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 SECTION 4.1  MASTER RESPONSES 
 

 
The County has prepared a number of “Master Responses”. These responses are 
generally more extensive than the individual responses provided in Section 4.2, and may 
cover several related issues raised by a variety of commenters. The following Master 
Responses are included herein: 
 
Response #                               Topic          Page 
 
Master Response 1 Extension of Time to Comment on Draft General Plan and DEIR .................................4.1-3 
 
Master Response 2 Adequacy of General Plan and EIR; Level of Detail for General Plan and EIR ............4.1-4 
 
Master Response 3 Response to the Writ of Mandate .................................................................................4.1-6 
 
Master Response 4 Project Description Changes Since Release of the NOP................................................... 4.1-9 
 
Master Response 5 General Plan Implementation; Interim Policies and Regulations;  

Timing of Mitigation ..................................................................................................4.1-10 
 
Master Response 6 Findings of Fact; Rejection of Policies; Infeasible Mitigation Measures;  

Rejection of Alternatives...........................................................................................4.1-12 
 
Master Response 7 General Plan Land Use Designations as Compared to Zoning........................................ 4.1-17 
 
Master Response 8 General Plan Alternatives, Public Process, and Individual Property Designations .....4.1-19 
 
Master Response 9 Property Values; Takings ...........................................................................................4.1-26 
 
Master Response 10 Shingle Springs Rancheria Casino..............................................................................4.1-27 
 
Master Response 11 El Dorado Hills Incorporation ......................................................................................4.1-28 
 
Master Response 12 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) ..................................................................................................... 4.1-30 
 
Master Response 13 Funding Roadway Improvements ...............................................................................4.1-33 
 
Master Response 14  U.S. Highway 50 Widening..........................................................................................4.1-39 
 
Master Response 15  Measure Y...................................................................................................................4.1-42 
 
Master Response 16 Bikeways, Sidewalks, and Pedestrian Access ............................................................4.1-44 
 
Master Response 17 Rail Corridor ...............................................................................................................4.1-46 
 
Master Response 18 Oak Tree Canopy Coverage............................................................................................. 4.1-49 
 
Master Response 19 Intentionally Left Blank ...................................................................................................... 4.1-56 
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Response #                               Topic          Page 
 
Master Response 20 Pine Hill Preserve Boundaries.....................................................................................4.1-57 
 
Master Response 21 Mineral Resource Mapping .........................................................................................4.1-61 
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Master Response 1 – Extension of Time to Comment on the Draft General Plan 
and/or the DEIR 
 
A number of comments requested additional time to comment on the Draft General Plan 
and EIR.  California Government Code Section 65352(b) requires a minimum 45-day 
review period for a draft general plan.  CEQA Section 15105(a) also requires a 
minimum 45-day review period for draft EIRs (if, as is the case here, the draft EIR was 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse).  The Draft General Plan was released for public 
review on April 9, 2003 for a 49-day review period extending from April 9, 2003 through 
May 27, 2003.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was released for public 
review on April 30, 2003 for a 47-day review period extending from May 1, 2003 through 
June 16, 2003.  Also on April 30th, the comment period for the General Plan was 
extended an additional 20 days through June 16, 2003 to be coincident with the close of 
the comment period for the DEIR.  On June 10, 2003 the Board of Supervisors voted to 
extend both comment periods an additional 29 days through July 15, 2003.  The total 
comment period for the General Plan was 98 days.  The total comment period for the 
DEIR was 76 days. 
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Master Response 2 – Adequacy of General Plan and EIR; Level of Detail for 
General Plan and EIR  
 
Some comments questioned whether the General Plan and/or EIR contained sufficient 
information necessary to satisfy the requirements of the State Planning law and CEQA. 
The project before the County is the adoption of a General Plan, a planning document 
that is necessarily general in nature.  The function of a General Plan is not to prescribe 
all of the land use and environmental standards in the county, but to set general policies 
and provide direction for implementing those policies through more specific land use 
regulations.   
 
The standards for adequacy of a General Plan are established by State law, 
commencing with Section 65300 of the Government Code.  Further elaboration is 
provided in the advisory State General Plan Guidelines.  In general, local governments 
are given great latitude in the development and adoption of a General Plan as long as 
the statutory requirements of State law are satisfied.  Among the most important of 
those requirements is that the elements of the Plan be integrated and internally 
consistent.   
 
The four equal-weight General Plan alternatives were each developed to fully meet the 
requirements of State law.  The EIR further examined this issue, and in Impacts 5.4-1 
and 5.4-3 identified potential inconsistencies between the Land Use Element and 
Circulation Element in all of the four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  
Impact 5.4-1 identifies segments of various roadways, which, due to growth that would 
be allowed under each of the General Plan alternatives, would exceed allowable level of 
service (LOS) at both the 2025 and buildout scenarios (see page 5.4-38). Impact 5.4-3 
addresses the timing (funding and construction) of needed roadway improvements and 
identifies inconsistencies with concurrency requirements. The proposed mitigation 
measures attempt to resolve inconsistencies identified in both Impacts, some of which 
may trigger a public vote in order to be implemented (see Master Response 15).  
 
Standards for adequacy of an EIR are discussed in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15151) and further elaborated upon regularly via the courts in published case law.  
Section 15151 states in full: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The 
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure.  
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Regarding “level of detail” appropriate for the General Plan and EIR, Section 65301(c) 
of the Government Code addresses this issue for General Plans, and Section 15146 of 
the CEQA Guidelines is relevant to the EIR. 
 
Section 65301(c) of the Government Code establishes that, as long as the content and 
scope of the General Plan meets the minimum requirements of State law, the degree of 
specificity and level of detail must reflect local conditions and circumstances.  A General 
Plan is by definition intended to be broad, or “general,” in scope.  Relegation of more 
specific regulatory details and requirements to implementing plans, regulations, and 
ordinances is common practice. 
 
Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines addresses the degree of specificity required in 
an EIR.  This section states in full: 
 

The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. 
  
(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the 
specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local 
general plan or comprehensive Zoning Ordinance because the effects of the 
construction can be predicted with greater accuracy. 
  
(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive 
Zoning Ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects 
that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need 
not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.  

 
The General Plan and the General Plan EIR address plans and policies covering over 
one million acres in El Dorado County.  How and where (within individual parcels) 
development will proceed is generally unknown and cannot be practically and feasibly 
addressed at this level of planning.  Within the context of Section 15146 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, analysis of development of specific individual parcels is neither feasible nor 
required.  Thus, development in the county is considered more generally (e.g., a 
specific number of homes will be developed in a certain market area producing a 
calculated number of vehicle trips, air emissions, etc.).  This conforms to the guidance 
provided by CEQA. 
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Master Response 3 – Response to the Writ of Mandate 
 
Several commenters have asked why the County prepared a new EIR rather than simply 
revising the prior EIR to address issues raised in the Writ of Mandate. In the 142-page 
“Ruling on Petition for Writ of Mandate” dated February 5, 1999 (copy available on the 
General Plan website), the Superior Court judge identified more than 25 specific 
deficiencies, in nine different categories in the EIR analysis completed for the General 
Plan adopted in 1996.  Responding to these deficiencies required the preparation of a 
new EIR.  Other changed circumstances, and the simple passage of time, also mandated 
the preparation of a new document. 
 
Some categories of deficiencies identified in the Writ of Mandate, such as the rejection of 
certain mitigation measures without substantial evidence, involved discrete issues.  These 
deficiencies could potentially have been corrected by a focused change to the 
environmental analysis.   Taken together, however, the review of eleven rejected 
mitigation measures involved substantial revisions to numerous chapters of the EIR.   
 
More importantly, other deficiencies identified by the Court required comprehensive 
revision to address the Court’s concerns.   For example, the Court’s determination that the 
County had not sufficiently considered the impacts of supplying additional water to serve 
the increased population affected not only the water analysis but, potentially, the biological 
analysis as well.  In addition, the Court found that the County’s population projections 
were flawed.  As a result, the entire impact analysis was based on population figures that 
the Court concluded were not supported by substantial evidence.  This meant that the 
County had to reconsider its population projections and then amend all of its impact 
analyses accordingly.   This substantially affected the analysis in every section of the EIR. 
 
The Court also found that the EIR failed to analyze a “reasonable range of alternatives” to 
the proposed General Plan adopted in 1996, and that the County failed to demonstrate 
that it had analyzed any alternative that would provide “significant environmental 
advantages” to the proposed plan.  The Court required that the County consider at least 
one alternative that offered significant advantages over the General Plan adopted in 1996. 
The Court’s requirement that the County analyze new alternatives resulted in complete 
revision of the alternatives chapter, and also resulted in changes throughout other 
sections of the document. 
 
In addition to the correction of analytical deficiencies identified in the Writ of Mandate, 
other changed circumstances required substantive revisions to the EIR.  Several years 
had elapsed between the time that the EIR for the General Plan adopted in 1996 had 
been initially prepared in 1994 and analysis of the new General Plan commenced.  
Significant portions of the data had become outdated. The “baseline” conditions in the 
county had changed significantly between preparation of the original EIR and the time the 
County began the process of responding to the Writ of Mandate.  This required a 
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comprehensive update to the existing setting portion of the EIR, and an evaluation of 
future impacts using the updated existing setting as a baseline. 
 
Between preparation of the 1994 DEIR and Writ of Mandate, several large residential 
development projects had been approved and had Development Agreements in place. 
Those Development Agreements are exempt from the Writ of Mandate’s limitations on 
development and are assumed, for purposes of analysis, to grant certain vested rights to 
build a significant number of new residential units regardless of a new General Plan.  
While most of these projects are not part of the baseline physical conditions, their special 
legal status made it necessary to consider them as part of each alternative.  The status of 
each agreement in relation to the proposed general plans has been the subject of ongoing 
review and analysis. 
 
Finally, because the CEQA analysis of the General Plan adopted in 1996 had been 
successfully challenged, and a majority of the voters approved an amendment to the 
Circulation Element by enacting Measure Y, the County concluded that an equal-weight 
analysis of a range of alternatives would provide the Board and public with more 
information to make an informed decision regarding the impacts of a new General Plan.    
 
Appendix G of the EIR explains how the County has addressed each of the issues raised 
by the Writ of Mandate (one issue was inadvertently omitted from Appendix G in the Draft 
EIR and has been added as shown in Appendix C-2).  Some of the Writ of Mandate 
issues did not involve the contents of the original EIR but instead addressed findings 
made by the County in connection with the 1996 General Plan adoption process.  As 
described in Appendix G, the Court found that in some cases the County’s findings that a 
particular mitigation measure was not feasible was not supported by sufficient evidence.  
These issues will be addressed by the County in the course of adopting a final General 
Plan. 
 
After the release of this Response to Comments document, the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors will conduct a series of hearings to consider the information and the 
opinions and evidence submitted by members of the public, and to deliberate and select a 
General Plan from among the proposed alternatives.  The deliberations will include 
determining which of the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR should be included as 
part of the adopted General Plan.  Where the Board determines that the evidence 
demonstrates that a proposed General Plan alternative or mitigation measure is not 
feasible due to specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, the 
Board will not adopt the alternative or include the measure in the General Plan.  The 
reasons for such determinations will be set forth in findings to be prepared and adopted in 
connection with certification of the final EIR.  These findings will also address the 
requirements of the Writ of Mandate that could not be addressed in the EIR. 

After the County has adopted a final General Plan and certified the EIR, it will file a 
document entitled “Return to the Writ” with the Superior Court. That document will inform 
the Court of the manner in which the County has responded to each issue in the Writ of 
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Mandate. The Court will review the Return to the Writ and will lift the Writ of Mandate upon 
its determination that the County has satisfied the requirements of the Writ of Mandate.  
Once that occurs, the County will no longer be subject to the terms of the Writ of Mandate 
and will begin processing development applications in accordance with the new General 
Plan. 
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Master Response 4 – Project Description Changes Since Release of the NOP 
 
Several commenters asked why the EIR did not include a detailed analysis of the 2001 
Project Description as proposed in the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  Since the time of 
release of the NOP, the County decided not to focus on the 2001 Alternative as “the 
project”, but rather to expand the analysis to four equal-weight alternatives, and to prepare 
a comparative assessment of the 2001 Alternative. 
 
As described in the EIR (page 1-5), the environmental review process commenced on 
August 6, 2001 with the issuance of the NOP soliciting comments regarding the 
appropriate scope of the EIR.  A scoping meeting was held on August 20, 2001.  A total of 
51 NOP comment letters were received. 
 
The NOP described the 2001 Alternative and four other alternatives (No Project, Roadway 
Constrained, Environmentally Constrained, and 1996 General Plan).  During subsequent 
development of the land use forecasts and traffic modeling, the County determined that 
the 2001 Alternative and the 1996 General Plan Alternative were substantially alike and, 
therefore, there was little value to be gained from an analysis of both. The County also 
determined that to be more responsive to the NOP comments and Writ of Mandate, and 
create more flexibility for fully informed decision-making by the Board, it should examine 
several key alternatives at equal-weight, rather than preparing only one detailed analysis 
of a preferred plan with comparative analyses of the remaining alternatives.  
 
As such, the County decided to analyze the four other alternatives identified in the NOP at 
equal-weight, and to analyze the 2001 Alternative at a comparative level.  This is 
described on pages 3-11 and 3-12 of the DEIR (Volume 1).  The EIR analysis responded 
to the NOP comments consistent with CEQA.  CEQA contains no requirements regarding 
recirculation or reissuance of an NOP under such circumstances.  Hence, no further 
action was taken with regard to the NOP. 
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Master Response 5 – General Plan Implementation; Interim Policies and 
Regulations; Timing of Mitigation 
 
Several commenters asked how the policies and actions contained in the General Plan 
will be implemented (including those imposed by the mitigation measures), the timing 
and priority for that effort, and what policies and regulations will apply in the interim 
period.  
 
As noted on page 1-7 of the DEIR, the mitigation measures identified in the document 
take the form of new or modified goals, policies, implementation measures, and actions 
that can be incorporated into the final General Plan.  Adopted mitigation measures will 
be implemented and enforced through the application of the General Plan to land use 
and planning decisions and the implementation of actions directed by the General Plan. 
 As required by Section 21081.6(b) of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097(b) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the General Plan will 
consist of adopted mitigation measures, monitoring and implementation policies that are 
included in the General Plan, and annual reporting on the General Plan required by 
Section 65307 of the Government Code.  
 
