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LETTER 85:  JUNE 9, 2003 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING ORAL COMMENTS 
 
Note: The following responds to comments and questions raised during the Planning 
Commission Draft Environmental Impact Report comment hearing. 

Response to Comment 85-1 (GP):  See Letters 18, 19, 31, and 91 for written 
documentation of Mr. Smith’s parcel-specific request. 

Response to Comment 85-2 (GP):  See Letters 82 and 136 for written documentation of 
the parcel-specific request for the Fresh Pond site. 

Response to Comment 85-3 (GP):  The commenter requests land use designations that 
would allow development of Piedmont Park (APNs 051-550-40, -47, -48, and -51).  As 
noted at the hearing, Mr. Davies’ parcel-specific request for the Piedmont Park 
development could be accommodated if the 1996 General Plan Alternative is adopted. 
The land use scenario proposed by Mr. Davies is included in the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative.  In the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives, the parcels are outside of the Placerville Community Region.   
These alternatives do not allow the assignment of High Density Residential (HDR) or 
Medium Density Residential (MDR) to lands outside of Community Regions and Rural 
Centers. Because the subject parcels are not within a Community Region or Rural Center, 
the HDR or MDR land use designations could not have been assigned in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" or Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  Please also 
refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment 85-4 (GP):  Mr. Abel requests the Rural Residential (RR) land 
use designation for APN 096-080-09.  The request is included in the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative. Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally 
Constrained Alternatives, the parcel is designated Natural Resource (NR).  The Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative contains policy direction to limit all residential 
subdivision to a maximum of four parcels (Policy LU-1b), which affected the assignment of 
land use designations under that Alternative.  For the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative, in general, growth was directed into the Community Regions and Rural 
Centers.  Any increase in density in the Rural Regions would circumvent that goal.  The 
NR land use designation is not inconsistent with the designations of other similarly-sized 
parcels in the area.   Please also refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment 85-5 (GP):  Ms. Graf’s concerns and opinions regarding 
subdivision and the need for parcel-specific review 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 85-6 (GP):  See Letter 83 for written documentation of Mrs. 
Ehrlich’s comments. Her concerns and opinions regarding the need for existing zoning 
designations to remain in place subsequent to adoption of a General Plan are noted for 
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the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
during deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 85-7 (GP):  The Missouri Flat Road/State Route 49 connector 
road (the commenter’s “bypass road”) is included on the Circulation Diagrams for each of 
the four equal-weight alternatives as a “Future Road”.  This means that the exact 
alignment of the road has not been fixed and its location on the ground could vary 
significantly during the development of preliminary alignments and the associated analysis 
done for those.   In this particular case, the Department of Transportation is exploring the 
options regarding the alignment of this road at this time.  However, those alignments have 
not reached a level beyond being simple proposals of several possible alignments. 
 
Mr. Bahlman’s request to have the Commercial designation applied to his property was 
not included in any of the General Plan alternatives. The property is designated Medium 
Density Residential (MDR) on each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternative Land 
Use Diagrams.  In the 1996 General Plan Alternative, the designations are the same as 
the current General Plan; no changes were made.  For the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, no new commercially-
designated parcels were identified. Please refer to Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 85-8 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives propose different policies than the previously-
adopted General Plan.  Please refer to Master Response 8. 
 
There is no evidence that reducing development prevents the establishment of fire safe 
infrastructure. Elements that make a development, community, or region fire safe can be 
implemented regardless of the level of development. While it is true that fire safety 
elements can be incorporated into development plans, development plans are not 
required for the implementation of fire safe actions. 
 
The General Plan team concurs that much of the information in all of the draft General 
Plans is very detailed. In an attempt to strike a balance between generalities and too 
much detail, the staff included some detail in the General Plan drafts that might otherwise 
be included in an Ordinance or the County Code. For the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, much of the detail has been placed 
in the Implementation Program rather than in the Policy section. The No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives do not contain implementation programs, so the policies are 
much more detailed and directive. In all of the drafts, several policies and/or 
implementation measures direct the County to take more comprehensive action after 
adoption of the General Plan. These processes would allow for additional public input and 
“full public disclosure”. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors may choose 
to further alter the proposed General Plan alternative drafts as they conduct their 
deliberations.  
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Response to Comment 85-9 (GP):  As noted by Project Manager Heidi Tschudin, site 
specific requests not met through the General Plan process could still be presented as 
proposed General Plan amendments subsequent to adoption of a new General Plan. 
Currently, the application fees are approximately $3,000.00 for a map or major text 
amendment and $1,600.00 for a minor text amendment. This fee does not include the 
cost of environmental or engineering studies that may be required to support the 
application or costs associated with completing a comprehensive environmental 
document (i.e., an Environmental Impact Report). Whether or not these additional studies 
would be necessary would depend upon the nature of the proposed amendment. 

