 
Programs” on pages 5.6-16 and 5.6-19 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-810 (EIR):  The County’s policies and programs for collection 
of household hazardous waste are described on page 5.6-19 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  
Impact 5.6-4 addresses the potential for implementation of General Plan alternatives to 
result in insufficient facilities or mechanisms to dispose of hazardous waste. 
 
Response to Comment 281-811 (EIR):  Illegal dumping of hazardous materials is 
described on pages 5.8-6 and 5.8-7 in Subsection 5.8.1 of Section 5.8, Human Health and 
Safety.  Impact 5.8-2 addresses impacts of the General Plan alternatives relating to illegal 
dumping.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 281-245. 
 
Response to Comment 281-812 (EIR):  The information on air quality provided in the 
DEIR has been updated as appropriate. 
 
Response to Comment 281-813 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-812. 
 
Response to Comment 281-814 (EIR):  Information about methodology, modeling data, 
and assumptions are included in Section 5.11, Air Quality, of Volume 2 of the EIR, with 
modeling methods described on page 5.11-28.  Summaries of output from modeling runs 
are provided in Table 5.11-7 (long-term daily operational emissions), Table 5.11-9 (local 
mobile-source CO emissions), and Exhibits 5.11-2 through 5.11-7 (CO concentrations near 
specific intersections).  Information about meteorology in El Dorado County is provided on 
pages 5.11-2 and 5.11-3 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-815 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-465 
and 281-475. 
 
Response to Comment 281-816 (EIR):  Tables 5.11-2 through 5.11-6 provide various 
inventories of air pollutant levels in El Dorado County.  This includes pollution from 
stationary and mobile sources, including point sources.  Data on current sources is 
provided for the time period between 1975 and 2001.  Whether mills or quarries have 
closed since 1994 has not been catalogued for the EIR however this information has not 
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been determined to be necessary for the impact analysis.  The necessary information, that 
is, pollution levels in the County, is reported in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-817 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-816. 
 
Response to Comment 281-818 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
constituents of mobile-source emissions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-819 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about area 
sources of emissions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-820 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
ozone. 
 
Response to Comment 281-821 (EIR):  Information about ozone is described on page 
5.11-4 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  Federal, State, and local regulations addressing air quality 
are summarized on pages 5.11-10 through 5.11-16.  The County’s attainment status is 
addressed on pages 5.11-17 and 5.11-18.  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
465. 
 
Response to Comment 281-822 (EIR):  The County’s attainment status is addressed on 
pages 5.11-17 and 5.11-18. 
 
Response to Comment 281-823 (EIR):  SACOG’s regional air quality planning efforts are 
described on pages 5.11-13 and 5.11-14.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 157-6 
and 281-465. 
 
Response to Comment 281-824 (EIR):  Impacts 5.11-1 and 5.11-2 address the impacts 
of the General Plan alternatives relating to ozone precursors (ROG, NOX, and PM10).  
Please refer to Response to Comment 281-465. 
 
Response to Comment 281-825 (EIR):  Regulatory responsibilities of the County with 
regard to air quality are addressed on pages 5.11-13 through 5.11-16.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-465. 
 
Response to Comment 281-826 (EIR):  Ozone formation is discussed on page 5.11-4 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR.  Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document contains 
revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 to address heat island effects. 
 
Respond to Comment 281-827 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
particulate matter (PM10). 
 
Response to Comment 281-828 (EIR):  EPA’s air quality standards are described on 
pages 5.11-10 and 5.11-11 of Volume 2 of the EIR, as they relate to El Dorado County. 
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New standards for PM2.5 are still being developed, so compliance determinations cannot 
be made. 
 
Response to Comment 281-829 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, regarding the elimination of trash burning and encouragement of composing 
organic materials, 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 281-830 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the air 
quality effects of wood-burning fireplaces. 
 
Response to Comment 281-831 (EIR):  Mitigation Measures 5.11-2(d) and 5.11-2(e) 
identify new General Plan policies to control and reduce emissions from wood-burning 
stoves. 
 
Response to Comment 281-832 (EIR):  The four equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
identify an intent to permit continued agricultural burning while minimizing the effects of those 
activities.  Impact 5.11-2 of the EIR evaluates air quality impacts of development under the 
General Plan alternatives, including impacts from burning.   
 
Response to Comment 281-833 (EIR):  Updated information about naturally occurring 
asbestos is provided in Section 5.9, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, and Section 5.8, 
Human Health and Safety.  This includes discussion of the impacts of construction on 
serpentine soils.  Updated information about air quality effects of diesel engines is provided 
in Section 5.11, Air Quality, including the County AQMD’s diesel rules (page 5.11-15) and 
construction-related effects that include diesel emissions (page 5.11-20).  Please also refer 
to Response to Comment 281-350 through 281-355. 
 
Response to Comment 281-834 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about effects 
of carbon monoxide. 
 
Response to Comment 281-835 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about carbon 
monoxide regulations in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-836 (EIR):  Table 5.11-2 identifies three monitoring stations 
that collect data on carbon monoxide.  Table 5.11-3 provides data from these stations for 
1992-2001. 
 
Response to Comment 281-837 (EIR):  The impact analysis in Section 5.11 addresses 
projected exceedances throughout the County and identifies mitigation to reduce those 
impacts, where possible, to less-than-significant levels. 
 
Response to Comment 281-838 (EIR):  Regulations and laws addressing air quality 
attainment are discussed in “Regulatory Setting” beginning on page 5.11-9 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-839 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about toxic 
air contaminants. 
 
Response to Comment 281-840 (EIR):  Impact 5.11-2 addresses impacts relating to long-
term operational emissions, including toxic air emissions that would result from development 
of the General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-841 (EIR):  Air quality impacts of development under the 
General Plan alternatives, including impacts of emissions from additional vehicles, are 
evaluated in Impact 5.11-2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-842 (EIR):  The commenter discusses vehicular emissions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-843 (EIR):  The existing air quality conditions in El Dorado 
County are described in Section 5.11 and quantified in Tables 5.11-3 through 5.11-6.  The 
trends identified in these tables include emissions from SUVs.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment 281-465. 
 
Response to Comment 281-844 (EIR):  Policies encouraging alternative transportation are 
included in the General Plan alternatives.  These include 1996 General Plan Policy 3.2.1.3, 
requiring development projects to provide mitigation for alternative transportation, and Policy 
3.9.1.7, requiring planned communities to accommodate alternative transportation into their 
design.  Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Policy TC-
3c, encouraging additional facilities in Community Regions and Rural Centers that 
accommodate alternative transportation.  The impacts of these policies are identified in 
Section 3.3, Traffic and Circulation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-845 (EIR):  Impacts 5.11-1 and 5.11-2 address both 
construction-related and long-term operational emissions of the General Plan alternatives 
relating to ozone precursor emissions. 
 