The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative both include an Implementation Program (by element).  These 
Implementation Programs include an assignment of responsibility for carrying out each 
measure, and a timeframe for completion.  The No Project Alternative and 1996 General 
Plan Alternative do not include an Implementation Program.  However, those alternatives 
do specify the timing for implementation of various policies.  For each of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives, the staff has prepared individual Implementation Plans (see 
Appendix B of this Response to Comments document) for consideration by the Board and 
public prior to General Plan adoption. In addition to the information identified above, these 
plans contain estimations regarding the cost implications for implementation. This 
information is important in order to allow the Board of Supervisors to establish priorities 
and evaluate the feasibility of various mitigation measures, policies and actions, and 
alternatives.  
 
Because not all of the policies and actions in the adopted General Plan will be 
implemented immediately, there will be a lag between the time a General Plan is 
adopted and the time each individual action can be accomplished. This would be true 
for any substantive General Plan update in any jurisdiction, and is especially true for El 
Dorado County where there has been limited General Plan implementation since work 
was started on the 1996 General Plan back in 1989.  Determining which implementation 
actions are higher priority than others is a fundamental policy decision the Board must 
make as a part of its deliberations. Obtaining appropriate funding for completion of the 
implementation plans will be an important part of that decision.  Public input during the 
hearings is encouraged to assist the Board in determining implementation priorities and 
balancing among factors such as the degree of environmental benefit, cost to the 
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County (including staff time), costs to applicants, and effects on other General Plan 
goals and objectives. 
 
The policies in the Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative in some cases have less specificity that the 
policies in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives and instead direct that 
specific policies be adopted as part of the implementation program for that plan 
alternative.  The DEIR notes that this creates a possibility that impacts will occur during 
the interim period between adoption of the General Plan and adoption of the more 
stringent implementation regulations.  (See Impact 5.1-3, page 5.1-50, third paragraph). 
 Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c) is recommended for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” Alternative (page 5.1-66) and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative (page 
5.1-68) in order to create an Interim Conformity Review Process to be applied until such 
time as all General Plan implementation program actions are in place.   This Mitigation 
would establish a new policy requiring any more stringent standards in the existing 
Zoning Ordinance or 1996 General Plan to be applied in the interim as new standards 
and regulations are being developed. 
 
Under the approach proposed by Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c), if a General Plan policy 
lacked a specific performance standard, the County would apply the relevant standard 
from the Zoning Ordinance or the 1996 General Plan.  If neither of those documents 
contained a relevant performance standard, the County would evaluate compliance with 
the applicable policy as it would with any other policy by reviewing the particular facts 
and circumstances of the development approval being requested to determine if 
substantial evidence demonstrates compliance with the policy. 
 
For example, Policy AF-1f of the Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” and 
Environmentally Constrained alternatives provides that “the County shall discourage the 
conversion of existing or suitable agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses” and 
implementation measures AF-E and AF-F require the County to develop procedures 
and standards for evaluating proposed agricultural conversions.  Under Mitigation 
Measure 5.1-3(c), until the standards contemplated by AF-E and AF-F are adopted, the 
County would use any applicable standards in the current Zoning Ordinance. To the 
extent that standards are not included in the Zoning Ordinance, the County would look 
to the 1996 General Plan for guidance.  That document (in Policy 8.1.1.4) specifies that 
the County should use the document entitled “The Procedure for Evaluating the 
Suitability of Land for Agriculture.”  Those procedures would be used by the County until 
programs were developed pursuant to implementation measure AF-E and AF-F. 
 
In response to comments on the DEIR, certain mitigation measures were revised to provide 
greater specificity as to the interim standards to be applied prior to implementation of the 
proposed policies.  These include measures relating to stream setbacks and the protection 
of scenic corridors.  Please refer to Chapter 2.0 (revisions to pages 5.3-24, 5.3-26, 5.12-
113, and 5.12-114).  Please also see Master Response 18 for a discussion of interim 
standards for oak tree canopy removal. 
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Master Response 6 – Findings of Fact; Rejection of Policies; Infeasible Mitigation 
Measures; Rejection of Alternatives 
 
Several commenters requested additional information regarding the process to be used 
to make decisions regarding the final plan to be adopted and the mitigation measures to 
be included in the plan. 
 
The Planning Commission (in their recommendation to the Board) and the Board of 
Supervisors (in their final decision-making) have a number of key decisions to make that 
can be summarized as follows: 
 
1. Which of the analyzed alternatives do they wish to use as the base for their 

decision-making?  The staff envisions that one of the four equal-weight General 
Plan alternatives will be chosen as the “base” alternative for their action.  The 
closer in content that the final Plan is to one of the equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives, the more likely the EIR will adequately cover the required 
environmental impact assessment for the decision. The Board may also choose to 
use one of the equal-weight alternatives with a shift in policy emphasis as proposed 
by one of the comparative alternatives examined in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. 

 
2. Within the chosen alternative, what if any, policy (or other text) modifications do 

they wish to make, including those recommended within EIR mitigation measures? 
This could include decisions regarding any of the policy issues for which a “range” 
of potential actions was analyzed among the alternatives.  For example, the Board 
may wish to consider addressing some or all of the following policy issues, or other 
policy issues, in a manner different than the issue is addressed in the base 
alternative selected for discussion:  

 
• Extent of subdivision allowed – Not allowed under No Project Alternative.  Allowed under the 

1996 General Plan Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  Constrained to 
a maximum of one four-lot split per “splitable” parcel under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” Alternative. 

 
• Mixed-use requirements – Required for some Commercial projects under the Environmentally 

Constrained Alternative. 
 

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR) -- Both the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative include new floor-area-ratios (FAR) for nonresidential 
land use designations that generally allow for increased intensity of use.  FAR is defined as the 
gross floor area of all structures on a parcel divided by the total lot area.  A FAR of 0.25 would 
allow a total of 10,890 square feet on a one-acre lot (43,560 x 0.25).  This could be in the form of 
a single-story building with 10,890 square feet, or a two-story building with a footprint of 5,445 
square feet (assuming equal first/second floors).  A FAR of 0.30 would allow a total of 13,068 
square feet on the same lot (43,560 x 0.3). Allowable FARs under the various alternatives are 
summarized in Master Response 12. For the Commercial land use designation the No Project 
Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative allow a maximum FAR of 0.25, whereas under the 
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Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative a FAR of 0.30 to 1.0 would be allowed.  (Note that the higher the FAR, the more likely 
two or more floors would be needed to accommodate buildings with required setbacks, parking, 
and other features)  For the Industrial land use designation the No Project Alternative and 1996 
General Plan Alternative allow a maximum FAR of 0.25, whereas under the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative an FAR 
of 0.50 to 1.0 would be allowed.  For the Research and Development land use designation the 
No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative allow a maximum FAR of 0.25, 
whereas under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative would increase the 
maximum to 0.30 and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative would decrease the maximum 
0.20.  Various public comments on the FAR policies are discussed in Master Response 12. 

 
• Planned Developments -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative include 

requirements and detail regarding Planned Developments, whereas they are treated more 
generally in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative with specifics to be developed in revision of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
• Sidewalks -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative do not include 

requirements for sidewalks.   
 

• Development on ridgelines – Limited under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative and Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 

 
• Number of lanes on U.S. Highway 50 – Six lanes are proposed under the Roadway 

Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative.  Eight-lanes are proposed under the other equal-weight 
alternatives.  See Master Response 14. 

 
• Concurrency and latent demand – Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative 

roadway improvements must be fully operational prior to issuance of a building permit, and latent 
demand, for the purposes of review, is defined as the sum of: 1) existing traffic; 2) project traffic; 
and 3) traffic from all approved and ministerial projects.  Under the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative, funding for roadway improvements must be encumbered and the improvements must 
be programmed for construction, and latent demand for the purpose of project review is defined 
as the sum of: 1) existing traffic; and 2) project traffic.  Under the No Project Alternative and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives, requirements are less specific.  Projects are to make necessary 
roadway improvements or pay traffic mitigation fees concurrent with development; no latent 
demand definitions are specified.  See Master Response 13. 

 
• Road Design Standards -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative do not 

include roadway design standards (with the exception of freeway off-ramp distance standards), 
whereas the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative specify standards for seven functional roadway classifications.   

 
• Traffic LOS thresholds – LOS E in Community Regions and LOS D in Rural Centers and Rural 

Regions for the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives. Under the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative LOS cannot 
drop below E on any roadway segment, and: 1) all roadway segments operating at LOS A, B, or 
C in 2015 can not fall below LOS C; 2) all roadway segments operating at LOS D in 2015 cannot 
fall below LOS D. 
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• Concurrency and timing of demand for public services and utilities – “Will-serve” letters are 
required for water, sewer, and power prior to approval of a discretionary project under the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives.  Evidence 
of adequate public service and utility infrastructure and capacity is required under the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives prior to project 
approval.  Under the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative, requirements are 
less specific. 

• Use of groundwater – Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, discretionary projects must demonstrate that 
groundwater will be adequate to supply the highest demand that could be permitted on the 
property and that there will be no adverse effect on neighboring wells.  Under the No Project 
Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative, requirements are less specific. 

• Use of reclaimed water – Required for some projects under the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative.  

•  Use of septic systems -- Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, discretionary and ministerial projects must 
demonstrate that the proposed septic system will be adequate to accommodate the 
highest demand that could be permitted on the property.  Under the No Project Alternative 
and 1996 General Plan Alternative, requirements are less specific. 

• Development in fire hazard areas – Under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, 
development in areas of high and very high wildland fire hazard is precluded unless the hazard 
can be reduced. 

• Gated communities – Precluded under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 

• Trails – Under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative links to existing and planned trail systems are required. 

• Treatment of off-premises signs – Removal required under the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative. 

• Noise standards – Generally less restrictive under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative and most restrictive under the No Project/1996 General Plan Alternative. 

• Grading in rainy season – Precluded under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative unless 
the potential for sedimentation is adequately mitigated.  The No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives contain no restrictions. 

• Grading of steep slopes – Generally precluded within the -IBC overlay under the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 

• Ratios for wetlands restoration and protection of other biological resources – 1:1 
replacement ratio required to mitigate for wetlands impacts under all four of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives, or 2:1 restoration ratio under the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
“Plus” Alternative versus 3:1 restoration ratio under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
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• Tree Protection -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative include 

standards for tree canopy protection, whereas this issue is treated more generally in the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative with specifics to be developed in an Oak Woodland Management Plan.   Public 
comments on this issue are discussed in Master Response 18. 

 
• Cultural Resource Protection -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative 

include some specifics regarding protection of cultural resources, whereas this issue is treated 
more generally in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative with specifics to be developed in a Cultural Resource Protection 
Ordinance. 

 
• Agriculture and Forestry -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative 

include details regarding minimum parcel size, densities on adjoining parcels, and setbacks, 
whereas these issues are treated more generally in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative with specifics to be developed in the 
revision to the Zoning Ordinance.    

 
• Tahoe Basin – The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative include a separate 

Tahoe Basin Element and regulate the basin separately and distinctly from the TRPA regulations. 
 The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative fully incorporate the TRPA regulatory framework. 

 
• Economic Development -- The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative 

include extensive detail on the approach to economic development.  The Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative direct the 
development of an Economic Policy Framework.  

 
• Implementation Program – The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative and the 

Environmentally Constrained Alternative include Implementation Programs within each Element. 
The No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan Alternative do not incorporate an 
Implementation Program though one would be required (see Appendix B to this Response to 
Comments document). 

 
There are also a number of other “structural” (framework and organization of text) 
differences between the alternatives, and differences in definitions and 
assumptions that result in fundamental differences between them.  By choosing 
one alternative over another or specifically choosing to incorporate certain 
definitions, assumptions, or other differences the Board will be expressing 
preferences regarding these fundamental and structural differences as well. 

 
3. Within the chosen alternative, what if any land use (or other mapping) modification 

do they wish to make?  The County has received numerous specific requests from 
landowners to adopt a particular land use designation (and subsequent zoning) for 
their property (and in some cases for someone else’s property).  The staff has 
documented these requests in Appendix A of the DEIR and has updated these 
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tables in Appendix C of this Response to Comments document.  See Master 
Response 8. 

 
Once the Board has determined which General Plan alternative and components 
thereof are most appropriate and/or desirable for adoption, the Board must also 
examine the mitigation measures recommended for that alternative and make individual 
determinations about the feasibility of those measures.  Each applicable mitigation 
measure must be adopted into the General Plan as recommended or in a modified form, 
or be rejected as infeasible for specified reasons.  
 
State law requires that the Board make several types of “findings” at the time of 
adoption of the General Plan.  Findings are a recitation of the conclusions of the Board 
on particular issues, including documentation of the evidence in support of those 
conclusions.  The required findings are as follows: 
 
• Certification of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090) – These findings support 

the adequacy of the EIR for decision-making purposes. 
 
• Findings Regarding Significant Impacts and Project Alternatives (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15091) – These findings explain how the Board chose to address each 
identified significant impact, including the mitigation measures adopted or an 
explanation of why such measures are infeasible.  A discussion of the feasibility of 
project alternatives is also required by this section (see also Section 15126.6[f]). 

 
• Project Approval (CEQA Guidelines Section 15092) – These findings support the 

Board’s action to adopt a specified final General Plan. 
 
• Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093) – These 

findings document the Board’s decision to adopt a specific final General Plan despite 
the fact that unavoidable impacts will result, due to other overriding benefits of the 
project.  

 
The necessary findings for the Board’s decision-making will be prepared after the Board 
has articulated the preferred General Plan.  The staff anticipates this will occur after the 
third of six planned BOS hearings.  Hearings 1, 2, and 3 are planned for public testimony 
and Board deliberation.  Based on the direction from the Board provided at the close of 
the third hearing, a draft approval package will be brought back to the Board and public for 
consideration at Hearings 4 and 5.  Between the fifth and last hearing the staff will finalize 
the approval package based on any refined direction provided by the Board.  The final 
approval package will be brought back for Board and public consideration at Hearing 6, at 
which time General Plan adoption is anticipated.    
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Master Response 7 – General Plan Land Use Designations as Compared to Zoning 
 
Several comments inquired as to the status of particular zoning designations or 
requested changes of zoning designations.  Although it may lead to changes in zoning, 
the General Plan process will not itself change specific zoning designations or uses 
permissible in various zoning districts. 
 
Each of the General Plan alternatives has a Land Use Diagram that identifies the 
proposed distribution of land uses for that alternative. The land use designations 
established by the General Plan and the zoning designations (categories or districts) 
established by the Zoning Ordinance represent two related, but separate and distinct 
layers of land use control.   General Plan law is found in the California Government 
Code commencing with Section 65300.  The General Plan establishes overarching 
policy with which all other land use regulations must be consistent.  Through the Land 
Use Element, the General Plan land use designations identify the planned general 
distribution and intensity of land uses throughout the county.   
 
The State Zoning law commences with Section 65800 of the California Government 
Code.  Zoning is the delineation of use districts and the establishment of regulations 
governing the conduct of the use, as well as development regulations governing site 
design and structures.  The Zoning Ordinance establishes development regulations that 
implement the General Plan.   
 
