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LETTER 308:  TERRY GHERARDI 
 
Response to Comment 308-1 (GP):  The commenter expresses support for the 1996 
General Plan Alternative and gives her reasoning for doing so.  This is noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations regarding the General Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 308-2 (EIR):  The revised River Management Plan and related EIR 
were adopted by the Board of Supervisors in November 2001. This plan and environmental 
analysis specifically addressed the use of the South Fork of the American River for river 
recreation, taking into consideration impacts caused by vehicles accessing the river corridor 
and parking in the corridor. The EIR specified annual water quality testing protocols and 
other mitigation measures to insure that the river corridor was not degraded by this continued 
recreational use. Since the plan was adopted river use numbers have steadily declined. 
 
Response to Comment 308-3 (EIR):  The highest numbers of river recreation users 
experienced on the South Fork of the American River from Chili Bar to Salmon Falls bridge 
was in 1995.  The counts taken by El Dorado County indicated that there were approximately 
105,000 commercial rafters on the river that year with approximately 42,000 other private 
river users. The revised River Management Plan and related EIR were based upon this 
highest number of users. Theoretically the river might be able to accommodate the use 
number referred to by the commenter of 240,000 but without further understanding about 
whether this number refers to use spread equally over the 12 month period or whether this 
number was to be accommodated within the typical boating season of April through 
September it would be difficult to respond further. The County River Supervisor does not 
project that river use numbers would ever approach this figure. The River Management Plan 
has specified use numbers, which, if exceeded during a season, trigger a number of 
additional management strategies to be implemented the following season. These 
management strategies were specifically developed as part of the Plan to insure that once 
use thresholds were exceeded, additional measures would be implemented to address 
increased impacts to the river and corridor.  It is important to note that the numbers of river 
users has declined since 1995.  During this past season of 2003 the number of commercial 
passengers is estimated to be 59,450 and the number of private boaters to be 30,400.  
These lower use numbers reflect national trends in this industry. The commenter also states 
that the speculative number of users of 240,000 exceeds recreational use on other California 
rivers. A comparison of other California rivers and the number of users on those rivers is not 
a meaningful comparison as each river used for this type of recreation has different features 
such as length of run, category of rapids, land use patterns, put ins and take outs that can 
greatly affect carrying capacity or ability to accommodate recreational use without 
environmental degradation. 
 
Response to Comment 308-4 (EIR):  The commenter supports tourism in Apple Hill, and 
expresses concern about traffic on U.S. Highway 50 and other arterials associated with this 
tourism.  This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors during their deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 308-5 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns regarding the economic 
health of the County and how it has been affected by the General Plan process are noted. 
 
Response to Comment 308-6 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns about the costs of 
General Plan-related litigation are noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 308-7 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 308-8 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns regarding the publications 
of various organizations and the future of the County are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 308-9 (GP):  The commenter’s concerns about housing and 
continued legal disputes are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during their deliberations on the General Plan. The 
Housing Element contains a number of policies and implementation measures intended to 
encourage construction of affordable housing. Please refer also to Responses to Comments 
2-22 and 2-25. 
 
Response to Comment 308-10 (GP):  The commenter urges the County to exercise control 
over land use planning. This is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 
 