Response to Comment 281-846 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about noise 
pollution in a rural environment. 
 
Response to Comment 281-847 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about noise 
limits recommended by WHO and EPA. 
 
Response to Comment 281-848 (EIR):  The General Plan identifies noise standards 
determined by the County to protect the health of its residents.  The purpose of the EIR is to 
evaluate the impact of these standards on the physical and human environment.  The 
concerns and opinions of the commenter, regarding justification for the County’s noise 
standards, are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan.  Please refer also to 
Response to Comment 281-429. 
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Response to Comment 281-849 (EIR):  Tables 5.10-1 through 5.10-3 provide monitoring 
data for ambient noise and traffic noise in the County taken from 2001. 
 
Response to Comment 281-850 (EIR):  Although residents were not polled for their 
opinions of noise levels, the ambient noise level measurements referred to in Response to 
Comment 281-849, as well as the noise compatibility guidelines provided in Table 5.10-4, 
include “weighting” to account for the greater annoyance attributed to noise levels during 
evening and nighttime hours.  These weighting standards are described on pages 5.10-3 
and 5.10-4. 
 
Response to Comment 281-851 (EIR):  Various types of noise mitigation are identified in 
Section 5.10.  The concerns and opinions of the commenter regarding the comparative 
merits of various types of noise mitigation 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 281-852 (EIR):  The regulatory framework for noise standards in 
El Dorado County is described on pages 5.10-12 and 5.10-13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-853 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates the impacts of General Plan 
policies that restrict building in the County on slopes greater than 25 percent.  Exhibit 5.9-5 
shows these areas.  Avalanche hazards are described in Section 5.9 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-854 (EIR):  Please see Response to Comment 162-31 and 
281-331. 
Response to Comment 281-855 (EIR):  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.  Please refer also to Responses to Comments 280-95 
and 281-333. 
 
Response to Comment 281-856 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-333 
and 281-855. 
 
Response to Comment 281-857 (EIR):  The requested data regarding retrofits of dams 
was not collected for the EIR as it was not determined to be necessary for the 
environmental analysis of the General Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 281-858 (EIR):  Dam-failure inundation areas are identified in 
Appendix A of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives.  Impacts of dam inundation risk are evaluated in Impact 5.8-6 of the EIR.  
Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) requires that discretionary and ministerial projects, including 
single-family residential projects, must undergo a General Plan conformity
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review that would ensure these projects conform with all General Plan policies, including 
those relating to dam safety. 
 
Response to Comment 281-859 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
County’s adoption of the latest version of the California Building Code (CBC). 
 
Response to Comment 281-860 (EIR):  Information about the CBC is provided on page 
5.9-30 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  The 2001 CBC regulations are reflected in the County’s 
Building Code requirements. 
 
Response to Comment 281-861 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about past 
flooding in El Dorado County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-862 (EIR):  The commenter provides a summary of a 1985 
report by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service relating to causes of flooding on upper Deer 
Creek. 
 
Response to Comment 281-863 (EIR):  The regulatory framework relating to flooding in the 
County is addressed beginning on page 5.8-54 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-864 (EIR):  The most recent Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
provided by FEMA are dated 1996 (refer to Exhibits 5.8-1A and 5.8-1B).  These maps 
identify floodplains throughout the area depicted, not just in developed areas. 
 
Response to Comment 281-865 (EIR):  FEMA’s floodplain maps are updated periodically 
based on recent information, but not in response to each flooding incident.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 281-334. 
 
Response to Comment 281-866 (EIR):  As described in Subsection 5.8.2, increased 
development is known to lead to increased amounts of impervious surfaces, which may 
increase flooding.  Impact 5.8-5 addresses the impacts of development under the General 
Plan alternatives on flooding risk. 
 
Response to Comment 281-867 (EIR):  Page 5.8-61 of Volume 2 of the EIR describes the 
County Department of Transportation’s ongoing program to develop a Capital Improvement 
Program for drainage infrastructure, including updating FEMA mapping where appropriate.  
Flooding risk is depicted in Exhibits 5.8-1A and 5.8-1B, and this risk is used in the analysis in 
Impact 5.8-1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-868 (EIR):  Flooding mechanisms in the County are described 
beginning on page 5.8-51. 
 
Response to Comment 281-869 (EIR):  Trends relating to wetlands in the County, and the 
impact of General Plan alternatives on wetlands, are described and evaluated in Section 
5.12, Biological Resources. 
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Response to Comment 281-870 (EIR):  The term “100-year flood” and the concept of 
floodway and floodway fringe are discussed on pages 5.8-56 and 5.8-57 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-871 (EIR):  The County’s Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance 
is described on page 5.8-55 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  Other County responsibilities and 
policies are described on pages 5.8-61 and 5.8-62 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-872 (EIR):  The responsibilities and actions of Department of 
Water Resources are identified on page 5.8-60 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-873 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-871.  
As with all development regulations, the County allows flexibility for the protection of public 
safety.  
 
Response to Comment 281-874 (EIR):  FEMA allows local jurisdictions to implement more 
restrictive regulations. 
 
Response to Comment 281-875 (EIR):  The commenter provides recommendations for 
revisions to the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance and other County regulations relating 
to flood control.  These issues are addressed in Section 5.5, Water Resources, Section 5.8, 
Human Health and Safety, and Section 5.12, Biological Resources.  The concerns and 
opinions of the commenter regarding these recommendations 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 281-876 (EIR):  The U.S. Soil Conservation Service’s 1985 study of 
Deer Creek is part of the existing conditions discussion beginning on page 5.8-52 of Volume 
2 of the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 281-877 (EIR):  Impact 5.8-5 identifies risk of exposure to a 100-
year flood as less than significant, thus mitigation was not required. 
 