The General Plan takes precedence over the Zoning Ordinance, and the assignment of 
zoning categories to parcels must be consistent with the land use designations 
assigned to those same parcels under the General Plan.  As part of the implementation 
of the adopted General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance must be updated and revised to 
ensure consistency. 
 
Once the Board of Supervisors adopts an alternative, the policies and Land Use 
Diagram associated with that alternative will become the official land use “plan” for the 
county.  State law requires that the zoning and General Plan land uses be brought into 
conformity.  This was not completed following adoption of the 1996 General Plan 
because the Writ of Mandate precluded the County from moving forward with such 
actions.  Hence the zoning in place countywide is significantly out-of-date – in fact, for 
the most part, it reflects the zoning that previously conformed to the old Area Plans from 
the 1980s.  In other words, regardless of the alternative selected, it is likely that zoning 
on individual parcels will change significantly during the update of the Zoning Ordinance 
that will follow adoption of a General Plan. 

Some commenters have asked that a map be provided identifying those parcels 
throughout the county that would experience changes in land use designation or zoning 
as a result of the General Plan process.  As noted above, this has not been done with 
respect to zoning because no zoning changes are under review at this time.  This has 
not been done with respect to the General Plan land use designations because it would 
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be misleading.  Essentially every parcel in the county will be potentially affected by 
either a specific land use change or the application of new General Plan policies. 
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Master Response 8 – General Plan Alternatives, Public Process, and Individual 
Property Designations  
 
General Plan Alternatives 

Several commenters inquired as to how the General Plan alternatives were developed. 
State law requires the evaluation of a range of alternatives when completing an 
Environmental Impact Report (see page 6-1 of the DEIR).  The EIR analyzes 12 General 
Plan alternatives, four at an equal-weight level of detail (throughout the EIR) and eight at a 
comparative level of detail (Chapter 6.0 of Volume 2 of the EIR).  This exceeds the 
requirements of CEQA, which extend only to a comparative analysis of a “reasonable 
range” of alternatives.  Two of the Comparative Alternatives (Alternatives #6 and #8) are 
rejected from further analysis due to legal infeasibility. The remaining six are given a full 
comparative analysis as required by CEQA.   

The alternatives were developed by staff based on general direction from the Board of 
Supervisors.  General considerations in defining the alternatives included being 
responsive to issues raised in the General Plan lawsuit, voter concerns that emerged via 
Measure Y, and issues identified in the Writ of Mandate.  The focus was primarily in two 
areas: environmental impacts and roadway impacts, hence the development of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative. 

The land use designations assigned to each of the Land Use Diagrams for the equal-
weight General Plan alternatives are based on historical land use designations (not 
necessarily zoning) and policy direction contained in the alternative.  The staff did not go 
through the county parcel by parcel and assign land use designations. Rather, they 
reviewed general development patterns, previously adopted diagrams, and policy direction 
to develop the new diagrams that are part of the General Plan alternatives. 

The land use patterns shown on the No Project and 1996 General Plan alternative 
diagrams are based on the Land Use Diagram adopted as part of the 1996 General 
Plan, with minor modifications summarized below. Though these two alternatives have 
the same diagrams, development under the No Project Alternative would not be able to 
“build out” as shown because of restrictions imposed by the conditions outlined in the 
Writ of Mandate (which would become the General Plan if the Board of Supervisors 
were to adopt the No Project Alternative). 

The 1996 General Plan Alternative reflects the policies and Land Use Diagram adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors in 1996.  This Alternative was intended to match the General 
Plan as adopted in 1996 as closely as possible.  The only differences between the 1996 
General Plan Alternative and the policies and Land Use Diagram adopted in 1996 are 
revisions to reflect a 2025 horizon year, minor corrections to errors on the Land Use 
Diagram, updates to the Circulation Exhibit to reflect improvements in modeling methods 
and the 2025 horizon year, a completely revised draft Housing Element (as required by 
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State law), and other minor modifications to wording in policies where dates have already 
passed.  
 
The General Plan adopted in 1996 also included a Volume II containing a wide range of 
background information concerning various issues addressed by the policies in the 
General Plan.  Volume II is not included as part of the 1996 General Plan Alternative 
because much of the information in Volume II is no longer up to date.  Background 
information relevant to the 1996 General Plan Alternative is contained in the EIR for the 
project.  The 1996 General Plan Alternative has been revised to refer the reader to the 
EIR for relevant background information.  The Circulation Diagram that was in Volume II 
has been updated and included within the 1996 General Plan Alternative. 
 
The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative is designed primarily to limit 
development to a level that can be reasonably accommodated on a defined roadway 
system that allows for only limited roadway expansion. This alternative holds U.S. 
Highway 50 to a maximum of six through lanes between the Sacramento County line on 
the west and Ponderosa Road on the east.  Because of the constrained roadway 
capacity, this alternative limits residential subdivision to reduce the amount of traffic using 
county roadways. 
 
The alternative provides that no residential parcel may be subdivided into more than four 
new parcels.  The Land Use Diagram for this alternative was developed with this 
constraint in mind.  Beginning with the assigned land use designations in the 1996 
General Plan Land Use Diagram, the County identified parcels of a size and land use 
designation that could be subdivided under the land use designation in the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative.  Parcels that could not be subdivided retained the land use designation 
proposed for the 1996 General Plan Alternative.  Parcels identified as suitable for 
subdivision were reassigned a land use designation that would continue to allow 
subdivision, but up to no more than four parcels. For example, under the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative, a 10-acre parcel designated as High Density Residential (1-5 dwelling 
units per acre) could theoretically be subdivided into 50 parcels.  Under the Roadway 
Constrained Six Lane “Plus” Alternative, this parcel would have been redesignated to Low 
Density Residential (1 dwelling unit per five acres) and could be subdivided into two lots.  
The parcel could not be designated as either High Density Residential (up to five dwelling 
units/acre) or Medium Density Residential (1 dwelling unit/acre) because those land use 
designations would allow creation of more than four parcels. 

In addition to the subdivision limits and associated land use designations, the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative was developed to include policies to facilitate a 
free flow of traffic.  The Alternative requires traffic improvements to be constructed before 
development creating traffic impacts can move forward and requires all traffic analyses to 
consider traffic expected from future nondiscretionary development. 
 
The Environmentally Constrained Alternative Land Use Diagram was designed to 
prescribe less intense development in the county’s rural areas, with higher density 
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development concentrated in the Community Regions and Rural Centers. Unlike the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative assumes that parcels can and will be subdivided consistent with the base 
land use designation (i.e., there are no limits on maximum numbers of new parcels 
created through division as long as such division is consistent with the land use 
designation). Policy direction that provides guidance for development that is more 
environmentally sensitive also played a role in diagram development (e.g., application of 
the Important Biological Corridor overlay to protect riparian corridors).  
 
The Environmentally Constrained Alternative is designed to limit or prevent adverse 
environmental effects associated with future development throughout the county.   This 
Alternative considers constraints associated with land use, physical (on-the-ground) 
limitations, and important resources.  Factors considered in developing the Land Use 
Diagram for this alternative include the following: 
 

• Extent/location of existing and approved development 
• Relationship of land use and major transportation corridors 
• Extent of area that is currently undeveloped/sparsely developed; adjacency to such areas 
• Approximate extent of contiguous vegetation, with a focus on oak woodlands 
• Extent of existing potable water service 
• California red-legged frog critical habitat  
• River canyons (including Weber Creek)  
• Extent of and adjacency to large holdings of State/federal property (e.g., Folsom Lake 

SRA, Auburn SRA, USFS lands)  
• Gabbro soil areas and rare plant preserves 
• Areas currently managed/used for timber production  
• Areas currently managed/used for agricultural production 
• Areas having choice agricultural soils 
• Areas that were in the previously defined agricultural districts 
• Areas that are/have historically been used for grazing where parcel(s) are of a size that 

would facilitate grazing 
• Opportunities for separation of Community Regions 
• Parcel-specific requests that were consistent with the “environmentally superior” focus of 

this alternative 
• Fire fuel hazard zones as identified by CDF/California Fire Plan 

 
One of the components of this alternative is the Important Biological Corridors (-IBC) 
overlay designation. The purpose of this –IBC overlay is to protect biological resources in 
the foothill region where they are most threatened by urban development and to connect 
Open Space and Natural Resource areas. Please see page 3-34 of Volume 1 of the EIR. 
In addition, policies were included within this Alternative that were considered to provide a 
higher degree of protection to environmental resources than might be afforded by other 
policy options.  These include policies regarding mixed-use development, reclaimed 
water, and fire hazard areas. 
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Commencing on page 3-1 of Volume 1 of the DEIR is an explanation of the current 
General Plan process, including how the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives were 
developed.  Starting on page 3-17 is an explanation of the four equal-weight General Plan 
alternatives, including identification of factors that are common among them and factors 
that differ.  Descriptions of each individual equal-weight General Plan alternative begin on 
page 3-40.  Included are the Land Use Diagrams and Circulation Diagrams for each.  
Chapter 6.0 of Volume 2 of the DEIR contains a description and analysis of the 
“comparative” alternatives.   Master Response 6 contains a listing of key policy decisions 
before the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in deciding between 
alternatives. 
 
Public Process 
 
Several commenters have suggested that the current General Plan process, and 
particularly the development of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” equal-weight Alternatives, has not provided sufficient 
opportunities for public involvement.  However, as demonstrated below, County efforts to 
date have provided ample opportunity for public involvement, and there has been full 
compliance with requirements for public noticing and hearings including Government 
Code Section 65033 and 65351. 
  
On August 20, 2001 the Planning Commission held a noticed hearing to receive oral 
comments on the CEQA Notice of preparation for the General Plan.  In April and May 
2002, the County held noticed community housing workshops in each Supervisorial 
District to gather public input for preparation of the Housing Element: April 30 in District 1, 
May 6 in District 2, April 22 in District 3, April 23 in District 4, and April 29 in District 5.   
 
In August 2002, the County held seven noticed public workshops on the draft policies of 
the other General Plan elements before the following committees and commissions:  the 
Trails Committee of the Parks and Recreation Commission (August 12, 2002), the Parks 
and Recreation Commission (August 7, 2002), the Cultural Resources Preservation 
Commission (August 13), the Agricultural Commission (August 13, 2002), the River 
Management Advisory Committee (August 20, 2002), the Plant and Wildlife Technical 
Advisory Committee (August 21, continued to August 28, 2002), and the Planning 
Commission (August 22, continued to August 23, and 29, 2002).  On January 9, 2003, a 
noticed workshop was held before the Planning Commission to discuss and receive 
comments on the draft Housing Element policies. In preparing the Draft General Plan, the 
staff reviewed and considered all comments received through the release of the Draft 
General Plan on April 9, 2003. 
 
After the release of the Draft General Plan, the County held two noticed hearings (on June 
2 continued to June 4, 2003, to receive comments on the draft General Plan, and on June 
9 to receive comments on the DEIR) during the comment periods on the Draft General 
Plan and the DEIR.   
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Workshops and hearings have been noticed in the following manner:  public notices in the 
Mountain Democrat newspaper; press releases to the Mountain Democrat, Sacramento 
Bee, Tahoe Tribune, Georgetown Gazette, and Village Life newspapers; individual notice 
(direct mailing) to a mailing list of 300 to 500 individuals (the size of the mailing list has 
grown with each mailing, thus the range); email notice to a email distribution list of over 
150 individuals (email notification was launched for the April 2003 release of the Draft 
General Plan documents and was also used for the May 2003 release of the DEIR); 
posting at the local libraries, in County Buildings A and C in Placerville, and in the County 
Government Center is South Lake Tahoe; posting at various community post offices and 
markets; posting on the County’s Main Internet web page and on the General Plan web 
page; and announcement by the Project Manager and Board of Supervisors Members at 
various speaking engagements.  
 
At all workshops and hearings to date, all individuals wishing to speak were heard, with 
several speakers returning to the podium numerous times to make comments.  A fourth 
hearing was noticed to be held June 12, 2003, during the Draft General Plan and DEIR 
comment periods, but was cancelled because the prior hearings on June 2, 4, and 9, 
2003, were sufficient to accommodate all parties wishing to testify.     
 
In addition to the hearings and meetings described above, since the release of the Notice 
of Preparation on August 6, 2001 formally commencing the current environmental review 
process, departmental and Project Manager reports to the Board of Supervisors on 
substantive issues related to the General Plan and General Plan process have occurred 
on the following dates as noticed agenda items:  August 20, 2001, September 24, 2001, 
December 11, 2001, January 8, 2002, February 12, 2002, February 26, 2002, March 5, 
2002, March 12, 2002, March 19, 2002, April 9, 2002, May 14, 2002, June 25, 2002, July 
16, 2002, October 22, 2002, January 28, 2003, March 25, 2003, April 29, 2003, May 20, 
2003, June 10, 2003, July 1, 2003, September 9, 2003, and October 14, 2003.  Also, the 
Planning Commission regularly receives from Planning staff, an agendized update on the 
General Plan process at each of its regularly scheduled meetings. 
 
Finally, this Response to Comments document contains individual responses to all 
comments submitted during the 98-day comment period underway since the release of 
the Draft General Plan. 
 
The Project Manager will propose 12 additional hearings on the General Plan after 
release of the Responses to Comments document.  Six of these will be before the 
Planning Commission for the purpose of recommending one preferred General Plan to the 
Board of Supervisors.  The remaining six will be before the Board of Supervisors to 
deliberate the Planning Commission recommendation and take a final action adopting a 
General Plan. 
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The anticipated project schedule for future hearings is as follows: 
 
• Mid-January 2004 – Release of Responses to Comments/Final EIR 
• Late February/Early March – Planning Commission Hearings (six) 
• April – Board Hearings (three) 
• May – Board Hearings (two) 
• June – Adoption  
 
Individual Property Designations 

A number of comments requested that a particular land use designation be applied to a 
particular piece of property in one or more alternatives or questioned why a certain land 
use designation was applied to a certain piece of property in one or more of the General 
Plan alternatives.  Other comments requested that the EIR analysis be revised to consider 
a land use designation for a specific piece of property that was not included in any of the 
four equal-weight General Plan alternatives. 

The Draft General Plan is comprised of four “equal-weight” alternatives:  No Project 
(Alternative #1), Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” (Alternative #2), Environmentally 
Constrained (Alternative #3), and 1996 General Plan (Alternative #4).  These alternatives 
have different Land Use Diagrams and policy sets.  An individual property may be shown 
with a different land use designation on the different Land Use Diagrams for the various 
alternatives.  The EIR analysis examined the impacts associated with each alternative, 
including the impacts associated with buildout of the Land Use Diagram for that 
alternative.  