Response to Comment 85-10 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Response 14. 

Response to Comment 85-11 (GP):  The current process addresses General Plan land 
use designations. Zoning will be addressed subsequent to adoption of a new General 
Plan. Please refer to Master Response 7 for an explanation of the difference between 
land use designations and zoning. 

State Planning and Zoning Law states that the legislative body of any city or county may 
adopt ordinances that regulate the size of lots and intensity of land use (Government 
Code Section 65850[c]). This is typically done as part of a Zoning Ordinance. State 
Planning and Zoning Law states that a legislative body may divide a county, city, or 
portions thereof into zones of the number, shape, and area it deems best suited to carry 
out the purpose of Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 4 of the Government Code (Government 
Code Section 65851). Planning and Zoning Law does not state that a jurisdiction cannot 
modify its Zoning Ordinance. In fact, because Zoning Ordinances are intended to 
implement a jurisdiction’s General Plan (Government Code Section 65800), zone 
designations must therefore be compatible with the adopted General Plan land use 
designations. 

Response to Comment 85-12 (GP/EIR):  Mr. Cribbs’ concerns and opinions regarding 
availability of documents, proposed oak tree mitigation measures, deer fencing, and 
financial impacts of the proposed General Plan are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during deliberations on 
the General Plan.  Please refer also to Master Response 18. 

Response to Comment 85-13 (GP/EIR):  The dam failure inundation zone maps 
included in the draft General Plans are copies of the dam failure inundation zone maps on 
file with the County and State Offices of Emergency Services. These maps are the basis 
of dam failure emergency response in the County (coordinated by the El Dorado County 
Sheriff’s Office of Emergency Services). The maps used by El Dorado County were 
developed consistent with the California Dam Safety Act. There is no evidence that the 
maps are not accurate. 

See Response to Comment 66-63 regarding the Important Biological Corridor (IBC) 
overlay. This corridor is proposed for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative only, 
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although the EIR proposes, as mitigation for environmental effects, that the corridor be 
included in the No Project, 1996 General Plan, and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives. 
 
Consistent with CEQA, the EIR evaluates the environmental impact of proposed General 
Plan policies and implementation measures. CEQA states that economic effects of 
proposed projects are not environmental impacts, and such analysis is not required in an 
EIR (California Code of Regulations Section 15131). The Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors may take potential economic effects into consideration as they 
deliberate the General Plan.  
 
The proposed implementation and mitigation measures that address establishment of the 
-IBC overlay state that the standards will be developed subsequent to adoption of the 
General Plan. It is anticipated that, if the Board of Supervisors adopts a plan with the -IBC 
overlay in place, the standards would be developed over a period of time and with the 
assistance of responsible agencies and affected landowners. There would be 
opportunities for public participation. The Board of Supervisors would have the final say 
on any standards within the –IBC overlay.  
 
Response to Comment 85-14 (GP/EIR):  See Letter 173 for the Agricultural 
Commission’s comments on the draft General Plans and DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 85-15 (GP):  The current Ranch Marketing Ordinance (County 
Code Section 17.14.180) outlines allowed uses, parking requirements, and minimum 
parcel sizes. Currently, the ordinance allows the following by right:  picnic areas; the 
display and sale of handicrafts and agricultural promotional items; gift display and sales 
areas (not including handcrafts) of a certain size for the retail sale of agricultural-related 
promotional items, gift items, and/or prepackaged goods; bake shops; prepared food 
stands; special events (with limitations depending upon parcel size and available parking); 
events promoting the agricultural operation on the parcel; the sale of alcoholic beverages 
made from agricultural products produced on site; agricultural-related museums; and 
agricultural homestays.  
 
It is anticipated that the Ranch Marketing Ordinance will be updated sometime in 2004. 
Parcel size requirements may be revised at that time. 
 
Response to Comment 85-16 (EIR):  The CEQA Guidelines suggest, but do not require, 
that an EIR for an unusually complex project should be no more than 300 pages. County 
staff have endeavored to be as efficient as possible in analyzing impacts and suggesting 
mitigation, but the analysis and compliance with CEQA mandates, as well as the Writ of 
Mandate, resulted in the length of the document. 
 