Response to Comment 281-878 (EIR):  Impact 5.5-6 in Subsection 5.5.3, Water Quality, 
addresses impacts of increased area of impervious surfaces under the General Plan 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-879 (EIR):  The County Drainage Manual is described on page 
5.5-108 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-880 (EIR):  The commenter states that the EIR does not 
address what happens to flood waters after they pass from the boundaries of individual 
development proposals to “downstream”.  Section 5.6.1 “Stormwater Systems” outlines
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the various local, State and federal requirements and studies that outline the requirements 
necessary to regulate downstream stormwater impacts with the intent to prevent both 
localized and regional flooding and as well as stormwater pollution.  Because adequate 
regulations are in place, the impacts have been determined to be less than significant in the 
EIR for each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  The County Drainage 
Manual prohibits increases in downstream runoff.  See also page 5.5-108 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-881 (EIR):  County programs that focus on drainage and flood 
management are described on pages 5.8-61 and 5.8-62 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-882 (EIR):  The State’s stormwater quality BMPs, implemented 
as part of the NPDES program, are described beginning on page 5.5-97 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-883 (EIR):  Federal, State, and local agencies maintain lists of 
businesses that use hazardous materials that might present a risk of upset or contamination. 
 The applicable programs are described beginning on page 5.8-2 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  
Proximity to hazardous materials is a factor considered in the land use compatibility review 
conducted by the Planning Department (please see Mitigation measures in Section 5.1 of the 
EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-884 (EIR):  The County has a Multi-Hazard Functional 
Emergency Operational Plan, described on page 5.8-18 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  Other 
policies and regulations described beginning on page 5.8-16 require emergency response 
plans. 
 
Response to Comment 281-885 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-883. 
 
Response to Comment 281-886 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-883. 
 
Response to Comment 281-887 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
1996 General Plan relating to asbestos. 
 
Response to Comment 281-888 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
naturally occurring asbestos. 
 
Response to Comment 281-889 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
crushed rock that includes serpentine. 
 
Response to Comment 281-890 (EIR):  Information about naturally occurring asbestos is 
provided in Section 5.8, Human Health and Safety” (beginning on page 5.8-88). Please refer 
also to Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 281-350 through 281-370 for 
additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment 281-891 (EIR):  Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document contains revised mitigation language related to this issue.  Please refer also to 
Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 281-350 through 281-370 for additional 
discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-892 (EIR):  The presence and types of asbestos in El Dorado 
County are described beginning on page 5.8-88 of Volume 2 of the EIR. Please refer also to 
Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 281-350 through 281-370 for additional 
discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-893 (EIR):  Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document contains revisions to page 5.11-9 of Volume 2 of the EIR to add information about 
the health hazards of various types of asbestos. Please refer also to Responses to 
Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 281-354 through 281-357 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-894 (EIR):  The County’s policies, measures, and ordinances 
relating to construction on asbestos-containing soils are described beginning on page 5.8-91 
of Volume 2 of the EIR. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 281-10, 281-219, and 
281-350 through 281-370 for additional discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 281-895 (EIR):  Subsection 5.5.3 of Volume 1 of the EIR addresses 
existing water quality conditions and the regulatory framework in the County for protecting 
water quality. 
 
Response to Comment 281-896 (EIR):  The regulatory framework of water quality in the 
County is described beginning on page 5.5-96 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-897 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates impacts of implementing the 
General Plan alternatives as they relate to water quality.  Although the history of EID water 
quality issues may be of general interest, it has not been determined to be relevant to the 
CEQA impact analysis.   
 
Response to Comment 281-898 (EIR):  Water quality ordinances and monitoring programs 
of the County are described beginning on page 5.5-104 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-899 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-898. In 
addition, the Central Valley RWQCB collects information on water quality within its 
jurisdiction and makes that information available to the appropriate agencies, including the 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-900 (EIR):  Response to Comment 281-176 provides 
information about Hazel Creek Mine, the only mine recently known to have been under a 
cleanup and abatement order from the RWQCB.  No water bodies in the west slope of the 
County are on the State’s list of “impaired water bodies” compiled under CWA Section 
303(d).  Thus, no abandoned mines are currently known to be causing water quality 
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problems in the County.  Any such issues would be addressed by the RWQCB and the 
County EMD. 
 
Response to Comment 281-901 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-900. 
 
Response to Comment 281-902 (EIR):  Salt and sand on snowy roads contribute to 
urban pollutants in runoff that are controlled by stormwater BMPs, as addressed in Impact 
5.5-6. 
 
Response to Comment 281-903 (EIR):  The occurrence of MTBE in the County is 
discussed on page 5.5-95 in Subsection 5.5.3, Water Quality, and on page 5.14-20 in 
Section 5.14, Lake Tahoe Basin. 
 
Response to Comment 281-904 (EIR):  Known sites of hazardous materials, including 
LUSTs, are discussed beginning on page 5.8-7 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  The 
responsibilities of the federal government, the State, and the County with regard to 
cleanup of LUSTs and other hazardous materials are described beginning on page 5.8-10. 
 
Response to Comment 281-905 (EIR):  Water quality of wells is monitored and evaluated 
by the RWQCB and the County EMD, as described under “Residential Wells and Quality of 
Groundwater Used for Drinking Water,” beginning on page 5.5-95 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-906 (EIR):  The commenter provides information from the 
TAC Report regarding protection of water quality. 
 
Response to Comment 281-907 (EIR):  Impacts 5.5-5 and 5.5-6 evaluate impacts of the 
General Plan alternatives relating to protection of water quality.  Impacts of General Plan 
development on wetlands are addressed in Section 5.12, Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-908 (EIR):  Information about the County’s approach to 
controlling erosion and sedimentation, and the standards used to measure quality of 
runoff, are described beginning on page 5.5-104 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  For the most 
part, the standards themselves are established by the RWQCB. 
 
Response to Comment 281-909 (EIR):  The amount of unpaved, gravel roads in the 
County is not quantified in the EIR.  These constitute existing conditions and, as such, are 
included in the description of environmental setting for water quality and air quality.  With 
regard to future projects, unpaved roads would be required to meet the same 
erosion/sedimentation control measures as would other facets of a project. 
 
Response to Comment 281-910 (EIR):  Impact 5.5-6 of Volume 1 of the EIR, beginning 
on page 5.5-115, identifies General Plan policies that address increases in impervious 
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surfaces as they relate to water quality and evaluates the impacts of implementing the 
General Plan alternatives with regard to this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-911 (EIR):  Use of drainage channels and wetlands to filter 
urban pollutants from runoff is a well-known technique and is incorporated into stormwater 
BMPs.  This technique is available for use as appropriate in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-912 (EIR):  Setbacks have been identified by the County as a 
useful tool in protecting water quality.  The General Plan alternatives contain policies 
requiring the establishment of setbacks to protect surface waters.  Please refer to Response 
to Comment 198-13. 
 
Response to Comment 281-913 (EIR):  The impacts of grazing on riparian areas and 
wetlands are addressed generally in Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry, and in Section 
5.12, Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-914 (EIR):  As described in Subsection 5.5.1, Water Supply, 
county water purveyors have implemented BMPs identified by USBR for urban water use.  
These include lining or piping of irrigation ditches.  The General Plan balances the water 
conservation benefits of culverts with the biological and agricultural benefits of natural 
channels. 
 