The purpose of analyzing the various alternatives was to inform the public on a full range 
of potential alternatives and to give the Board of Supervisors flexibility in their decision-
making.  Rather than one preferred General Plan, this approach gives the Board thorough 
environmental information at an equal level of detail for four alternatives in addition to the 
more general information provided for the remaining eight comparative alternatives.   

The Board can select any one of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives, and would 
have the ability to blend desirable features of the different alternatives into a final hybrid, 
as long as the EIR adequately addresses the possible outcome in terms of environmental 
impact.  This approach allows the Board to incorporate features from one alternative into 
another, where the new features would better achieve the Board’s policy objectives, are 
compatible with the remaining components of the selected alternative, and would not raise 
significant environmental impacts that were not already addressed. 

The focus of General Plan level of planning is not on individual properties, but rather on 
countywide and areawide planning, policies, and land use patterns.  Examination of 
individual property characteristics and circumstances was not performed.  Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding the level of specificity appropriate for analysis in a General 
Plan EIR. 
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If a property is shown with a land use designation requested by a commenter in any of the 
four equal-weight General Plan alternatives, and the Board chooses to adopt that 
alternative with that land use in place, then the EIR analysis will cover the decision.  Two 
key issues of concern to individual property owners include:  1) What if none of the 
alternatives included the requested land use for a property; and 2) If the Board chooses to 
adopt an alternative that does not include the requested land use on a particular property, 
but the requested land use on the property has been analyzed in another alternative, can 
it be added from one alternative to another? 
 
With respect to the first question, if the desired land use is not analyzed in any of the 
alternatives, the staff will recommend that the request not be considered in the course 
of this update.  The Board may choose to consider the request at a later date in 
conjunction with subsequent General Plan modifications should they be undertaken, but 
at this time the staff will advise the Board to not consider such requests as they have 
the potential of undermining the current process of adopting a General Plan and 
complying with the terms of the Writ of Mandate in order to regain a greater measure of 
local land use authority.  In limited instances, which can only be assessed on a case-by-
case basis in conjunction with other changes under Board consideration, it is possible 
that analysis may demonstrate that a particular set of changes is adequately covered 
under the EIR analysis.  In that case, it may be possible for the Board to adopt a plan 
containing the proposed change without the need for additional environmental review.   
 
It should be noted that the 1996 General Plan Alternative incorporates over 300 site-
specific requests made by property owners during the last General Plan process.  In 
defining the General Plan alternative for this process, the Board identified the 96 
General Plan Alternative as the maximum growth alternative.   All other alternatives 
involve various scenarios of constrained growth. 
 
With respect to the second question, if the desired land use is included in at least one of 
the alternatives, the Board has some greater flexibility to consider it in another alternative. 
 Whether or not the EIR will cover the modification will depend on the cumulative nature of 
all of the changes under consideration for a particular action.  In general, land use 
changes are not advisable and are not as easily analyzed as policy changes where the 
range of impact has already been defined and analyzed.  The staff position is to 
recommend against land use changes in the Board’s choice of General Plan alternatives; 
however, should the Board choose to examine such changes the staff will be prepared to 
assist the Board in understanding the CEQA implications of any such action.  
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Master Response 9 – Property Values; Takings  
 
Several commenters have questioned whether the County can change their existing land 
use designation or zoning, or impose new General Plan policies that affect the ability to 
use their land without paying compensation.   All of the proposed alternatives to the 1996 
General Plan were designed to achieve reductions in environmental impacts or achieve 
other policy goals to the extent possible consistent with the preservation of individual 
property rights.  Alternatives or mitigation measures which the County Counsel 
determined were likely to infringe improperly upon private property rights were rejected as 
legally infeasible.  Although each of the alternatives and mitigation measures may restrict 
the uses of certain properties to varying degrees as compared with the 1996 General Plan 
or the zoning adopted prior to that plan, State and federal law recognize that property 
owners are not entitled to retain their existing land use designation or zoning, and that use 
restrictions do not require payment of compensation if the property retains economically 
viability.  
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Master Response 10 – Shingle Springs Rancheria Casino 
 
Several commenters have asked why the EIR includes the potential casino in analyzing 
potential cumulative analysis when the County is currently opposing the hotel/casino 
project through litigation.  The EIR includes the casino in its cumulative analysis 
because CEQA requires that an EIR consider “past, present and probable future 
projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects 
outside the control of the agency” (CEQA Guideline Section 15130b).  Projects that 
have been approved or which are under environmental review should be included in the 
analysis (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco 
151 Cal. App. 3d 61, 73-75 1984). 
 
The Shingle Springs Band of Miwoks claims to be a federally-recognized tribe and claims 
that the rancheria is sovereign territory.   If their claims are correct, their proposal to build 
a casino/hotel will be outside County land use control.  Their intent to build a large casino 
within the General Plan’s planning horizon is clear.  The tribe has a compact with the 
State and a casino management contract approved by the National Indian Gaming 
Commission.  With this, the tribe claims to have all governmental approvals necessary to 
commence gaming on the rancheria.  The proposed casino has been analyzed in 
environmental documents prepared by the National Indian Gaming Commission and 
Caltrans.  Those environmental documents demonstrate that the proposed casino/hotel 
would have numerous significant environmental impacts in the county if built, and the 
County believes that the documents understate the actual impacts.   While the County has 
expressed strong opposition to the proposed hotel/casino project and has initiated legal 
proceedings to challenge the validity of various actions taken by federal and State 
agencies in furtherance of the project, the outcome of that litigation is unknown at this 
time.  Given the large scale of the proposed project, and its known significant effects if 
built, it was considered prudent to consider those effects in the cumulative analysis done 
for this EIR. 
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Master Response 11 – El Dorado Hills Incorporation  
 
Several commenters have asked why the EIR does not analyze the potential impacts of El 
Dorado Hills becoming an incorporated city.  The EIR does not discuss the potential 
impacts of incorporation because both the incorporation “project” and the potential effects 
of any incorporation were determined to be speculative.  
   
CEQA Guideline 15130 (b) requires that EIRs consider the cumulative impacts of 
“probable future projects”, including those outside the control of the agency preparing 
the EIR.   Under this Guideline, the agency preparing the EIR may “limit its discussion to 
projects that have an application pending at the time the NOP is released.”   At the time 
this NOP was released in August 2001 there was an incomplete application for 
incorporation on file with the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  The 
incorporation effort launched in 1998 had never completed the necessary application to 
LAFCO or raised the funds necessary to do the legally required fiscal analysis. On 
August 22, 2001, LAFCO denied a request by the incorporation proponents for an 
extension of time to complete the application. Since no complete application for 
incorporation was pending at the time the NOP was issued and because the pending 
application was effectively denied by the close of the comment period for the NOP on 
September 7, 2001, incorporation was not considered a “probable” future project within 
the meaning of Section 15130 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines.    
 
In addition, even if the incorporation project were a “probable future project,” the potential 
impacts of such incorporation would be too speculative to be analyzed in this EIR.   The 
change in governance from unincorporated County to an incorporated City has no clear 
identifiable direct physical environmental impact which can be analyzed at this time.  Any 
potential impact would depend on factors such as the proposed boundaries of the City 
and the land use policies that would be adopted by the new City. There is no information 
available at this time regarding these issues.   
 
If a City is incorporated, all of the County’s ordinances, including Zoning Ordinances 
implementing the General Plan, would remain in effect for 120 days or until the new City 
Council has enacted ordinances superceding the County ordinances (Government Code 
Section 57376).    If the City elects to retain the land use regulations adopted by the 
County, then the impact analysis in this EIR would remain unchanged.   If a City 
chooses to change any of the County’s land use regulations, the adoption of those new 
regulations would be a legislative project subject to independent CEQA analysis.  The 
potential impacts of those new regulations would be analyzed at that time.   
 
Several comments suggested that incorporation of El Dorado Hills could have fiscal 
effects on the county or could change the allocation of regional housing needs in the 
county.  While such effects could occur there is no information to allow a meaningful 
evaluation of those issues.  The environmental and fiscal effects of the incorporation, if 
proposed, would be analyzed by LAFCO as part of the study it is required to undertake 
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if an incorporation proposal is properly submitted (see Government Code Sections 
56375.1 and 56377).  
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Master Response 12 – Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
 
Several comment letters have been received expressing concerns about the effect of floor 
area ratio (FAR) requirements on the ability to develop nonresidential projects.  FAR 
standards are contained in Policies 2.2.1.5, Table 2-3, of the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives, and Table LU-1, Land Use Designation Standards, in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives. 
 
A floor area ratio is the ratio between total building square footage including each floor 
of a building, and the gross area of the parcel or site on which it is located.  The 
purpose of a FAR is to provide standards for the massing of structures on land based 
on the land use designation or zoning. The development standards, including FAR, will 
determine overall density and intensity of development within the community.   
 
A floor area ratio standard was first applied in El Dorado County via adoption of the 1996 
General Plan in January of 1996.  As applied in the 1996 General Plan, the FAR is 0.25 
(25 square feet of floor area for every 100 square feet of land area) for all land designated 
Commercial, Research and Development, and Industrial.   
 
Because the County did not adopt a revised Zoning Ordinance prior to the Court decision 
on the General Plan lawsuit, this standard has not been incorporated in the County Code 
and has only been applied to discretionary projects that require a finding of consistency 
with the General Plan. 
 
This standard is carried over into the No Project and1996 General Plan Alternative, and 
there are differing standards in the other two alternatives.  These are set forth in the table 
below: 
 

Floor Area Ratios by Alternative 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 

"Plus" Alternative 
Environmentally Constrained 

Alternative 
Land Use 

Designation 
1996 

General 
Plan 

Alternative 
Community 

Regions 
Rural 

Centers 
Rural 

Regions 
Community 

Regions 
Rural 

Centers 
Rural 

Regions
Commercial .25 1.0 0.5 0.3 1.0 0.5 0.3 
Research & 
Development 

.25 0.3 - - 0.2 - - 

Industrial .25 1.0 0.5 - 1.0 0.5 - 
 
(No FAR is shown for the R&D designation in Rural Centers and Rural Regions because there are no lands 
with that designation in those areas.) 
 
A number of comments on the General Plan have stated that a FAR of 0.25 would be 
too low when applied to industrial uses, particularly warehousing and similar uses with 
large space needs that generate limited employment and traffic.  One commenter 
suggested that warehouses in the El Dorado Hills Business Park typically require a FAR 
of about 0.5 or more to be successful.   
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Although the alternatives provide a range of FAR for different types of nonresidential 
development, some commenters suggest that there is not a sufficient range for 
Research and Development (R&D).  The R&D FAR ranges from 0.2 to 0.3.   
 
Expanding the FAR range within any or all of the nonresidential land use designations 
beyond that already proposed in the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives is a 
policy decision that may fall outside of the scope of the EIR.  This issue was not raised 
during the NOP comment period or during the public hearings on the General Plan 
policies.  For this reason, the staff is not recommending a change at this time. 
 
Potentially adverse environmental impacts that could result from increased 
nonresidential FARs include increased traffic, increased air pollution and noise, and 
adverse visual and aesthetic effects.  On the other hand, beneficial effects that could 
result from such an action include greater land use intensity to support existing 
infrastructure including roadways (better use of public resources), greater land use 
intensity to support transit, and more efficient use of land resulting in decreased sprawl. 
 
If the BOS wishes to pursue a more intense FAR in any one or more land use 
designations or planning areas, they can direct staff to examine whether that action in 
conjunction with other actions the BOS may direct, will fall within or outside of the scope 
of the EIR.  If the change is found to fall within the scope of the EIR, then the BOS could 
direct the change and proceed to adopt it as a part of the General Plan.  If the change is 
found to fall outside the scope of significant impacts addressed in the EIR, then either: 
(a) an analysis of impacts and recirculation of the DEIR components related to this 
issue would be required; or (b) the BOS should direct that the change not be considered 
at this time.  It should be noted that the BOS could at any time in the future opt to re-
examine the issue and direct that the change be pursued as an amendment to the 
General Plan.  This would be a separate process from that which is presently underway, 
and as such would be subject to separate, subsequent CEQA review.   
 
The staff recommends that the BOS consider the following and has included appropriate 
General Plan modifications in Chapter 5.0 of this Response to Comments document: 
 
1) Allow increased FAR as part of a Planned Development where a site-specific 

traffic impact study shows that measures can be imposed to keep traffic at levels 
associated with the applicable General Plan FAR threshold. 

 
2) Allow the FAR to be calculated over an entire integrated development rather than 

on a project-by project basis, as long as the aggregate average FAR within 
applicable land use designations does not exceed the General Plan maximum.  
This would allow for parcels developed with a very low FAR to offset others 
developed at a higher than otherwise allowed FAR. 
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By ensuring that traffic levels from an allowed FAR are maintained within the levels 
analyzed in the EIR for the chosen General Plan alternative, and by ensuring that the 
aggregate average FAR within an applicable land use designation does not exceed the 
General Plan maximum, the potential for increased impacts from the proposed use of 
FARs will be avoided, and the EIR analysis remains applicable.  Therefore, this 
proposal would not change the analysis or conclusions of the EIR, and can be adopted 
by the BOS without necessitating a recirculation. 
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Master Response 13 – Funding Roadway Improvements  
 
A number of comments on the General Plan alternatives and DEIR analysis requested 
clarification of several issues pertaining to expected demand for street and highway 
improvements and the methods of financing those improvements. The fundamental 
questions were:   
 
 How much residential development can occur because of projects that have already 

been approved? 
 
 What roadway improvements are necessary to adequately accommodate projects 

that have already been approved? 
 
 What is the cost of the roadway improvements necessary to accommodate projects 

that have already been approved? 
 
 Will full funding be available to construct the roadway improvements necessary to 

serve existing approved projects concurrently with new development? 
 
 How would the various General Plan alternatives ensure that transportation 

infrastructure would be developed concurrently with new development? 
 

Each of these questions is addressed below.  
 
 How much residential development can occur because of projects that have already 

been approved? 
 
By 2025 21,434 new units could occur and by buildout 29,520 could occur because of 
projects that have already been approved and parcels that already exist.  This information 
is presented in Table 3-2 in the DEIR, which summarizes existing conditions in the county 
and the conditions projected to exist at 2025 and buildout under each of the equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives.  The basis for these forecasts is summarized below. 
 