Response to Comment 85-17 (EIR):  See Letter 283 for written documentation of Mr. 
Marinaccio’s comments.  The EIR was prepared based on the current project descriptions 
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and consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. Whether or not prior decisionmakers had 
previously rejected ideas presented in the EIR was not considered.  
 
Response to Comment 85-18 (GP):  Mr. Marinaccio’s opinion regarding the “sunsetting” 
of Measure Y is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors during deliberations on the General Plan. Please refer also to 
Master Response 15. 
 
Response to Comment 85-19 (EIR):  The staff concurs that full and complete disclosure 
of environmental impacts adds to the complexity of the EIR.  The “baseline condition” is 
described throughout the subject chapters of the EIR (entitled “Existing Conditions” in 
Sections 5.1 through 5.14 of Volumes 1 and 2). Potential environmental effects of the 
proposed alternatives on the baseline condition are the subject of the impact analyses 
contained in each of the sections.  CEQA requires the County to consider the effects of 
the proposed alternative in comparison to existing conditions on the ground.   
 
Response to Comment 85-20 (GP):  As noted by Mr. Mahach, the County did not finish 
the update of the Zoning Ordinance following adoption of the General Plan in 1996. The 
Zoning Ordinance update process was put on hold due to results of the 1999 lawsuit.  
 
Response to Comment 85-21 (GP):  Subsequent to adoption of a new General Plan, the 
County will resume the update of the Zoning Ordinance. The extent to which current 
zoning will change will depend upon the adopted General Plan and details of the new 
ordinance. It is speculative to predict the number of parcels that would be subject to 
changes.  Please refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 85-22 (EIR):  Mr. Mahach’s concerns and opinions regarding the 
potential effects of mitigation measures on fire safety are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during deliberations on 
the General Plan.  Please also refer to Master Responses 13 and 14. 
 
Response to Comment 85-23 (GP/EIR):  Conflict resolution is a fundamental component 
of the process.  It is addressed through the EIR analysis which serves as a disclosure of 
potential “conflicts” in the form of impact analysis and through the public hearing process 
which allows the decisionmakers to consider the oral testimony of interested parties.  
 
Response to Comment 85-24 (GP):  By their nature, the alternative project descriptions 
define the overall “objective” of each plan. The No Project Alternative is required by law. 
The objective of the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative is to establish a 
land use pattern that is compatible with a proposed road system. The objective of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative is to establish a land use pattern that provides a 
greater level of environmental protection than the other alternatives. While it was 
developing the alternatives, the General Plan Team anticipated that the public and 
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decision making bodies would propose changes intended to further accommodate those 
objectives.  
 
Response to Comment 85-25 (EIR):  As part of the General Plan adoption process, the 
County will prepare Findings of Fact and Overriding Considerations, as necessary. 
Because the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have not selected a 
preferred alternative or identified policies and mitigation measures it may want to override, 
it is unrealistic to prepare findings and overriding considerations at this time. See Master 
Response 6 for more information on this subject. 
 
Response to Comment 85-26 (GP):  Please refer to Letter 207 for written documentation 
of Mr. Oliver’s parcel-specific request. 
 
Response to Comment 85-27 (GP):  The commenter requests the Low Density 
Residential (LDR) land use designation for APN 067-310-11.  This request is included in 
the 1996 General Plan Alternative. The parcel is identified as Rural Lands (RL) in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  
The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative contains policy direction to limit all 
residential subdivision to a maximum of four parcels (Policy LU-1b), which affected the 
assignment of land use designations under that alternative.  For the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, in general, growth was directed into the Community Regions and 
Rural Centers.  Any increase in density in the Rural Regions would circumvent that goal.  
The RL land use designation is not inconsistent with the designations of other similarly-
sized parcels in the area.  Please also refer to Master Response 8. 
 
Mr. Farren’s preference for the 1996 General Plan Alternative and his concerns regarding 
the need for more site-specific review are noted for the record and will be considered by 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 85-28 (GP):  Please refer to Letter 207 for written documentation 
of Mr. Brown’s parcel-specific request. 
 