Response to Comment 281-915 (EIR):  Existing pollutant control measures for urban runoff 
are described under “Regulatory/Planning Environment,” beginning on page 5.5-96 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-916 (EIR):  The EIR is a program-level document that 
evaluates countywide impacts of development under the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives.  Turf blocks and other means of increasing infiltration are certainly options for 
reducing runoff in areas with large amounts of impervious surfaces.  These techniques can 
be evaluated and implemented on a project-specific basis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-917 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
protection of soils. 
 
Response to Comment 281-918 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about depth 
of soil to groundwater. 
 
Response to Comment 281-919 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about soil 
erodibility and slope stability. 
 
Response to Comment 281-920 (EIR):  The County’s Grading, Erosion, and Sediment 
Control Ordinance is described beginning on page 5.9-31 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-921 (EIR):  Beginning on page 5.9-13, Section 5.9 of the 
Volume 2 of EIR provides information about types, slopes, and characteristics of soils in the 
County.  Exhibit 5.9-5 identifies critical slopes (those greater than 25 percent) throughout the 
County, and Table 5.9-3 indicates the acreage and percentage of land in each Market Area 
with critical slopes. 
 
Response to Comment 281-922 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-186 
regarding the amount of land required for grading permits and Response to Comment 281-
352 through 281-357 regarding precautionary measures for naturally occurring asbestos. 
 
Response to Comment 281-923 (EIR):  The NRCS is a federal agency and, thus, may 
review development proposals that include some form of federal involvement.  NRCS/U.S. 
Soil Conservation Service soil survey data are used, however, to evaluate soils impacts on 
all projects that require environmental review. 
 
Response to Comment 281-924 (EIR):  Slopes greater than 25 percent are identified as 
critical slopes (see Exhibit 5.9-5 in Volume 2 of the EIR) and development in these areas is 
restricted.   Please refer to Response to Comment 281-404. 
 
Response to Comment 281-925 (EIR):  The geologic setting of the County, including 
earthquake fault zones, is described beginning on page 5.9-1 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  
Asbestos is treated as a public safety issue and is described beginning on page 5.8-88.  
Dam failure is addressed beginning on page 5.8-53. 
 
Response to Comment 281-926 (EIR):  Mineral resources, mineral resource classifications, 
and mining sites and operations are described beginning on page 5.9-20.  Exhibit 5.9-6 
shows the locations of important mineral resources in the County, and Exhibit 5.9-7 identifies 
documented active, closed, idle, and reclaimed mining sites. 
 
Response to Comment 281-927 (EIR):  Documented abandoned mines are identified in 
Exhibit 5.9-7.  The County EMD maintains information regarding the status of mining 
activities in the County.  This information, although it may be of general interest, is not 
directly related to environmental impacts of implementing the General Plan alternatives, and 
was not determined to be necessary for an adequate EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-928 (EIR):  The regulatory framework of mining activities in El 
Dorado County is described beginning on page 5.9-33.  Measure A is discussed on page 
5.9-35. 
 
Response to Comment 281-929 (EIR):  Documented reclaimed mines are identified in 
Exhibit 5.9-7.  The County EMD maintains information regarding the status of mining 
activities in the County.  Additional information about the reclamation status of these 
operations has not been determined to be relevant to the CEQA impact analysis of the 
General Plan and thus has not been included in the EIR.   
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Response to Comment 281-930 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.9-6 and Exhibit 5.9-7 identify sites of 
important mineral resources and the locations of mining activities, including quarries.  Impact 
5.9-5 addresses the potential for development under the General Plan alternatives to reduce 
the accessibility of mineral resources and identifies mitigation to reduce that impact to a less-
than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 281-931 (EIR):  Exhibits in Section 5.9 identify fault systems, snow 
load, and critical slopes in the County and uses them to evaluate impacts of the General 
Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-932 (EIR):  Section 5.12, Biological Resources, describes plant 
and wildlife species in the County, including habitat types, special-status species, and listing 
status. 
 
Response to Comment 281-933 (EIR):  Fragmentation of habitat that could occur under the 
General Plan alternatives is analyzed in Impact 5.12-1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-934 (EIR):  The presence and importance of deer migration 
corridors in the County is discussed on pages 5.12-22 and 5.12-23.  Exhibit 5.12-7 identifies 
important migratory deer herd habitats. 
 
Response to Comment 281-935 (EIR):  Impact 5.12-1, Loss and Fragmentation of Wildlife 
Habitat, includes impacts of development on deer and their habitat.  Identified mitigation 
measures would protect these resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-936 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
benefits of wetlands. 
 
Response to Comment 281-937 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
benefits of rivers. 
 
Response to Comment 281-938 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
degradation of wetlands and rivers. 
 
Response to Comment 281-939 (EIR):  The hydrologic setting of the County is described 
beginning on page 5.5-1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-940 (EIR):  Fisheries and their habitat are described beginning 
on page 5.12-10 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-941 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-900. 
Water obstructions that affect fish habitat are described on page 5.12-11 of Volume 2 of the 
EIR. 
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Response to Comment 281-942 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-939 
and 281-941. 
 
Response to Comment 281-943 (EIR):  The regulatory and planning environment of the 
County are described beginning on page 5.12-25 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-944 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.12-1 identifies the locations of montane 
riparian and wet meadow habitats.  As described in the regulatory setting discussion, the 
County follows the USACE definition of wetlands. 
 
Response to Comment 281-945 (EIR):  Impact 5.12-4 addresses removal, degradation, 
and fragmentation of sensitive habitats.  General Plan policies that specifically address 
wetlands are identified in the discussion for this impact.  Specifically, Policy 7.3.3.2 of the 
1996 General Plan Alternative requires compensation for wetland losses on a no-net-loss 
basis.  Policy CO-3b for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives does the same. 
 
Response to Comment 281-946 (EIR):  County planning issues relating to protection of 
oaks and other hardwoods are discussed beginning on page 5.12-30 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives 
identify Implementation Measure CO-F, which involves development of a natural resource 
management plan that would provide protections for wetlands and hardwoods.   
 
Response to Comment 281-947 (EIR):  Impact 5.12-4 of Volume 2 of the EIR discusses 
impacts on wetlands and other sensitive habitats. The hydrologic setting of the County is 
described beginning on page 5.5-1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-948 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 198-13 
regarding the reasons for allowing setbacks to be established on a site-specific basis. 
 