The analysis in the DEIR distinguishes between “Existing Commitments” and “Remaining 
Capacity.”  In general terms, Existing Commitments refers to parcels that have been given 
final approval subject to compliance with various conditions.  Remaining Capacity refers to 
the number of new parcels that could theoretically be created and developed under a 
specific General Plan alternative.  To ensure that it captures the broadest range of 
potential impacts, the DEIR assumes that by buildout, each parcel with a residential land 
use designation will be developed with at least one residential unit.  Page 3-21 of the 
DEIR explains that Existing Commitments for residential development include the 
following parcels: 

1. Residential development allowed under the development agreements adopted before 
Judge Bond’s 1999 ruling on the 1996 General Plan. 
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2. Tentative maps approved before Judge Bond’s ruling that had not expired at the time 

the NOP was released in August 2001. 
 
If all of these parcels were created and then developed these Existing Commitments 
could accommodate 14,565 new dwelling units. In addition to the Existing 
Commitments, the County has a number of vacant parcels with residential land use 
designations.  This is the Remaining Capacity for the No Project Alternative.  If no 
further subdivision of these parcels were to occur, the DEIR estimates that these 
parcels could accommodate 14,955 additional residential dwelling units by buildout (see 
Appendix B, Land Use Forecasts, March 5, 2002 EPS Report, page 32.)  Combined, 
these Existing Commitments and Remaining Capacity would allow 29,520 residential 
dwelling units to be constructed in unincorporated El Dorado County.  Because the 
County typically allows residential construction on existing parcels with a residential land 
use designation with no discretionary review, the DEIR assumes that these parcels 
could be developed by buildout.  This is a conservative estimate, however, as some 
parcels may not be developed due to physical constraints such as slope, lack of access 
or water supply, or due to other constraints such as inability to annex to a district 
capable of providing services necessary for development. 
 
The amount of nonresidential development that could occur based on Existing 
Commitments and Remaining Capacity with a nonresidential land use designation is 
more difficult to determine because most new nonresidential development would require 
a discretionary approval in the form of design review or conditional use permit.  
Nevertheless, sufficient land designated for nonresidential development exists in the 
unincorporated county to accommodate an additional 84,360 employees under the No 
Project Alternative (refer to page 3-24 of the DEIR). 
 
 What roadway improvements are necessary to adequately accommodate projects 

that have already been approved? 
 
According to the land use projections developed for the No Project Alternative, 
approximately 21,430 residential dwelling units are projected to be constructed between 
1999 and 2025 along with the addition of approximately 36,190 jobs.  The Circulation 
Diagram in the Circulation Element of the No Project Alternative was designed to provide 
for development of a roadway system capable of accommodating traffic generated by 
expected development in a manner that did not cause traffic to exceed the level of service 
standards established for that alternative.  The improvements necessary to accommodate 
the amount of development expected and to satisfy the General Plan’s level of service 
policies are identified on the Circulation Diagram in the No Project Alternative and in Table 
3-9 on page 3-47 of the DEIR.  However, under each of the General Plan alternatives, 
Latrobe Road and White Rock Road are projected to operate at LOS F in 2025 even after 
feasible improvements are constructed on these roadways.  As a result, Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-1 was included in the General Plan EIR to address this issue. 
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 What is the cost of the roadway improvements necessary to accommodate projects 

that have already been approved? 
 
The County’s Department of Transportation has made preliminary estimates containing 
order of magnitude cost estimates for each alternative.  (Draft General Plan/Financing of 
Circulation Element Improvements Memorandum to Board of Supervisors, Matthew C. 
Boyer, April 9, 2003; a copy of this Memorandum is attached to Comment 256.)  The No 
Project Alternative was reported to have a total roadway improvement cost of $810 
million.  The cost for the 1996 General Plan Alternative was estimated at $935 million.  
The Roadway Constrained Six-lane “Plus” Alternative and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives would have estimated costs of $707 million and $798 million, respectively.     
 
 Will full funding be available to construct the roadway improvements necessary to 

serve existing approved projects concurrently with new development? 

The ability to secure full funding to pay for the cost of the improvements to 
accommodate traffic from Existing Commitments and Remaining Capacity is uncertain 
under each of the General Plan alternatives as explained in the DEIR discussion of 
Impact 5.4-3. In general terms, funding for roadway improvements can come from two 
sources: (1) tax revenues (e.g., State or federal highway funds, the County’s share of 
the gasoline tax, general property tax revenues, or other local taxes), or (2) 
development fees.  As discussed in the DEIR, the County has adopted a fee program 
but has a current funding shortfall of more than $250 million for the portion of the 
program to be paid for by nonfee revenues.  This fee program would be updated 
following adoption of a new General Plan and the allocation of costs between fees and 
tax revenues could change, but a substantial portion of the costs would nonetheless 
need to be covered by tax revenues. 

The April 9, 2003 Memorandum from the Department of Transportation offered a 
preliminary assessment that of the roughly $810 million needed to implement the 
roadway improvement program for the No Project Alternative, approximately $605 
million could be appropriately financed by development fees while the remaining $205 
million would need to be financed by tax revenues (the Memorandum notes that this 
allocation is a preliminary rough estimate and would need considerable refinement 
before adoption of a fee program).  This amounts to an average of approximately $10 
million per year over the life of the General Plan for new infrastructure from tax 
revenues. 

The Draft EIR (Table 5.4-4) identified preliminary cost estimates for future Circulation 
Element improvements, including a preliminary estimate of the portion of the cost of the 
improvements that may not be recoverable through traffic impact fees. The DEIR and 
General Plan do not attempt to prescribe explicitly what funding sources will be used to 
finance road improvements, either individually or collectively, because the nature and 
amount of future funding is subject to some uncertainty. The Draft General Plan and DEIR 
prescribe alternative combinations of policies and mitigation measures that 
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strategically ensure that the Circulation Element improvements are provided concurrently 
with land use development. 
 
Many of the comments received on the Draft General Plan and DEIR cite the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments’ A Bold First Step for Mobility in the Sacramento Region, 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025,  (MTP). The MTP describes in detail the many 
funding sources that are available for transportation improvements, by county region. The 
total funding that is projected to be available for capacity-increasing transportation 
improvements, from State and federal sources, is substantial. Specifically, Table 10 in the 
MTP (page 73) identifies the following funding sources and amounts for the period 
through 2025 that are projected to be available in El Dorado County: 
 
STIP   $178M 
IIP   $40M 
RSTP   $34M 
CMAQ  $40M 
Bridge & Safety $30M 
Total   $322M 
 
The projected total of these revenues, if realized, would substantially contribute to the 
construction of future road infrastructure. Despite these projections, which are from the 
most reliable source of data, the Draft General Plan and DEIR do not assume their 
adequacy or certainty, but rather provide that land use approvals be considered and 
conditioned to ensure concurrency of road improvements (Policies TC-1d, and TC-1i of 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” and Environmentally Constrained 
Alternatives, and Policies 3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.4, 3.2.1.5, and 3.5.1.6.1 of the No Project, and 
1996 Alternatives); and, a specific mitigation measure (5.4-3(a)) is included to identify 
that additional funding sources (e.g. a transportation sales tax measure) may be needed 
in the future to ensure full funding of the contemplated road improvements. There is 
some uncertainty with respect to the feasibility of recovering the costs of new 
development’s share of the needed roadway improvements through fee programs.  
Although any fees would be determined through a much more detailed engineering 
assessment, the rough preliminary estimates in the April 9, 2003 Department of 
Transportation memorandum suggested that the fee per dwelling unit could be in the 
range of $28,000 for a fee program under the No Project Alternative structured to 
recover all necessary fee revenues from new residential development.  If fees were 
charged to new residential development and new commercial development the 
projected fees were estimated to be in the range of $14,000 per dwelling unit and $28 
per square foot of nonresidential development.  Although the fees would likely be 
applied according to a more refined analysis, these figures illustrate the overall level of 
fees that will likely be necessary to accommodate development anticipated under the 
No Project Alternative.  It is unclear if fees at this level would serve as a constraint on 
development. The County’s existing road fees ranging from $5,800 to $11,000 per 
single-family residential unit are already amongst the highest in the region.  If fees do 
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serve as a constraint on development it could slow the need (or change the need) for 
and the implementation of the planned roadway system.  
 
 How would the various General Plan alternatives ensure that transportation 

infrastructure would be developed concurrently with new development? 

Each of the General Plan alternatives seeks to ensure that funding limitations do not 
lead to unacceptable levels of traffic congestion by requiring concurrency of 
development and roadway improvements or funding for roadway improvements.    All of 
the alternatives require full mitigation of traffic impacts and require denial of any project 
of five units or more that would result in or worsen Level of Service F conditions during 
weekday peak hour periods. Each alternative approaches the manner in which 
concurrency is determined in a slightly different way. 

The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives contain various policies requiring 
project sponsors to make necessary road improvements or pay a fee as a condition of 
development.  If the development is projected to worsen the nonpeak hour period level 
of service below the applicable threshold, the project must be either (1) denied until the 
circulation system can absorb the traffic, (2) conditioned to eliminate the impact, or (3) 
approved based on a condition that the developer pay its share of improvement costs 
and finding that the necessary improvements can feasibly be constructed within a 
reasonable time.  The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives do not specify the 
manner in which projected traffic levels shall be determined. 

The Environmentally Constrained Alternative requires developers to either (1) construct 
road improvements necessary to maintain an acceptable level of service or (2) ensure 
that adequate funding is encumbered for the necessary road improvements and that the 
projects are programmed.  This is more specific than the otherwise comparable policy in 
the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives because it requires that the 
improvement project be programmed rather than simply be feasible.  The 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative is also more specific in specifying that traffic 
impacts must be analyzed by taking into account existing traffic levels and traffic 
generated by the project, though not considering potential traffic from previously 
approved yet un-built development projects. 

The Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” Alternative goes beyond the other equal-
weight General Plan alternatives to require a more immediate concurrency.  It requires 
that traffic impacts be analyzed considering existing traffic, project traffic, and traffic 
expected from approved but as yet undeveloped projects.  This alternative also contains 
Policy TC-1i, which requires that roadway improvements be constructed and operational 
before occupancy of the development can occur. 

Because fees are typically collected at the issuance of building permits, they must 
accumulate over time until sufficient funds are available to construct improvements.  As 
a result, fee programs have a lag of a few years between when fees are collected and 
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when improvements are constructed.  This means that there may be a period of time 
between the time development is approved and the roadway improvements are 
constructed that traffic congestion exceeds the applicable level of service standards.  
The alternatives other than the Roadway Constrained Six Lane “Plus” Alternative accept 
those interim levels of congestion in order to facilitate achieving the overall policy 
objectives of the plan. 
 
The natural lag that occurs in most fee programs would not be permissible under the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative.  Instead, the County or developers 
would have to adopt new funding mechanisms to provide the additional up-front funds to 
construct improvements concurrent with development. 
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Master Response 14 – U.S. Highway 50 Widening 
 
A number of DEIR comments focus on the uncertainty of widening U.S. Highway 50 
beyond the number of lanes identified in the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) MTP1 and the potential impacts that could occur if U.S. Highway 50 is not 
widened.  Three of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives contemplate U.S. Highway 
50 operating at eight lanes by 2025.  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative contemplates U.S. Highway 50 operating at six lanes through 2025. 
 
The need to widen U.S. Highway 50 in El Dorado County will mainly depend on the 
amount of development that will occur in El Dorado County, the amount of parallel 
capacity provided by local roads such as Green Valley Road, and the LOS threshold the 
County chooses as appropriate for U.S. Highway 50.  The General Plan was developed in 
a process that analyzed the proposed land use plans of each alternative and identified the 
roadway improvements necessary to accommodate the land use plan within the LOS 
policies established under each General Plan alternative.  The outcome of this analysis 
process was a list of needed roadway improvements, which included the widening of U.S. 
Highway 50 to include eight mainline lanes for some segments (three mixed-flow lanes 
and one HOV lane in each direction).  All four equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
include enough  development to generate peak hour traffic volumes on U.S. Highway 50 
that create the need for eight lanes given the LOS policies of each alternative.  Despite 
this level of demand, the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative constrains 
U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes.  The EIR recommends changing the level of service 
standards applicable to U.S. Highway 50 if the County establishes a policy that U.S. 
Highway 50 should be limited to no more than six lanes. 
 
Some comments questioned the feasibility of widening U.S. Highway 50 in the manner 
contemplated by three of the General Plan alternatives because that widening is not 
included in the MTP.  The MTP is a document that reflects a list of projects developed 
through a collaborative process that does not rely on traffic operations analysis and the 
use of LOS policies (refer to Chapter 2 of the MTP).   For specific local agency projects, 
the MTP typically includes local agency priorities within the financial constraints of the plan 
as noted below in this quote from the MTP: 
 
 Cities, counties and transportation agencies in the region prepare their own 

plans for local transportation, based on general plans. SACOG staff fit as 
many agency priorities as possible into the Plan, given the constraint of 
reasonably expected revenues.  (MTP, page 15) 

 
The MTP includes the addition of an HOV lane to each direction of U.S. Highway 50 
between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Ponderosa Road creating a total of six lanes.  (A 
table describing the functions and characteristics of different lane types is included at the 
                                                      
1

 A Bold First Step for Mobility in the Sacramento Region Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025, Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG), 2002 
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end of this Master Response.)  The HOV lane widening project is consistent with the 
short-term needs analysis conducted by the County and Caltrans, but does not reflect the 
additional improvements that may be necessary through the 2025 planning horizon of the 
General Plan.  For example, Caltrans’ ultimate improvement concept for U.S. Highway 50 
is three mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane from Folsom to just west of Placerville 
according to the State Route 50 Transportation Concept Report (Caltrans, 1998) and the 
June 11, 2003 comment letter from Caltrans on the El Dorado County General Plan DEIR 
(Comment 97). 
 
The MTP is updated every few years. The absence of additional U.S. Highway 50 
widening from the current MTP does not prevent the project from being added at a later 
update.  However, this addition is not certain due to potential constraints such as funding, 
which are explained in the DEIR (refer to the discussion associated with Impact and 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3). 
 
SACOG (the agency that prepares the MTP) has entered a memorandum of 
understanding with the El Dorado County Transportation Commission providing that 
SACOG will consider for inclusion in the MTP, and future MTP updates, regionally 
significant projects within El Dorado County that are recommended by the Commission 
within the fiscal constraints of the MTP, or shall submit in writing why proposed projects 
were not included or included as revised.  After a General Plan has been adopted, the 
Commission will evaluate the county’s roadway improvement needs over the next 20 to 
25 years and will make recommendations to SACOG on the appropriate level of 
improvements for U.S. Highway 50 to serve planned land use development consistent 
with the County’s LOS policies and the regional plans of SACOG and Caltrans. 
 