Response to Comment 85-29 (GP):  Please refer to Letter 207 for written documentation 
of Ms. Pimental’s parcel-specific request. Ms. Pimental’s opposition to the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative is noted for the record and will be considered by 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 85-30 (GP):  Mr. Wasserman’s opinions regarding the General 
Plan process and parcel-specific requests are noted for the record and will be considered 
by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 85-31 (GP):  All hearings are noticed using local newspapers 
and direct mailings. Mr. Hartley’s concern regarding public awareness of the General Plan 
process is noted for the record.  
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Response to Comment 85-32 (GP):  Mr. Hartley’s opinions regarding the public’s 
opinion of Measure Y is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 

Response to Comment 85-33 (GP):  Mr. Hartley’s opinions and concerns regarding what 
the public wants and respecting the desires of property owners are noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during 
General Plan deliberations. 

Response to Comment 85-34 (EIR):  As noted by Ms. Tschudin at the hearing, the EIR 
assumes for the purposes of environmental analysis that the proposed casino will be built 
(please refer to page 1-3 of Volume 1 of the EIR). Please also refer to Master Response 
10.  Please refer also to Letter 87 for a copy of the casino-related articles Mr. Hartley 
distributed at the hearing. 

Response to Comment 85-35 (GP):  Please refer to Master Response 16.  The 
concerns and opinions expressed in the comment, representing the commenter’s position 
on sidewalks and pedestrian safety, especially in relationship to parks and schools, 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 85-36 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 108-5.   

Response to Comment 85-37 (EIR):  Please refer to Master Responses 13 and 14. 

Response to Comment 85-38 (GP):  Whether of not U.S. Highway 50 could be eight 
lanes in El Dorado County would depend on a number of factors, including funding and 
coordination with the California Department of Transportation and other agencies.  Please 
refer also to Master Response 14.  

Response to Comment 85-39 (GP/EIR):  As noted by Ms. Tschudin at the hearing, the 
Planning Commission may reach conclusions of mitigation measure feasibility as it 
deliberates the General Plan.  Please refer also to Master Response 6 for a discussion of 
the process to be used by the County in evaluating the feasibility of proposed mitigation 
measures.  

Response to Comment 85-40 (GP/EIR):  The Board of Supervisors extended the 
General Plan and Environmental Impact Report comment periods, resulting in a total of 98 
days for the General Plans and 76 days for the DEIR.  Please refer also to Master 
Response 1. 

Response to Comment 85-41 (EIR):  The El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
and the City of Folsom are currently working on the U.S. Highway 50 Corridor Light Rail 
Route Refinement Study to look at and analyze several different alternatives for light rail 
into the County.  This analysis will likely be the follow up document to begin 



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

 
4.2-143

implementation of policies contained in the General Plan regarding rail operations. Also, 
please refer to Master Response 17. 
 
Response to Comment 85-42 (GP/EIR):  This Response to Comments document 
includes draft implementation programs for each of the alternatives.  While the programs 
do not assign dollar amounts, they do identify estimated staff hours. This estimate gives a 
gauge of how costly implementation may be, although other factors such as relationships 
to other implementation and mitigation measures and requirements of State and federal 
law must also be considered. The information included in these programs may be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan 
deliberations. The final implementation program will be based on Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors deliberations. The final General Plan may not include all of the 
measures currently proposed in the General Plan drafts and EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 85-43 (GP):  The staff recognizes that affordable housing 
development is directly affected by fee requirements. This subject is addressed in the 
draft Housing Element. The element includes policies and implementation measures 
directed at reducing, deferring, or waiving fees for affordable housing projects. While it is 
true that fee waivers could affect the overall County budget, it is the intent to develop 
programs that would be self-funding (e.g., the Housing Trust Fund as outlined in 
Implementation Measure HO-K, or land banking as outlined in Implementation Measure 
HO-P).  
 
Response to Comment 85-44 (GP/EIR):  The Implementation Programs included in this 
Response to Comments document include direction on the timing of proposed 
implementation measures. However, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
may choose to change the timelines, and thus change priorities. It is anticipated that the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider implementation timelines 
during General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 85-45 (GP/EIR):  See Response to Comment 85-42.  
 
Response to Comment 85-46 (GP/EIR):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives included Implementation Programs that 
proposed priorities through timelines. This Response to Comments document includes 
draft implementation programs for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 85-47 (GP/EIR):  As noted by Ms. Tschudin, completing the 
exercise of more detailed cost analyses is not feasible at this time due to the uncertainty 
of what the ultimate plan may include. After the Planning Commission makes its initial 
recommendations for mitigation and policy/implementation measure inclusion and 
exclusion, it may be feasible for staff to take a closer look at costs associated with 
implementation. 
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Response to Comment 85-48 (GP/EIR):  The subject referred to by Commissioner 
Machado, oak tree canopy retention, is addressed in the Conservation and Open Space 
Elements of each alternative and in Section 5.12 of the EIR. Please refer also to Master 
Response 18. 
 