Response to Comment 281-949 (EIR):  Impacts of increased demand for groundwater 
under the General Plan alternatives are discussed in Impact 5.5-3. 
 
Response to Comment 281-950 (EIR):  Major habitat types (i.e., most common 
assemblages of plant species) are described beginning on page 5.12-1, and special-status 
plant species present in the County are described beginning on page 5.12-12 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR.  The rare plants present in the Pine Hill formation are described beginning on page 
5.12-15. 
 
Response to Comment 281-951 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-950. 
 
Response to Comment 281-952 (EIR):  The locations of special-status plant and wildlife 
occurrences in the County are identified in Exhibits 5.12-4 and 5.12-6, respectively.  The 
location of the Pine Hill Preserve is shown in Exhibit 5.12-5. 
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Response to Comment 281-953 (EIR):  Impact 5.12-2 addresses impacts of the General 
Plan alternatives on special-status species, including those in the Pine Hill Ecological 
Preserve. 
 
Response to Comment 281-954 (EIR):  The purpose, establishment, and function of the 
Pine Hill Ecological Preserve are described beginning on page 5.12-15 of Volume 2 of  the 
EIR. Please refer also to Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 281-955 (EIR):  Exhibits 5.12-9, 5.12-12, and 5.12-15 depict the 
extent of the Pine Hill Ecological Preserve under each of the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives.  Exhibits 5.12-8, 5.12-11, and 5.12-14 depict special-status plant occurrences 
and land use intensity under the General Plan alternatives.  These impacts are described in 
Impact 5.12-2.  Please also refer to Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 281-956 (EIR):  As described beginning on page 5.12-25, plant 
species listed on the federal or State Endangered Species List are protected by law from 
impacts of development.  Impact 5.12-2 addresses potential effects of the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives on these resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-957 (EIR):  Sensitive habitats are described beginning on page 
5.12-23 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  Protections are identified beginning on page 5.12-25. 
 
Response to Comment 281-958 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
importance of oak woodlands. 
 
Response to Comment 281-959 (EIR):  Canopy cover of oaks and other hardwoods is 
discussed beginning on page 5.12-30.  Impact 5.12-1 describes impacts of the loss and 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat, including canopy.  A discussion of the importance of oak 
canopy begins on page 5.12-40.  General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4 for the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative identifies oak canopy retention guidelines, and Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f) 
revises and strengthens the retention requirements of the policy.  General Plan Policy CO-J 
for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives 
requires establishment of an oak woodland management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-960 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-959. 
 
Response to Comment 281-961 (EIR):  Policy 7.4.5.1 of the 1996 General Plan Alternative 
requires a tree survey, preservation, and replacement plan for oaks and landmark and 
heritage trees.  Policy CO-70 for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives requires protection of heritage and landmark trees, 
and Implementation Measure CO-J establishes an oak woodland management plan.  
Although the County has no tree preservation ordinance, these policies serve a similar 
purpose. 
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Response to Comment 281-962 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-961, 
which discusses the requested inventory. 
 
Response to Comment 281-963 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 20. 
 
Response to Comment 281-964 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-29 for a 
discussion of noxious weeds. 
 
Response to Comment 281-965 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 253-29 for a 
discussion of noxious weeds. 
 
Response to Comment 281-966 (EIR):  Many of the requested policies are included in the 
General Plan alternatives.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, regarding 
policies to protect biological resources 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. 
 
Response to Comment 281-967 (EIR):  Exhibit 5.7-4 identifies developed park and 
recreation facilities in the County.  Table 5.7-9 describes these facilities in more detail.  The 
uses of parks and open space in the County are discussed beginning on page 5.7-63 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-968 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates impacts on the physical 
environment of development under the General Plan alternatives.  Quality of life, while it is 
an important factor in the living environment, is not considered an environmental issue; it is 
qualitatively addressed as “community character” in Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing.  
Property values and related economic issues are likewise not required to be evaluated under 
CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 281-969 (EIR):  The California Department of Conservation tracks 
conversion of undeveloped land in the context of agricultural conversion; Table 5.2-4 
provides this information for the period 1998-2000.   
 
Response to Comment 281-970 (EIR):  Impact 5.1-2 discusses General Plan policies 
relating to open space and rural land uses and evaluates the impact of the General Plan 
alternatives on land use character.  The visual character of the County is also described in 
the physical setting portion of Section 5.3, Visual Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-971 (EIR):  County community services districts and the 
Airports, Parks, and Grounds Division of the General Services Department are discussed 
and their responsibilities described beginning on page 5.7-64. 
 
Response to Comment 281-972 (EIR):  Policies to restrict ridgeline development and 
protect views in these areas are described in Impact 5.3-1. 
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Response to Comment 281-973 (EIR):  The commenter’s requested considerations are 
found throughout the EIR, in the appropriate topic areas.  For example, biological resources 
are addressed in Section 5.12 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  The commenter is referred to the 
Table of Contents in Volume 1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-974 (EIR):  The commenter provides information on the 
importance of agriculture in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-975 (EIR):  The commenter provides information on soil 
classifications. 
 
Response to Comment 281-976 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
importance of protecting soils amenable to cultivation. 
 
Response to Comment 281-977 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
Important Farmland Mapping Program. 
 
Response to Comment 281-978 (EIR):  Information about the County’s participation in the 
Important Farmland Mapping Program is provided beginning on page 5.2-17 of Volume 2 of 
the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-979 (EIR):  The present state of agriculture in the County is 
described beginning on page 5.2-1 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-980 (EIR):  The acreage in agricultural production and trends 
in agricultural production are described on pages 5.2-1 and 5.2-2.  Conversion of agricultural 
land over the period 1998-2000 is identified in Table 5.2-4. 
 
Response to Comment 281-981 (EIR):  Development pressures presented by encroaching 
suburban land uses are described beginning on page 5.2-9 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-982 (EIR):  No comparison is provided of the value of 
agricultural land versus residential land to County revenue.  CEQA requires an evaluation of 
impacts on the physical environment; economic and fiscal considerations are not 
environmental impacts and therefore need not be evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 281-983 (EIR):  Pages 5.2-2 through 5.2-9 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
describe the contribution of various agricultural activities to the economy of El Dorado 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-984 (EIR):  Land use character of the County and the rural 
environment are addressed in the discussions of Impact 5.1-2 and the setting portion of 
Section 5.3, Visual Resources. 
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Response to Comment 281-985 (EIR):  The Williamson Act is described, and the extent of 
dedicated lands in the County is identified, beginning on page 5.2-14, including Exhibit 5.2-2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-986 (EIR):  The evaluation of Impact 5.2-1 primarily focuses on 
the effects of development under the General Plan alternatives relative to continued 
agricultural operations in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-987 (EIR):  Changes in the quantity of agricultural land in the 
County is tracked by the Agriculture Department and by the California Department of 
Conservation, as described on pages 5.2-11 and 5.2-14 through 5.2-19. 
 