The County also recognizes that improvements to U.S. Highway 50 need to consider 
traffic operations and safety on both sides of the County line.  The County helped fund the 
construction of the HOV lanes on U.S. Highway 50 through Folsom and eastern 
Sacramento County and is currently working with the City of Folsom as part of the Empire 
Ranch Road interchange to provide four mainline lanes (comprised of one auxiliary lane, 
two mixed-flow lanes, and one HOV lane) in the eastbound and westbound directions 
between Empire Ranch Road and the El Dorado Hills Boulevard interchanges.  The 
County is funding its share of the auxiliary lane improvements through the new Interim 
U.S. Highway 50 Variable Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program.   
 
For 2025 projected traffic flows in El Dorado County to satisfy the established level of 
service standards, U.S. Highway 50 would also need to be widened west of the County 
line.  This widening is not included in the current MTP but is a part of Caltrans’ State 
Route 50 Transportation Concept Report.  If this widening did not occur and if 
development in El Dorado County takes place as projected in the DEIR, traffic bottlenecks 
would likely create substandard LOS conditions in El Dorado County even if U.S. Highway 
50 was widened within the county.  In order to avoid this situation, each of the General 
Plan alternatives includes concurrency policies to limit development until such time as 
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roadway improvements necessary to avoid substandard LOS conditions are planned or 
constructed.  These policies are discussed in Master Response 13. 
 
For reference purposes the following table describes the characteristics and functions of 
various lane types on U.S. Highway 50. 
 
 

Type of Freeway Lane Characteristic Function 
Mixed-Flow These lanes are for general 

purpose use. 
These lanes are intended to carry 
mainline traffic between regional 
origins and destinations. 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) These lanes are restricted to 
vehicles carrying two or more 
people during defined peak 
periods (motorcycles are also 
allowed).  They operate as 
general purpose lanes during 
nonpeak hours. 

These lanes are intended to 
provide a travel time incentive for 
people to rideshare and to 
increase the person-trip carrying 
capacity of the freeway during 
peak periods.   

Auxiliary Lane These lanes are extensions of on- 
or off-ramps and may add or drop 
between successive 
interchanges. 

These lanes are intended to 
facilitate merging and diverging at 
interchanges and, in some cases, 
accommodate local trips using the 
freeway between successive 
interchanges when alternative 
routes are not available. 
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Master Response 15 – Measure Y  
 
Several comments concerned the relationship between Measure Y, the policies in the 
draft General Plan alternatives, and certain mitigation measures. 
 
In 1998 El Dorado County voters adopted an initiative measure know as Measure Y, the 
“Control Traffic Congestion Initiative.”  The initiative added several policies to the former 
General Plan intended to require new development to fully pay its way to prevent traffic 
congestion from worsening in the county.  The initiative provided that the new policies 
should remain in effect for ten years after which the voters should be given the opportunity 
to readopt those policies for an additional 10 years.  Although the General Plan amended 
by Measure Y was subsequently set aside by the Writ of Mandate issued in 1999, that 
Writ of Mandate included the Measure Y policies among the General Plan policies to be 
applied in the interim period pending preparation of a new General Plan EIR. 
 
Shortly after its adoption, litigation was filed challenging the validity of Measure Y on 
various grounds.  This litigation was pending at the time the County initiated the current 
General Plan process.  Notwithstanding the litigation, the Board of Supervisors directed 
staff to include policies based on Measure Y in the General Plan alternatives as a matter 
of policy.   Thus each of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives includes policies 
based on the substantive provisions of Measure Y. 
 
In evaluating the General Plan alternatives, the DEIR found (in Impact 5.4-1) that the 
development authorized by the Land Use Elements of each of the General Plan 
alternatives would lead to traffic that exceeds the level of service standards for the 
roadway systems established in the corresponding Traffic and Circulation Elements. It 
found the impacts to be most severe under the 1996 General Plan Alternative, which has 
the largest amount of combined residential and nonresidential growth under buildout 
conditions.  However, even under the much lower growth No Project Alternative, the DEIR 
found that roadways such as Latrobe Road and White Rock Road would have segments 
projected to be at LOS F by 2025. 
 
The DEIR presented four approaches to mitigation. Measure 5.4-1(a) called for expanded 
roadway capacity but found that in some cases the roadway expansion option may not be 
available because there are no realistic expansion options available beyond those already 
included in the Traffic and Circulation Elements or because the expansion would be too 
speculative to include without substantial additional engineering and environmental 
analysis.  Measure 5.4-1(b) called for implementing growth control measures strictly 
limiting the amount and rate of growth in the county and possibly including County 
acquisition and retirement of existing development rights to ensure that development 
levels do not lead to traffic exceeding the adopted level of service standards.  The DEIR 
found that this measure might not be feasible.  Measure 5.4-1(c) proposed amending the 
level of service standards to accommodate the traffic that would likely be generated by the 
various alternatives.  The DEIR noted that this would not reduce the volume of traffic but 
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would simply eliminate the inconsistency between the Land Use Diagram and the level of 
service standards.  Measure 5.4-1(d) proposed increased use of transit as a means of 
lessening, but not eliminating the unacceptable level of service associated with each of 
the alternatives.  
 
Some commenters argued that the Measure Y policies should be omitted from the 
General Plan because the County was not legally obligated to include the policies.  Others 
argued that the County is legally obligated and that voter approval would be required for 
any change to the Measure Y policies.  Some comments suggested that policies based on 
Measure Y should be subject to the 10-year sunset established by Measure Y. 
 
Based on review of comments staff has developed a mitigation measure for Impact 5.4-1 
that refines and integrates several of the measures proposed in a manner that reflects the 
concerns discussed above.  The measure is designated 5.4-1(e).  The measure would 
amend the Traffic and Circulation Element of the General Plan alternatives to provide that 
policies based on Measure Y would expire December 31, 2008 unless extended by the 
voters.  If the policies are not extended, an alternative set of level of service standards 
would take effect.  These standards would seek to maintain LOS E or better on all county 
roadways except for those identified in Measure Y and listed in Table 5.4-6 of the DEIR 
(depending on the alternative) where no feasible roadway improvements are available to 
accommodate the level of development expected in connection with the Land Use 
Diagram adopted for that alternative.  The policies would also require a detailed traffic 
monitoring system and development reviews for all projects to assess their effect on traffic 
levels.  The full text of the mitigation measure and related policies is in Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
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Master Response 16 – Bikeways, Sidewalks, and Pedestrian Access  
 
Bikeways 
 
Several comments were received by the County expressing a concern that more attention 
should be paid to nonmotorized transportation in the General Plan policies and that the 
County should update the Bikeway Master Plan for El Dorado County.  It was also 
suggested that the General Plan should recognize the El Dorado County Bicycle 
Transportation Plan completed by the El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
(EDCTC).   
 
The Bikeway Master Plan for El Dorado County, adopted in March of 1979 as a portion of 
the Recreation Element of the General Plan, while dated, is currently the only adopted 
Bicycle Plan in existence for El Dorado County.  The El Dorado County Bicycle 
Transportation Plan was accepted by the EDCTC in June 1997 to qualify for funding at 
the time.  This plan was never adopted by the Board of Supervisors, however, and 
therefore, was not referenced in any of the General Plan alternatives. Amended versions 
also exist dated May 1, 1998 and August 1999.  However, these versions were completed 
in draft form, first at the EDCTC staff level and then at a County staff level.  Neither 
version was taken any further through the adoption process. As such, the information 
contained therein, while potentially very helpful, has not been reviewed by the County 
decisionmakers or by the public for the purpose of official policy.   
 
Nevertheless, the information found within each of these documents is still useful because 
it serves as the basis for the current effort undertaken by the EDCTC to complete a 
Bicycle Transportation Plan to be adopted by the County.  A similar document is also 
being prepared for the City of Placerville.  The focus of the County’s Bicycle 
Transportation Plan is primarily the commuter bicyclist, but linkages to recreational trails, 
including the El Dorado Trail, are also being addressed.    
 
The County’s overall purpose in adoption of a Bicycle Transportation Plan is two-fold: 1) to 
provide a legal basis for the County to more actively protect bikeway corridors and require 
implementation of bikeway projects as part of discretionary land use decisions consistent 
with relevant General Plan policies contained in each of the Alternatives, and; 2) to qualify 
the County for funding under the Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA), consistent with 
the California Bicycle Transportation Act.  
 
Pursuant to Chapter 21 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, in order to be eligible 
for BTA funds, a local agency must: 
 
1. Have a Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP) that complies with Section 891.2 of the 

Streets and Highways Code that is reviewed and certified by the appropriate County 
transportation commission or transportation planning agency. 
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2. Adopt a BTP no earlier than four years prior to July 1 of the fiscal year in which BTA 
funds are granted. 
 

3. Following regional approval, the local agency must submit the BTP to Caltrans Bicycle 
Facilities Unit for review and approval.  

 
The Bicycle Transportation Plan is therefore a General Plan implementation document 
consistent with policies in all four of the equal-weight General Plan Alternatives.  The 
State of California requires any BTP to be updated at least every four years in order to 
remain eligible for BTA funding.  It would therefore be problematic to adopt a BTP as part 
of a General Plan because it would be outdated before any General Plan update could 
take place, or be subject to a General Plan Amendment in order to incorporate any 
updated information. 
 

Policies in each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives that address 
bike facilities are as follows:   
 
No Project/1996 General Plan: 3.5.1.4, 3.9.1.5, 3.9.1.6, all policies under 
Objectives 3.11.1, 3.11.2 and 3.11.3, 6.7.4.4, 6.9.1.2, 9.1.2.4, 9.1.2.9. 
 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Alternatives:  Policies TC-
4a through TC-4g. 

 
Pedestrian Facilities 
 
A variety of comments refer to a need for more pedestrian facilities in the county.  Many 
of these comments specify the need for mandatory sidewalks to and from schools and 
parks.  While the No Project/1996 General Plan Alternative is silent on sidewalk 
requirements, the policies under Goal TC-5 of the Roadway constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative and the Environmental Constrained Alternative specifically direct the County 
to provide curb and sidewalk facilities throughout residential subdivisions, in 
commercial, industrial developments and adjacent to parks and schools.   
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Master Response 17 – Rail Corridor  
 
A number of comments inquired about rail through the county and the use of the rail 
corridor.  A Joint Powers Agency (JPA) made up of Sacramento County, Regional 
Transit, the City of Folsom, and El Dorado County purchased the rail corridor, located 
south of U.S. Highway 50 and running between the west County line and just west of 
the City of Placerville, from the Southern Pacific Railroad in the mid 1990s.  The 
purchase was made under the authority of the Federal "Rails to Trails" Act.  There is a 
"Reciprocal Use and Funding Agreement" between the jurisdictions that governs the 
use of the corridor.  El Dorado County has the responsibility to manage the portion of 
the corridor within its jurisdiction, but ownership and authority to determine permissible 
uses within the corridor still remains with the JPA.  
 
A Corridor Master Plan was adopted, and the associated program EIR was certified, by 
the Board of Supervisors in February 2003 for the El Dorado segment of the corridor.  
This Master Plan foresees hiking, biking, and equestrian trails, utility easements, and 
possible excursion or other tourist oriented train uses along the full length of the 
corridor, and allows for the future re-use of the corridor for freight or passenger rail.  
This Master Plan is consistent with the policies within the General Plan alternatives, and 
selection of any one of the General Plan alternatives would not affect the ability of the 
County to implement the Corridor Master Plan. 
 
While the General Plan alternatives support the use of the Corridor in ways that 
maintain the viability of future passenger or freight rail, in order to use the Corridor for 
those purposes, substantial hurdles would have to be overcome including physical and 
economic issues.  The portion within El Dorado County runs along a very circuitous 
route constructed in the 1800s.  Consequently, trains could only operate at 10-25 miles 
per hour without major realignment of the right-of-way and trackage.  The existing 
alignment is unable to handle higher-speed trains. An analysis was performed in 2002 
by Professor Joe Armstrong of Sacramento City College to determine the suitability of 
the SPTC corridor for use as a laboratory facility for his classes in railroad maintenance 
technology.  His analysis concluded that the corridor would not be suitable for use by 
his classes for a number of reasons, one of which was that the type of rail utilized on the 
existing tracks was obsolete, and would be very difficult to locate suitable replacement 
parts, and he further concluded that to renovate the railroad to the minimum necessary 
to accommodate low speed freight rail would require approximately $30 million.  To 
realign the facility to handle higher speed traffic would add substantially to the cost.    
 
Several comments suggest that the costs of developing a passenger capability on the rail 
corridor would be cheaper than adding lanes to U.S. Highway 50.  Data gathered by the 
County indicate that this is not the case.  Cost estimates provided by the commenters are 
not based on corridors with the similar features as the El Dorado Corridor.  Cost estimates 
developed by Sacramento Regional Transit for their South Line extension, and the 
Sacramento to Folsom line extension indicate that the costs are approximately $20
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 million per mile for rail line and station construction.  These projects are currently 
underway, and are located in areas of existing rail corridors, in flat terrain.  To extend a 
similar facility into El Dorado County, with the requirement for significant realignments 
would add significantly to these cost estimates.  Assuming, however, that a facility could 
be constructed in El Dorado County for the same cost per mile, to extend light rail on the 
entire 28 miles of corridor within El Dorado County would be approximately $560 million.  
This cost would not include the cost of acquiring rolling stock, and the cost of operating 
the rail line. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, one of the most critical issues facing re-establishment of 
passenger rail service is that the route extends thought areas of the county with very low 
population density, and those areas are not projected, under the proposed General Plan 
land uses, to have the density to support passenger rail operations on the existing 
corridor.  This means that the passenger base for the operation would have to come from 
other areas.  Those passengers would have to use another transportation mode, typically 
their automobile, to get to the stations. 
 
Given likely average speed of the trains, the location, the length of run, the need for 
multiple station stops, and the lost time due to transferring from one mode to another, it 
would be quicker for those individuals to stay in their autos and drive on U.S. Highway 50, 
even if it is congested.  There is currently a study underway to determine the feasibility to 
extend light rail from Folsom to the El Dorado Hills area, but it is generally conceded that it 
is impractical to consider an extension beyond that point. 

Similar hurdles are present for freight service.  The Southern Pacific Railroad ceased rail 
operations in 1985, and pursed the abandonment of the right of way, because there was a 
shrinking base of very few customers, the primary one being Michigan-California Lumber, 
which was closing their rail operations.  Additionally, the trackage and associated facilities 
were deteriorating, leading to increasing maintenance costs.  The petition from Southern 
Pacific Rail Corporation to the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) for abandonment 
of the rail line indicated that it had not been profitable to operate the freight line to 
Placerville for many years.  

Once the JPA acquired the corridor, a group of railroad enthusiasts/short-line operators 
tried to gain access to the corridor to run a short line freight operation up into the county 
from the end of the existing Union Pacific (former the Southern Pacific) freight operations 
at Hazel Road.  The same issues of no viable customers, no viable business plans, an 
estimated reconstruction cost of over $30 million to make the corridor suitable for freight 
use, and the conflict with Regional Transit and the City of Folsom’s plans to use the 
corridor through their jurisdictions to extend light rail into Folsom, led to their becoming 
inactive after the Corridor Master Plan was adopted. 