Response to Comment 85-49 (EIR):  Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) is one of four possible 
mitigation measures to address potential inconsistencies between the land use plan and 
the Level of Service (LOS) policies contained in the proposed General Plans (Impact 5.4-
1).  This inconsistency issue is for the year 2025 time horizon.  The roadways that are not 
projected to meet the LOS policies in the Plans in 2025 assuming planned improvements, 
are those listed in the mitigation measure.  While there are other roads in the County that 
currently exceed the LOS policies in the General Plan, and there may be additional ones 
in the future, it is possible to provide improvements, i.e., traffic capacity, to return all of 
them to an acceptable LOS level prior to the year 2025. 
 
Response to Comment 85-50 (EIR):  The intent of Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) is to 
make sure that schools are centrally located within Community Regions and Rural 
Centers and to address potential incompatibilities associated with the siting of schools and 
other public facilities. The proposed Mitigation Measure does not require the siting of 
schools in a manner that avoids incompatibilities but rather directs the County to consider 
siting and potential incompatibilities. At the time schools are proposed, the County can 
provide recommendations to the school districts. The County may oppose school projects, 
but, because they are under the jurisdiction of another agency with separate and distinct 
authority, the County cannot prevent school projects through the project approval process. 
 
All four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives include policy direction for 
coordination with the school districts in identifying potential new school sites. 
 
Mr. MacCready’s concern regarding the inclusion of Agricultural Districts and 
agriculturally-zoned lands on the list of potentially incompatible uses in Mitigation Measure 
5.1-3(d) can be discussed during the Planning Commission’s General Plan deliberations. 
 
Response to Comment 85-51 (EIR):  As proposed, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(d) does not 
specify the party responsible for granting administrative relief from agricultural setbacks. 
Resolution 176-97 (adopted July 1997) established responsibility for administrative relief. 
Currently, administrative relief can be approved by the Planning Director or the 
Agricultural Commission.  
 
Response to Comment 85-52 (GP/EIR):  The Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
treated agricultural lands differently in that it assigned the Agricultural Lands designation 
as the base land use designation. This is different from the No Project, 1996 General 
Plan, and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives, which assign an 
Agricultural District overlay, as well as another base land use designation. 
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As it deliberates the General Plan, the Planning Commission may consider how to best 
address protection of agricultural lands (through Agricultural Districts, an Agricultural land 
use designation, or, as suggested by Commissioner MacCready, a combination of both).  
 
Response to Comment 85-53 (GP/EIR):  As noted by Commissioner MacCready, well 
production interference as a result of other nearby wells is difficult to predict. According to 
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) (Water Facts: Ground Water in 
Fractured Hard Rock, April 1991), the amount of water passing through fractured rock 
varies depending upon conditions of fractures (e.g., size), recharge characteristics, and 
connections between fractures. See also the discussion on pages 5.5-63 and 5.5-64 of 
EIR Volume 1.  Connections could be affected by existing and new wells, although 
advance knowledge of potential interference is difficult or impossible to determine in 
advance. In many cases, new wells drilled near existing high-producing wells may be dry 
because of fracture zone locations. According to the DWR, the best “insurance” to avoid 
interference between neighboring wells is large lot sizes (minimum of 3-5 acres in most 
cases). Policies proposed in all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives provide 
protection similar to that recommended by DWR for new groundwater-dependent 
residential development by specifying that residential density cannot be greater than one 
dwelling unit per five acres. This does not offer protection for groundwater-dependent 
development on existing parcels that may be smaller than five acres. 
 
Response to Comment 85-54 (EIR):  As currently proposed, the new countywide fee 
program (new policy proposed under Mitigation Measure 5.7-5) could apply to all areas of 
the County, including areas already served by districts providing parks and recreation 
services. Details of the fee program, including the extent to which the fee requirement 
may apply to areas already served by a recreation provider, would be determined at the 
time the program is developed. 
 
Response to Comment 85-55 (GP/EIR):  See Response to Comment 85-43. The staff 
recognizes this challenging issue. The Housing Element includes measures that address 
alternative funding mechanisms for affordable housing. 
 
Response to Comment 85-56 (EIR):  The staff concurs with the commenter regarding 
the feasibility of implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.11-2(g) and proposes the addition 
of “where feasible” to the end of the first sentence.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document for this change.  
 