Response to Comment 281-988 (EIR):  No data are provided regarding conversion of other 
land types to vineyards.  This is primarily a conversion from one type of agricultural land to 
another.  Table 5.2-4 identifies acreages of conversion to and from agricultural land but does 
not distinguish the various types of agricultural uses. 
 
Response to Comment 281-989 (EIR):  Small-farm activity in the County is primarily 
located on smaller agricultural parcels (5-acre Low-Density Residential and 10-acre Rural 
Residential parcels).  These are widespread uses, but the EIR does not contain information 
regarding their economic contribution to the County.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
281-982. 
 
Response to Comment 281-990 (EIR):  The County Department of Agriculture provides 
public information about issues of interest or concern to agricultural operations, as does the 
State Department of Food and Agriculture. 
 
Response to Comment 281-991 (EIR):  Table 5.2-3 provides information about acreage in 
agricultural production by crop type for each Market Area.  Agricultural water demand is 
described in Subsection 5.5.1, Water Supply.  Table 5.5-5 provides information on acreage 
of agricultural land and water use in 2000; Tables 5.5-6 through 5.5-8 provide estimates of 
increases in irrigable agricultural land and agricultural water demand through 2050. 
 
Response to Comment 281-992 (EIR):  Information about existing water demand is 
provided beginning on page 5.5-29.  Impacts of development under the General Plan 
alternatives on the availability of water for agriculture are addressed along with impacts on 
water demand in general in Impact 5.5-1. 
 
Response to Comment 281-993 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-992. 
 
Response to Comment 281-994 (EIR):  The EIR does not evaluate the impacts of water 
rates set by individual purveyors. 
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Response to Comment 281-995 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about 
historic logging and its effects on forests. 
 
Response to Comment 281-996 (EIR):  The regulatory and planning environment relating 
to forestry in the County is described beginning on page 5.2-81 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  
The discussion includes information about the California Forest Practice Act and County 
ordinances and responsibilities.  Information about water quality (erosion and 
sedimentation, urban pollutants in runoff) is found in Subsection 5.5.3. 
 
Response to Comment 281-997 (EIR):  BMPs relating to water quality are described 
beginning on page 5.5-104.  Implementation of these BMPs is part of the existing condition 
relating to forestry practices in the County and is included in the baseline against which the 
impacts of the General Plan alternatives are measured. 
 
Response to Comment 281-998 (EIR):  The “Existing Conditions” portion of Subsection 
5.2.2 describes acreages and types of forest and timberland in the County and the impact 
of the timber industry on the County’s economy. 
 
Response to Comment 281-999 (EIR):  Pages 5.2-80 and 5.2-81 of Volume 1 of the EIR 
provide information on the forest products and logging industry, including a discussion of 
the types of trees used.  As noted there, more information is available from the U.S. Forest 
Service’s Resources Planning Act Assessment. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1000 (EIR):  The General Plan, under all four of the equal-
weight General Plan alternatives, identifies policies to protect and encourage timber 
harvesting activities in the County while balancing these activities with environmental 
protection.  The EIR evaluates the impacts of these and other General Plan policies on the 
environment.  Research into the soil-depleting effects of timber harvesting, although it may 
be of general interest, would not alter the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1001 (EIR):  Deforestation was not identified as an impact of 
implementing the General Plan alternatives.  Timber harvesting is regulated by the state 
and is generally subject to restocking requirements under state regulations. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1002 (EIR):  The commenter requests information about the 
County’s programs to prevent accidental introduction of fungus into forests.  The County 
Department of Agriculture has several programs focused on pest management.  For more 
information, contact the Department of Agriculture. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1003 (EIR):  The amount of privately held land interspersed 
in the Eldorado National Forest can be seen most clearly by referring to Exhibit 5.1-1, 
which depicts nonjurisdictional lands in the County.  In addition, page 5.2-78 provides 
information about the amount of land in the Eldorado National Forest that is under USFS 
and County jurisdiction. Table 5.1-5 in Subsection 5.1.1, Land Use, contains a discussion 
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of cooperation between the County and other jurisdictions, including USFS; refer to pages 
5.1-26 and 5.1-27. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1004 (EIR):  Information is provided on page 5.2-80 about 
the number of employees at the three major lumber mills in the County.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1005 (EIR):  Information about the three major lumber mills 
in the County is provided on page 5.2-80 
 