The feasibility of using the rail corridor to get heavy trucks off U.S. Highway 50, and 
thereby reducing future traffic congestion problems, is questionable for several reasons. 
The number of trucks on the freeway is a small percentage of traffic (Caltrans traffic count 
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numbers indicate that trucks make up roughly five to seven percent of the total traffic 
volume) and they are not adding significantly to the congestion at any given time.  U.S. 
Highway 50 is not a major interstate highway like Interstate 5 or Interstate 80, and 
therefore, the trucks on U.S. Highway 50 are typically either trucks bringing products into 
El Dorado County, with their destination being a commercial or industrial facility located in 
the county; construction-related vehicles such as dump trucks and equipment hauling 
trucks; logging trucks related to the logging industry; or trucks delivering goods to and 
from locations within the Tahoe Basin. 
 
This type of traffic is not conducive to such concepts as piggybacking semi-trailers onto 
railroad flatcars, and as stated above, the bulk shipment of freight in railcars within the 
county is no longer viable, mostly due to the loss of large-scale shippers that could take 
advantage of rail shipping. 
 
There is an active historical rail group in Folsom that has proposed excursion trains from 
Old Town Folsom to Latrobe (or beyond).  There may also be a potential for a low tech, 
low speed people-mover trolley operation between Shingle Springs and the commercial 
area along Missouri Flat Road.  One concept under discussion is a "Wally Trolley" using 
open-air cars seating approximately 20 passengers towed by a small prime mover to the 
new Wal-Mart.  Another local historic rail group associated with the County’s Historical 
Museum would like to have a railroad museum along this segment of track, and the ability 
to run a narrow gauge Shay locomotive they are restoring on the corridor.  They are also 
examining the potential of operating a rail shuttle of some sort along this segment. 
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Master Response 18 – Oak Tree Canopy Coverage 
 
A number of comments address the issue of oak tree canopy protection and related 
policies and mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR.  The comments range from 
concerns that the proposed standards are too restrictive to concerns that they are not 
restrictive enough.  A number of the comments raise similar issues.  These issues are 
addressed below.  
 
Overview 

Tree canopy protection policies are contained in the Conservation and Open Space 
Element in each alternative.  In the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives the 
policies are contained under Objectives 7.4.4, “Forest and Oak Woodland Resources”, 
and 7.4.5, “Native Vegetation and Landmark Trees”.   Policy 7.4.4.2 encourages the 
protection, planting, restoration, and regeneration of native trees in existing communities 
and in connection with new development.  Policy 7.4.4.3 states that clustering of 
development should be utilized to retain the largest contiguous areas of habitat possible.  
Policy 7.4.4.4 sets forth the development standards for retention or replacement of oak 
woodland tree canopy applicable to discretionary projects.  Policy 7.4.4.5 provides for the 
retention of a corridor of oak trees within oak tree stands where some individual trees or 
groups of trees are lost. Policy 7.4.5.1 sets forth the requirement for a tree survey, 
preservation and replacement plan for certain discretionary projects.   

The Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives 
also contain oak tree and canopy protection policies.  Policies CO-6c and CO-7a direct 
the County to protect and maintain oak woodland resources and individual heritage and 
landmark trees.  Implementation Measure CO-J directs the County to adopt an Oak 
Woodland Management Plan, including establishing canopy protection standards and 
thresholds for the loss of oak woodlands; requirements for tree surveys and mitigation 
plans for discretionary projects; replanting and replacement standards; and 
heritage/landmark tree protection standards.  The timeframe for development and 
implementation of these standards is five years from adoption of the General Plan.  Other 
policies such as CO-1d (limiting development on slopes 30 percent or greater), CO-6a 
(protection of important habitat), CO-6b (requirement of biological resources study report 
for discretionary projects), CO-12a (retention of native vegetation), and CO-11a and 11b 
(open space protection), as well as Implementation Measures CO-F (important habitat 
inventory) and CO-I (integrated natural resources management plan), would also provide 
some protection to oak woodland habitat. 

Additionally, the Environmentally Constrained Alternative establishes the Important 
Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay designation over areas of relatively intact native 
vegetation (see Figure LU-1 and Policy CO-6d).  Implementation Measure CO-K calls for 
the development and adoption of standards for the -IBC overlay designation, which could 
include the setting of higher tree canopy protection standards and/or more stringent 
mitigation standards/thresholds for oak woodlands within the corridor. 
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The DEIR discusses impacts to tree canopy and oak trees in Section 5.12, Biological 
Resources.  Impact 5.12-1 addresses the loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat and 
Impact 5.12-3 addresses impacts on wildlife movement.  The analysis concludes that 
these impacts would be significant for all of the alternatives.  Impacts would be greatest 
for the 1996 Alternative, followed by the No Project Alternative, the Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane “Plus” Alternative, and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
 
The DEIR also addresses the deficiency in the 1996 General Plan EIR’s oak woodlands 
analysis, as identified in the Writ of Mandate. The Court ruled that the County failed to 
adequately analyze the impacts of the change in policy language from “retention” of oak 
canopy to “retention or replacement.”  The efficacy of replacement as mitigation is 
analyzed on pages 5.12-31, 5.12-40 to 41 and 5.12-42 to 43 of the DEIR (see also page 2 
of Appendix G, in Volume 3 of the DEIR).  The DEIR concludes that the effectiveness of 
replacement as mitigation for oak habitat loss is uncertain, and has been further 
undermined by improper implementation and inadequate monitoring and enforcement.  
The DEIR also recognizes, however, that replacement remains an important conservation 
tool in the context of an overall restoration strategy that includes preservation of existing 
mature stands. 
 
Specific mitigation measures identified to reduce impacts to wildlife habitat and movement 
associated with oak trees and tree canopy are 5.12-1(f) (oak canopy retention policies) 
and 5.12-1(g) (oak tree preservation ordinance) for the No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives.  In a more general context, Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(d), 5.12-1(e), and 
5.12-3(a) direct the County to develop an Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan (INRMP) and to adopt a no-net-loss policy for important habitat.  These policies 
would apply to oak woodland habitat and other biological resources inventoried and 
mapped as important habitat under the INRMP.  Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(i) through (l) 
apply to the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives and incorporate the policies of measures 5.12-1(f) and (g).  The DEIR 
concludes that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts to oak 
woodlands would be significant for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives. 
 
Oak Canopy Retention Standards 
 
Policy 7.4.4.4 of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives would require the 
application of tree canopy retention and replacement standards for all parcels that have at 
least 10 percent woodland canopy cover.  Those standards require the retention or 
replacement of between 60 and 90 percent of existing canopy, depending on the extent of 
the canopy cover on the parcel.  The policies of the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives do not include specific canopy 
retention and replacement standards, but call for the development of an oak woodland 
management plan that includes canopy protection standards, replanting and replacement 
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standards, and other requirements designed to protect oak woodlands (Implementation 
Measure CO-J). 
 
The mitigation measures for all four of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives 
recommend the adoption of an oak woodland protection policy that would require one of 
two options.  Option A would impose the specific retention standards set forth in the No 
Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, but modified to require retention (rather than 
replacement) of existing canopy at the specified percentages.  This option would also 
require replacement at a 1:1 ratio in addition to the retention requirements.  The 
replacement ratio is based on the combined diameter of replacement trees to the 
diameter of the removed tree(s). 
 
The second option (“Option B”) would not require retention of existing tree canopy, but 
would require the applicant to provide funding for woodland preservation (including 
acquisition, restoration and management costs) at a 2:1 ratio, through a County 
conservation fund.  The term “replacement” in Option B has been changed to 
“preservation” to clarify the intent of this option, which is to preserve (through acquisition 
or conservation easements) existing woodlands of equal or greater biological value as 
those lost.  The text has also been revised to clarify how the ratio requirement would be 
applied.  See Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments document for these revisions. 
 
Option B, although it would allow for greater loss of canopy on individual parcels, is 
designed to facilitate the preservation of larger blocks of contiguous habitat, generating at 
least twice as much funding for habitat protection as Option A.  If El Dorado County is to 
retain viable populations of the native species that currently exist at lower elevations, large 
contiguous blocks of habitat will need to be preserved.  A County-administered 
conservation fund would allow the County to pool mitigation funds from multiple projects 
as well as funds from other sources (such as grants, State Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Fund Act funds, or County general funds), and apply those funds towards acquisition and 
restoration projects that would produce the greatest biological benefits.  Thus, it is 
expected that Option B would complement Option A, providing a level of habitat 
preservation that could not be obtained through Option A alone. 
 
Several commenters note that replacement trees will take time to attain the habitat values 
of a mature woodland, and that a ratio of greater than 1:1 replacement should be 
required.  The 1:1 ratio applies only under Option A, which also requires compliance with 
the enumerated retention standards.   Those standards would provide substantial 
protection for existing oak canopy.  Otherwise, a 2:1 preservation ratio is required.   In 
addition, Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(e) and 5.12-1(j) would require development projects 
to avoid or, where avoidance is not feasible, to fully mitigate impacts to any oak woodland 
habitat designated as “important habitat” under the INRMP.  Mitigation would include 
replacement/preservation at a 2:1 ratio, (with an additional requirement of 1:1 onsite 
replacement/preservation for sites greater than 10 acres). This policy would protect oak 
woodlands that have been determined to have significant value as habitat. 
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Under mitigation proposed in the DEIR, individual trees on parcels with less than 10 
percent tree cover would not be subject to the retention and replacement standards.  
Some commenters have expressed concern that this threshold could result in substantial 
oak tree loss on larger parcels.  The purpose of Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(f) (and 5.12-
1(k)) is to reduce impacts on wildlife habitat by requiring mitigation for loss of oak 
woodland habitat.  The definition of what constitutes an oak “woodland” is somewhat 
subjective but is generally understood to describe areas with canopy cover exceeding 10 
percent. Areas with contiguous oak woodland canopy provide habitat for a far greater 
diversity and abundance of wildlife species than individual trees or fragmented groups of 
trees.  For this reason, Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k) were designed to apply only 
to project sites where the percent of canopy cover is greater than 10 percent. 

Individual oak trees on such sites would receive some degree of protection under 
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(g) and 5.12-1(l) (development of oak tree preservation 
ordinance).  These measures establish a policy to preserve native oaks wherever 
feasible; require all applications for discretionary development to include certain 
information on native oak trees on site and how they will be protected; and require a 
permit (with certain exceptions) for oak tree removal.  In addition, the protections 
applicable to oak woodlands that have been designated “important habitat” under 
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(e) and 5.12-1(j) would apply regardless of the percent canopy 
cover of such habitat.  With application of these additional mitigation measures, the 10 
percent cover threshold for Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k) would not significantly 
reduce the level of protection provided to important oak woodland habitat, even on larger 
parcels.  

It is possible that on large parcels, oak trees occupying less than 10 percent of the parcel 
could nonetheless comprise “woodlands” if they are clustered together in a sufficiently 
dense grouping.  The intent of Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k) was not to create an 
exception for such woodlands.  Although these woodlands would still receive comparable 
protection under the other policies identified above, Mitigation Measures 5.12-(f) and (k) 
have been revised to eliminate the 10 percent threshold and apply the 90 percent 
retention standard to parcels with one to nine percent canopy coverage on parcels one 
acre or greater. Please refer also to Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document. 

Other commenters suggest that the retention/replacement requirements are too 
stringent, particularly as applied to Commercial, Industrial, and Research and 
Development lands, and would prevent employment-generating development. Option B 
of Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and 5.12-1(k) provide for the ability to remove oak 
woodlands in excess of the required retention percentages set forth under Option A, by 
participating in offsite conservation efforts at a 2:1 ratio through the conservation fund 
program.  This provides some degree of flexibility for development on parcels where 
oak woodlands cannot be avoided. It is acknowledged that these requirements may 
nevertheless impact development in the county. The proposed standards were identified 
as necessary to mitigate, to the extent feasible, the significant biological
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impacts arising from habitat loss and fragmentation.    Even with these standards and 
other proposed mitigation measures in place, impacts would not be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.  Relaxing the proposed retention/replacement standards would 
result in a lesser degree of protection and a greater impact.  The effect of these 
standards on employment-generating development is not an environmental impact, but 
a policy matter that the Board will consider in their deliberations prior to final approval of 
a General Plan. 
 
Impacts of Agricultural Activities on Woodlands 

Several commenters point out that agricultural activities and other permitted uses on 
agricultural land can have a significant impact on oak woodlands and would not be 
subject to the proposed retention policies.  For example, clearing of land for crop 
production does not require any review by the County and could lead to habitat 
fragmentation and loss.  Agricultural development requires the conversion of relatively 
large areas of land from native vegetation to cropland.  In El Dorado County this is 
typically manifested in the conversion of oak woodland or oak savannah to vineyard or 
orchard. 

Conversion of habitat to agricultural uses will contribute to the significant and 
unavoidable impacts caused by habitat conversion in the county, as noted in the 
discussion of Impact 5.12-1, Habitat Fragmentation and Loss (beginning on page 5.12-
32).  As discussed in the DEIR, conversion of natural habitats to agricultural uses 
reduces biological diversity, and can substantially increase habitat fragmentation (pages 
5.12-35, -47, -48, and -72). Large-scale agricultural conversion not only replaces natural 
wildlife habitat with agricultural land of lesser habitat value, but also can significantly 
contribute to habitat fragmentation and alter the diversity and abundance of local wildlife 
populations. These effects are most pronounced when agricultural conversion of 
important wildlife habitat occurs, and when the conversion is extensive enough to affect 
the ecology of the surrounding ecosystem. 

The analysis of Impact 5.12-1 in the DEIR (page 5.12-34) identifies the amount of 
various habitat types that would be impacted by agricultural and other “medium 
intensity” land uses (tourist recreational, rural land, rural residential) under each 
alternative (see DEIR Table 5.12-4, page 5.12-36).  Fifty percent of the existing blue 
oak woodland habitat is designated for medium intensity uses under the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives.  When medium and high intensity use designations are 
combined, more than 50 percent of the blue oak woodland habitat is potentially affected 
under all of the alternatives. These impacts are identified as significant in the DEIR.  

Proposed mitigation measures in the DEIR would lessen the impact of the conversion of 
oak woodland habitat to high and medium intensity uses. The oak canopy retention 
standards do not apply specifically to conversion to agricultural uses. Because 
agricultural uses are land intensive, applying canopy retention standards to agricultural 
uses would severely limit or preclude new cultivated agriculture in many areas of the 
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county, which would be at odds with the goals and policies promoting agriculture set 
forth in the Agriculture and Forestry Element of each of the alternatives.  In addition, 
lands converted to agricultural use can in many cases continue to provide habitat for 
wildlife, although of lesser value than natural habitat. The other habitat protection 
policies and mitigation measures affecting oak woodlands would provide some 
protection from agricultural conversion where the proposed activities require County 
approval, but many agricultural activities do not require such approval and are generally 
not subject to a review process. 
 