Response to Comment 85-57 (EIR):  As noted in Response to Comment 51-44, the 
Community Action Plans did not receive greater analysis for consistency with the General 
Plan because they are documents prepared by private organizations and have not been 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors or any other County agency, and they therefore 
have no standing as official policy documents. The Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors may choose to more closely consider and incorporate elements of those 
Community Action Plans as they deliberate the General Plan.  
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Response to Comment 85-58 (GP/EIR):  The EIR states that land in that portion of 
Sacramento County abutting El Dorado County is designated primarily for agricultural 
uses (page 5.1-20 of Volume 1 of the EIR). Land south of the highway is not dismissed as 
all of Sacramento County’s land is south of U.S. Highway 50 (land to the north of the 
highway is within the City of Folsom). It is true that the City of Folsom has gained approval 
to expand its sphere of influence (SOI) south of the highway (into land currently under the 
jurisdiction of Sacramento County). The City of Folsom’s recent expansion of its sphere of 
influence was granted by the Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO). Because it granted the sphere expansion, it is assumed that the Sacramento 
County LAFCO did not find any land use inconsistencies between Sacramento County 
land use and land uses that may be associated with the proposed expansion.  
 
Land uses for those areas of the City of Folsom bordering El Dorado County are specific 
plan (Empire Ranch) and other residential (ranging from one to 30 dwelling units per 
acre).  According to Section 5.1 of the EIR (Table 5.1-5, page 5.1-30  of Volume 1 of the 
EIR) , none of the land uses  proposed in the City of Folsom are inconsistent with the 
proposed General Plan alternatives or adopted specific plans.  
 
As noted by Mr. Hartley, the EIR contains a Mitigation Measure for the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives that directs the 
County to coordinate all planning with adjacent jurisdictions (not just transportation 
corridor planning) (Mitigation Measure 5.1-1).  
 
Response to Comment 85-59 (EIR):  The mitigation measure referred to by Mr. Hartley, 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-2, is intended to facilitate the maintenance of community 
separation. The mitigation measure proposes a two-step approach. First, areas between 
Community Regions and Rural Centers would be evaluated to reach conclusions 
regarding potential obstacles to the maintenance of rural land uses. The second step 
involves establishing a parcel consolidation and transfer of development rights program. 
The measure separately describes both the consolidation and transfer steps and does not 
describe them as one and the same. The measure would allow consolidation of parcels 
where such consolidation would further the maintenance of rural land uses in areas 
between Community Regions and Rural Centers (as identified during the first step). As an 
incentive to consolidate smaller rural parcels, developers may then transfer development 
rights to other parcels within Community Regions and Rural Centers. In the case of this 
mitigation measure, consolidation and transfer are complimentary and may be beneficial 
to property owners. 
 
Response to Comment 85-60 (EIR):  The statement on page 5.1-51 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR regarding a 5-acre minimum parcel size was intended to demonstrate the difficulties 
of buffering a 5-acre residential parcel from activities that may disturb the occupants. The 
statement on page 5.1-52 of Volume 1 of the EIR that, in general, a 10-acre parcel 
provides adequate space and buffering, is not contradictory to the statement on page 5.1-
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51 of Volume 1 of the EIR. The paragraph on page 5.1-51 has been revised for clarity. 
Please refer also to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response to Comment 85-61 (EIR):  The mitigation measure referred to by Mr. 
Marinaccio, Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(d), is one of four items the decisionmakers have to 
choose from as mitigation for potential inconsistencies with the level of service policies 
contained in the General Plan. In this instance, choice of one of the other three options 
would suffice as reason to not adopt Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(d). 
 
Mr. Marinaccio is correct that staff, under direction of the decisionmakers, will bring 
forward findings of fact and overriding considerations. See Master Response 6 for more 
information on this subject. 
 
Response to Comment 85-62 (EIR):  Please refer to Response to Comment 174-68.  
 
Response to Comment 85-63 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment, representing the commenter’s position on the funding of future road 
improvements and 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.  Funding of improvements is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  However, 
the Matt Boyer memorandum to the Board of Supervisors regarding these costs (and 
attached to Letter 257), while not a part of the EIR itself, is a public document and is a part 
of the General Plan review and analysis process.  As such, the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors will be including that information in their deliberations on the General 
Plan.  Also, please refer to Master Response 14 and the Responses to Letters 256 and 
257.   