Response to Comment 281-1006 (EIR):  The EIR evaluates the impacts of the General 
Plan alternatives on forestry and timber harvesting activities in Section 5.2.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1007 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
1006. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1008 (EIR):  The County has implemented several special 
rules relating to forestry, including the Timber Preserve Zone (TPZ) program and definition 
of choice soils.  These are discussed beginning on page 5.2-84.  Canopy protection is 
discussed in several General Plan policies and in Section 5.12, Biological Resources 
(please refer to Response to Comment 281-959). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1009 (EIR):  The EIR identifies acreage of land designated 
Natural Resource (the primary land use designation under which timber harvesting is 
permitted) in Table 3-4 of Volume 1.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1010 (EIR):  Impact 5.2-4 addresses the impacts of 
development under the General Plan alternatives on timberland, including encroachment 
and potential for conversion to nontimberland uses.  The County has established TPZs to 
protect timber harvesting areas from encroachment. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1011 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
1010 and Impact 5.2-4 in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1012 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-
1010 and Impact 5.2-4. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1013 (EIR):  The commenter provides information about the 
value of trees to the environment. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1014 (EIR):  Tree cutting on private lots is addressed in 
Section 5.12 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1015 (EIR):  Impact 5.2-4 addresses the potential for 
conversion of timberland to other uses and determines that this is a less-than-significant 
impact under the General Plan alternatives because of the protections afforded by
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existing County ordinances and programs, as well as the protections provided by General 
Plan policies.  These policies include establishment of setbacks and buffers to avoid land 
use conflicts (1996 General Plan Policies 8.4.1.1 and 8.4.1.2, Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Implementation Measure AF-A) and a review 
process to ensure that land use conflicts would not occur (1996 General Plan Policy 8.4.2.1, 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Policy AF-4a and 
Implementation Measure AF-E). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1016 (EIR):  Information about the Airport, Parks and Grounds 
Division of the County General Services Department and about the County Parks and 
Recreation Commission is provided on page 5.7-64 of Volume 2 of the EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1017 (EIR):  Information about the various community service 
districts and other agencies with jurisdiction over parks in the County is provided beginning 
on page 5.7-64 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1018 (EIR):  The commenter provides an opinion about 
causes of overcrowding of recreational facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1019 (EIR):  Recreation plans in the County are described 
beginning on page 5.7-69 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  Information about responsibilities and 
funding sources is provided throughout the background discussion (pages 5.7-64 through 
5.7-72). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1020 (EIR):  Table 5.7-9 identifies parks and recreational 
facilities in western El Dorado County, including location and approximate size.  Information 
about persons-per-acre standards is provided in the discussion of community service 
districts.  Exhibit 5.7-4 depicts the locations of developed parks and recreation facilities in the 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1021 (EIR):  Page 5.7-72 of Volume 2 of the EIR includes 
descriptions of regional, community, and neighborhood parks and identifies the types of 
facilities available at each. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1022 (EIR):  The 1996 General Plan Alternative contains 
Policy 9.1.1.2, which identifies a preference for neighborhood parks to be located adjacent to 
schools, and Policy 9.1.1.7, which requires coordination between CSDs, recreation districts, 
school districts, cities, and the County to share recreational facilities.  The Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives contain Policy 
PR-4d, which encourages establishment of parks near schools and encourages joint use of 
these facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1023 (EIR):  Regional parks are defined on page 5.7-72 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR identified in Table 5.7-9.  Establishment of a regional park at Texas
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Hill Reservoir is not proposed as a part of the General Plan and therefore not within the 
scope of issues addressed in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1024 (EIR):  Table 5.7-9 identifies Bass Lake Park as a 
planned three-acre joint use park.  Design, construction, and operation of this park are 
currently undergoing a separate CEQA analysis to address project-level and site-level issues 
of concern.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1025 (EIR):  Information about persons-per-acre standards is 
provided in the discussion of community service districts, beginning on page 5.7-64.  
Information about responsibilities and funding sources is provided throughout the 
background discussion (pages 5.7-64 through 5.7-72).  Some funding is available under the 
Quimby Act (refer to discussion beginning on page 5.7-72). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1026 (EIR):  The County has a Bikeway Master Plan and a 
Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master Plan.  The County also intends to adopt a Parks Master 
Plan following adoption of a General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1027 (EIR):  Interagency cooperation is identified as a goal in 
the General Plan policies, as described in Response to Comment 281-1022.  Also refer to 
pages 5.7-64 through 5.7-69 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1028 (EIR):  The commenter’s inquiry will be addressed 
specifically in the planned update of the County’s Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master Plan.  
The General Plan alternatives include policies encouraging trails.  Please see Response to 
Comment 281-1029 and Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1029 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 17.  The 
Sacramento Placerville Transportation Corridor (SPTC) Master Plan was adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors on February 25, 2003.  Included in this document is the statement that 
the SPTC-JPA was formed to purchase the corridor in 1996 in order to preserve the 
continuity of the corridor under the protection of the “rails-to-trails” provisions of the National 
Trails System Act. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1030 (EIR):  Information about responsibilities and funding 
sources is provided throughout the background discussion on parks  (pages 5.7-64 through 
5.7-72). Some funding is available under the Quimby Act (refer to discussion beginning on 
page 5.7-72). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1031 (EIR):  The requested information would best be located 
in the updated Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master Plan.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be conveyed to the General Services Department for use in the ensuing 
update of the Hiking and Equestrian Trails Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment 281-1032 (EIR): The EIR analyzes both a 2025 and buildout 
scenario which would include the effects of a successful economic development program. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1033 (EIR): The commenter’s concerns and opinions 
regarding the impossibility of sustaining growth are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan 
deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1034 (EIR): The information regarding environmental 
degradation as a result of historic mining in the County (which constituted early “economic 
development”) is noted and may be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1035 (EIR):  The information regarding environmental 
degradation as a result of historic mining in the County (which constituted early “economic 
development”) is noted and may be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan. 
  
Response to Comment 281-1036 (EIR):  The information regarding environmental 
degradation as a result of historic mining in the County (which constituted early “economic 
development”) is noted and may be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1037 (EIR): The information regarding environmental 
degradation as a result of historic logging in the County (which also constituted early 
economic development) is noted and may be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 281-1038 (EIR):  The information regarding environmental 
degradation as a result of historic logging in the County (which also constituted early 
economic development) is noted and may be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 281-1039 (EIR): The commenter’s opinions regarding the basis 
of the Economic Development Element; importance of the Economic Development 
Element relative to housing, population, and a jobs-housing balance; and need to evaluate 
the effects that economic development may ultimately lead to are noted for the record and 
will be considered by the decisionmakers as they deliberate the General Plan. Please see 
Response to Comment 281-1032. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1040 (EIR):  The commenter’s opinions regarding the way in 
which the Economic Development Element should be developed are noted for the record. 
The Economic Development Elements of the draft General Plan alternatives include a 
focus on developing outreach and support programs so that the public and decisionmakers 
can better understand the importance of economic development. The No
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Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives include a very detailed set of programs through 
which these goals may be accomplished. The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives take a more general approach, largely delegating 
program development and implementation to an advisory body and an Economic Policy 
Framework, which would be developed subsequent to General Plan adoption. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1041 (EIR): The EIR includes a brief summary of employment 
and the labor force (see Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the EIR). A more detailed version of this 
summarized information was utilized in preparation of the land use forecasts completed by 
EPS. Please refer to Response to Comment 281-639 for more information on EPS’s reports. 
Please refer also to Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1042 (EIR): In their reports, EPS includes projections for future 
employment. These projections are based in part on historic trends, but are largely focused 
on projected population and housing unit growth. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1043 (EIR): The EIR does not evaluate the contributions of the 
rafting and kayaking industry to the County’s economy. 
 
Regarding the potential environmental effects of recreational use of the County’s rivers, 
please refer to Response to Comment 281-213 and pages 5.5-135 through 5.5-139 of 
Volume 1 of the EIR. Extensive analysis of the potential effects of recreational use on the 
South Fork of the American River was completed for the El Dorado County River 
Management Plan (2001), which is available for review through the County General Services 
Department, Division of Airports, Parks, and Grounds. 
 
Regarding the potential environmental effects associated with pulsed flows outside of the 
natural period of adequate flows, the County does not control the release of water from the 
dams on those rivers used by recreational boaters. As noted in the El Dorado County River 
Management Plan, which details the regulation of recreational boating on the South Fork of 
the American River, streamflow in the most heavily used reach has not been in a natural 
state or unimpaired since the 1850s and 1860s. Flow impairments are numerous and 
complex, resulting from actions by a number of different entities. Potential environmental 
effects associated with changes in flow regime have been and will continue to be evaluated 
as part of the actions of those entities responsible for changes in flow (e.g., Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing).  
 
Response to Comment 281-1044 (EIR): The success rate of small business in El Dorado 
County was not evaluated in the EIR because such information was determined to be 
unrelated to environmental impacts under CEQA. See Objectives 10.1.5 and 10.1.7 of the 
1996 General Plan Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1045 (EIR): The EIR did not evaluate the effect of Internet 
commerce on the success of local businesses, transportation patterns, and certain age
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categories as such analyses were determined to be unnecessary to complete an 
environmental analysis of the proposed General Plan alternatives.  Electronic commerce 
may result in improved environmental conditions over time. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1046 (EIR): The County is not especially unique in the Sierra 
Nevada foothill “belt” in its reliance on a major east-west highway and in its topography. In 
the land use forecasts, EPS evaluates the extent to which access and topography may affect 
housing development (which is related to job creation). Please refer to the “Residential 
Allocation/Absorption” discussion beginning on page 44 of the March 2002 EPS report 
(contained in Appendix B of Volume 3 of the EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 281-1047 (EIR): The EIR does not include the requested detailed 
information related to economic development in the County as such information was not 
determined to be necessary to complete the CEQA analysis of the General Plan. Please 
refer to the Economic Development Element in the draft General Plan alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1048 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1047. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1049 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1047.  
The draft General Plan alternatives each contain policy direction to preserve the historic 
nature of those areas currently supporting historic communities. All four of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives propose to establish a historic design review process through 
which projects, including remodeling as well as new proposals, would be subject to historic 
design guidelines and review for compliance with those guidelines.  By taking this step, the 
County may preserve and even enhance the historic atmosphere that pervades much of the 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1050 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1047. 
Through its existing programs, the County Office of Economic Development can identify and 
encourage the development of appropriate and desired new businesses in the County.   
 
Reuse of vacant commercial space can be encouraged through land use and zoning 
designations. For example, by maintaining the nonresidential (e.g., commercial) designations 
of vacant parcels that may be particularly well suited to nonresidential use, the County can 
encourage the reuse of such parcels for the type of use they are best suited. By encouraging 
this type of “infill” nonresidential development, the need for identifying additional (new) 
nonresidential land may not be as great. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1051 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 280-152 
and 281-1047.   
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Response to Comment 281-1052 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1042. 
 The amenities identified by the commenter are, for the most part, the subject of 
environmental topic areas in the EIR.  As such, impacts of development under the General 
Plan alternatives on these topic areas are evaluated throughout the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1053 (EIR):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 281-
1047 and 281-1052. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1054 (EIR): Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1047. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1055 (EIR):  The County does maintain some information 
regarding cultural resources.  However, the official database of this information is maintained 
by the North Central Information Center (NCIC) at California State University, Sacramento.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 281-550 for additional details.  Also, the issue of a list 
of cultural resources in the County is mentioned in Mitigation Measure 5.13-1(f), which calls 
for the compilation of a cultural resources listing of resources that may be of importance to 
the County but are not included in the NCIC files. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1056 (EIR):  Please refer to the Parks and Recreation Element 
and Economic Development Element of all four of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1057 (EIR):  Information about listed historic properties in El 
Dorado County is provided in Tables 5.13-1 and 5.13-2 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1058 (EIR):  Section 5.13 of Volume 2 of the EIR describes the 
present framework for historic preservation and describes the impacts of the General Plan 
alternatives on these resources. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1059 (EIR):  The museums and commissions mentioned 
operate strictly in an advisory capacity with regard to cultural resources in the County.  The 
Planning Department and Planning Commission are required to review specific projects to 
determine whether they would have environmental impacts, including impacts on cultural 
resources.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1060 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1059. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1061 (EIR):  The County’s involvement in preservation of 
cultural resources is described in Section 5.13.  In general, this extends more to preservation 
of historic sites rather than educational programs. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1062 (EIR):  County regulations relating to cemeteries relate to 
all such facilities; no special treatment is afforded to old cemeteries unless they
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are designated as historic sites.  The General Plan does not contain specific policies 
addressing cemeteries; therefore, the EIR does not address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1063 (EIR):  The land use compatibility review identified in 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(b) would allow for potential incompatibilities between various land 
uses to be considered.   
 
Response to Comment 281-1064 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 281-1063. 
  
 
Response to Comment 281-1065 (EIR):  New Policy 7.5.1.1, described on page 5.13-20 of 
Volume 2 of the EIR, provides for suitable buffers and setbacks as the situation warrants.  
This measure would apply to cemeteries as well as to historic buildings, structures, or other 
cultural sites. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1066 (EIR):  Cemeteries are allowed in the following zone 
districts, either by right or by special use permit:  R1, R1A, R3A, R2, RM, RE-5, RE-
10, RT, all RA zones, C, CP, I, and A.  With the exception that existing cemeteries are 
designated PF, the General Plan does not specify compatible land use designations for 
cemeteries.  Utilizing the above list of zone districts in which they would be permitted, the 
following land use designations would likely to found to be appropriate:  PF, C, I, MFR, HDR, 
MDR, LDR, RR, and NR for the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives; PF, C, I, 
MFR, HDR, MDR, LDR, RL, and NR for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative; and PF, C, I, MFR, HDR, MDR, LDR, RL, NR and A for the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1067 (EIR):  The comment regarding the Lake Tahoe Basin is 
noted for the record.  Environmental impacts within the Tahoe Basin are addressed in 
Section 5.14 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1068 (EIR):  The four equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
are evaluated throughout the topic-area sections of the EIR.  Impacts of the other eight 
alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 6 of Volume 2 of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1069 (EIR):  The General Plan EIR analysis is by definition 
cumulative in that it examines impacts associated with Buildout of the General Plan.  
Additionally, Section 7.1 of Chapter 7 (Other CEQA Considerations) examines regional 
cumulative issues. 
 
Response to Comment 281-1070 (EIR):  Growth-inducing impacts of the General Plan 
alternatives are evaluated for all topic areas in Section 7.2 of Chapter 7, Other CEQA 
Considerations. 
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Response to Comment 281-1071 (EIR):  Significant irreversible environmental effects of 
the General Plan alternatives are described in Section 7.3 of Chapter 7, Other CEQA 
Considerations. 
 
 
 
 