To ensure that the effect of agricultural conversion of important habitat is specifically 
addressed, Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(e) has been revised to require all grading 
projects greater than one acre that will result in agricultural conversion of important 
habitat to pay a fee to the INRMP conservation fund that is sufficient to acquire, restore, 
and manage, one acre for every acre of loss. The fee would increase to reflect a 2:1 
mitigation ratio for conversion of 10 acres or more. Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document for the text of the revised mitigation measure. The 
revised policy recognizes that agricultural land retains some habitat value, and that 
impacts from conversion to agriculture are substantially greater for large-scale 
conversion because of the greater potential to cause habitat fragmentation. 
 
The revised mitigation would increase protection of wildlife habitat by requiring 
mitigation for the conversion of important oak woodland or other important habitat to 
agricultural uses.  However, while this mitigation would help preserve certain large 
contiguous blocks of important oak woodland and other habitat targeted for preservation 
under the INRMP, it would not prevent agricultural conversion.  As a result, the total 
amount of oak woodland and other wildlife habitat in the county would continue to 
decline and would become increasingly fragmented. Impact 5.12-1 would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Tree Removal Permit 

Several commenters suggested that the General Plan policies should require a permit 
procedure to be developed for the removal of individual trees, as well as the protection of 
the canopy.  Policy CO-7a of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained 
Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives would provide protection of heritage or landmark trees.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(g) and 5.12-1(l) of the DEIR would require that an 
oak tree removal permit process be established.  This measure would require a permit for 
the removal of any oak with a diameter at breast height (dbh) of six inches or greater, and 
establishes replacement provisions and penalties.   

The proposed mitigation measure exempts single-family residential lots that cannot be 
further subdivided, if they receive written approval from the Planning Department.  
Some commenters are concerned that this could result in a large loss of trees and tree 
canopy on larger parcels (e.g., parcels designated for 5-, 10-, and 40-acre minimum 
parcels sizes). County planning staff does not believe this will be the result. The reason 
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for the exemption was to recognize the experience in the county that most tree cutting 
occurs in anticipation of future nonresidential and agricultural development, and when 
grading for new residential subdivisions. Owners of individual residential parcels that 
cannot be further subdivided and have no option for future more intense land use (other 
than a single residence)  are likely to preserve most of the existing trees on their parcel. 
 Tree cover is often among the primary motivations for purchase of the land for a home 
site.  While some tree removal may need to occur when the house pad is cleared for 
construction, on larger parcels this area would tend to be a small percentage of the site. 
 
In addition, under Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k), as revised in this Response to 
Comments document, oak trees on large parcels would be subject to canopy retention 
standards, which would preclude the removal of significant areas of oak woodland on 
such parcels.  However, though considered unlikely, it is possible that removal of large 
individual oak trees, including potential landmark or heritage trees, could occur without 
County review under the measure as proposed.  To preclude this possibility, the 
measure has been revised to limit the residential parcel exception to trees of a diameter 
less than 36 inches at breast height (see Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments 
document). 
 
Interim Protection 
 
Many commenters expressed a concern regarding the time delay between adoption of a 
new ordinance for tree and/or canopy protection and the adoption of the General Plan, 
and what standards would be utilized during the interim period. One of the primary 
concerns of commenters is that the 1996 General Plan standards for canopy protection, 
which would permit replacement in lieu of retention, would be applied as an interim 
measure pursuant to Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c).  However, Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(c) 
directs the County to apply standards from the 1996 General Plan as interim standards 
only where there are no standards in the adopted General Plan alternative to apply. 
Mitigation Measures 5.12-1(f) and (k), if adopted, would permit only retention in 
accordance with the specified standards of Option A (which do not allow “replacement” in 
lieu of retention) until the INRMP is developed and a program established for funding the 
2:1 replacement requirements under Option B.  Please refer also to Master Response 5. 
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Master Response 19 – Intentionally Left Blank 
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Master Response 20 – Pine Hill Preserve Boundaries 
 
Several commenters noted the differences between the lands identified as –EP, 
Ecological Preserve in each of the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives and the 
land identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service desired for potential acquisition as a 
part of the Recovery Plan for Gabbro Soil Plants (U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Recovery Plan for Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central Sierra Nevada 
Foothills. Portland, OR. Dec. 11, 2002), also referred to as the Pine Hill Preserve system. 
The discussion below describes the manner in which gabbro soils have been addressed 
in earlier planning efforts and in the DEIR and how those relate to the USFWS Recovery 
Plan. 
 
Discussion of the rare plants found on gabbro soils, also known as the Pine Hill formation, 
is found beginning on page 5.12-15 in the DEIR.  The –EP, Ecological Preserve overlay 
designation on the draft Land Use Diagrams was first adopted by the County as a part of 
the 1996 General Plan, based on a study prepared in cooperation with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (EIP Associates. Preserve Sites and Preservation 
Strategies for Rare Plant Species in Western El Dorado County, November, 1991).  The 
study was undertaken as development pressures in western El Dorado County began to 
impact the gabbro soils region.  This region runs roughly from U.S. Highway 50, just east 
of Cameron Park Drive to Salmon Falls, as shown on Exhibits 5.12-9, 5.12-12, and 5.12-
15 in the DEIR.  The study identified twelve potential preserve sites, ranked them based 
on several criteria, and presented strategies for acquisition of sufficient area to protect the 
listed plant species.   
 
During the course of deliberations on the 1996 General Plan, the preserve sites were 
narrowed down to five (Cameron Park, Pine Hill, Salmon Falls, Martell Creek, and Penny 
Lane), totaling 3,450 acres.  However, the County rejected including the Cameron Park 
unit, an area at the southernmost range of the Gabbro soils due in part to concerns 
regarding the ability to acquire the land, potential conflicts between management activities 
on preserve land and surrounding urban development, and the potential effects of 
acquisition on the County’s economic goals and objectives.  
 
Part of the strategy for acquisition of the preserve sites was to adopt a fee program to be 
applied to all new development within the EID service area.  In addition, the Plan called for 
cooperative efforts by State and federal agencies and the American River Conservancy to 
acquire or trade for private lands to be held in public trust for the protection of the listed 
plant species.   
 
In 1998 the County amended the General Plan to add the 315 acres of the Cameron Park 
unit north of U.S. Highway 50 to the preserve system, and the –EP overlay was added to 
the Land Use Diagram.  The County also adopted Ordinance No. 4500 and Fee 
Resolution No. 205-98 to implement the fee program. 
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The fee program identifies three distinct regions:  Area 0, the lands specifically identified 
as suitable habitat and appropriate to be added to the preserve system; Area 1, 
corresponding with the gabbro soils, for which the higher level fee is applied; and Area 2, 
which is all the land within the El Dorado Irrigation District service area and where a lower 
fee is collected.  Parcels outside of these areas are not subject to the fee program. 
Overall, the fee program is projected to generate funds equivalent to approximately 25 
percent of the total acquisition cost of the preserve system. State, federal and other local 
agencies are assumed to participate in acquisitions funding and, have done so. The fee 
program also generates funds which are deposited into a trust account, the interest from 
which is used to pay for operations, maintenance and management costs. Finally, the 
preserve fee program is required to be revisited periodically to ensure that facts which 
support the fee calculation remain current. 

In the spring of 2001, the County entered into a Cooperative Management Agreement for 
the Pine Hill Preserve (Cooperative Management Agreement for the Pine Hill Preserve, El 
Dorado County, March 2001).  The other parties to the Agreement are the BLM, the 
California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, CDF the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation, EID, and the American River Conservancy.   In that Agreement, 
the parties stated that the primary goal of the preserve was to preserve the rare plant 
species in the gabbro formation.   The Agreement noted that the USFWS had prepared a 
draft recovery Plan for the rare plants and that the Preserve was a primary feature of that 
recovery plan.   Each party took on specific obligations; the County’s obligations include 
“Preserve designation—Maintain the existing Ecological Preserve designation as an 
overlay on the General Plan Land Use Diagrams which delineates the five Pine hill 
Ecological Preserve Units” (see Paragraph 11 of the Agreement).   There was no 
obligation to acquire additional lands identified in the USFWS Recovery Plan.  The 
Management Agreement recognized that there might not be sufficient funds to fully 
implement the Preserve on the identified properties and left it to the sole discretion of 
each party to determine if sufficient funds were available to perform all of the obligations 
under the Plan (see Paragraph 17 of the Agreement). 

The Cooperative Management Agreement also includes authorization to prepare a 
Management Plan for the preserve system and establishes agency representatives who 
participate in the capacity as an interagency preserve management team. The 
Management Plan is in rough draft form and work by the management team continues 
toward completion of a public review draft. The working draft of the Management Plan 
follows the outline of the final recovery plan. Resolution of the geographic boundary 
differences of the Recovery Plan versus the General Plan ecological preserve overlay is 
an issue that the management team will attempt to resolve by development of 
recommendations for the agencies to consider and possibly to approve. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service released the final recovery plan in December, 2002. 
The Recovery Plan calls for the acquisition of at least 5,000 acres.  Although the 
Recovery Plan boundaries do differ from the boundaries of the current Preserve units, 
most of the area designated for potential acquisition in the Recovery Plan is within the 
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6000+ acres the County has designated with the EP overlay (please see Appendix E.4 of 
this document).  The most significant exception is a small area south of U.S. Highway 50 
which the County excluded from the EP overlay due to existing development in the area 
and the County’s development objectives. The recovery plan also shows two other areas 
at the northern end of the gabbro soils region that is not within the Ecological Preserve 
boundaries.  One is an area along both sides of Salmon Falls Road that is already 
subdivided into medium to low density residential parcels, ranging in size from two to ten 
acre lots.  Negotiations are under way to acquire several of these privately-owned parcels, 
which would be added to the preserve once they have been purchased.  To the northeast, 
the majority of the land that is identified as part of the recovery plan is already publicly 
owned, and proposed revisions to the land use diagrams, as shown in Appendix D, would 
add the –EP overlay designation to these lands.  The County will continue to work with 
other agencies towards acquisition of any of these private lands where willing sellers are 
identified. 

As stated in the news release issued by the Service (U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service. News release announcing availability of Blueprint for Recovering 
Endangered Gabbro Soil Plants.  Sacramento, CA.  December 11, 2002), the recovery 
plan is a blueprint “for action by federal and State agencies, other organizations, and 
citizens, and does not obligate the expenditure of funds or require that actions be 
implemented.”  The County will participate with federal, State, local agencies, and 
nonprofit conservation organizations in the acquisitions of land within the recovery plan 
boundaries.  The County will continue to participate in the Cooperative Management 
Agreement entered in 2001.  The County continues, in all four General Plan alternatives, 
to maintain the Ecological Preserve Overlay on all land identified as part of the Preserve 
in the Cooperative Management Agreement 

Indeed, the County has participated in and helped facilitate the purchase of several tracts 
of land, including two properties within the Cameron Park unit, identified as the Smith and 
Gabbert property, and the site of the former Ponderosa 50 project. During 2002 and 2003 
the County financed the acquisition of 58.83 acres with another 22.96-acre acquisition 
pending. These acquisitions added acreage to the Pine Hill, Martel Creek and Salmon 
Falls units of the Preserve.  Other acquisitions of land have also occurred since 1996 
outside of the original –EP overlay boundaries.  The Land Use Diagrams for each 
alternative have been amended to include those lands in the –EP overlay.   The County 
will continue to cooperate in acquiring other lands in the Recovery Plan area as practical, 
and will place those acquired properties into the Preserve if such action is agreed to by 
the other parties to the Cooperative Management Agreement (see Paragraph 1b of the 
Agreement). 

In addition to the EP overlay, each of the General Plan alternatives contains policies that 
will operate to provide additional protection for sensitive plant species.  Those include the 
-IBC overlay in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, Policies CO-5a, CO-5e and 
CO-6a in the Roadway Constrained and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, and 
Policies 7.4.1.5, 7.4.1.6, and 7.4.2.1 in the No Project and 1996 General Plan 



 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
January 2004  Section 4.1 Master Responses 

 
4.1-60

Alternatives. The DEIR proposes a number of mitigation measures in Section 5.12 that 
would provide additional protection for sensitive plant species. 
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Master Response 21 – Mineral Resource Mapping 
 
Several commenters noted that the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) areas shown on the 
Land Use Diagram for each alternative and on Table 5.9-5 in the EIR do not reflect data 
now available from the State regarding mineral resources (California Department of 
Conservation, California Geologic Survey.  CGS Open File Report 2000-03, Mineral Land 
Classification of El Dorado County, California. 2003). The information referenced by the 
commenters was not available to the County at the time the DEIR was being prepared.  
The exhibits in the EIR have been replaced to reflect the updated information. 
 
As described on pages 3-34 and 5.9-23 through 25 of the EIR, Department of 
Conservation (DOC), California Geological Survey mineral resource mapping of MRZ-2a 
and MRZ-2b lands is used to develop the Mineral Resource (-MR) General Plan Overlay.  
The Department of Conservation recently released Open File Report 2000-03 regarding 
mineral resources in El Dorado County.  The report updates earlier land classifications in 
the county.  The report summarizes changes other than boundary adjustments from prior 
classifications as follows: 
 
1. Removal of MRZs for chromite, talc/soapstone, and asbestos resources deemed to 

be not economically significant in the 50-year foreseeable future; 
2. Removal of a MRZ-2a for industrial limestone in Marble Valley; 
3. Removal of a MRZ-2b for hydrothermal deposits (gold) at Hazel Creek; 
4. The MRZ-2a classification of Placerite Quarry near Newtown for construction 

materials (rhyolite specialty stone); 
5. The MRZ-2b classification of a newly identified limestone deposit (near Cool) for 

industrial minerals (limestone) and construction material (aggregate); 
6. The MRZ-2a classification of the Chile Bar Slate Mine, and MRZ-2b area was 

classification for construction materials (slate) near Kelsey (sic); 
7. The MRZ-2b classification of an area adjacent to the Big Canyon Mine for gold 

deposits formed by hydrothermal process; 
8. The MRZ-3a classification of an area approximately one mile southeast of Omo 

Ranch for industrial minerals (limestone), and aggregate (limestone); 
9. The MRZ-3a classification of an area at Snows Road Pit for construction materials; 
10. The creation of a new countywide MRZ map: “Construction Materials – Aggregate, 

Slate, Specialty Stone, and Decomposed Granite”; and 
11. The creation of a new countywide aggregate resource area (ARA) map. 
 
A map showing the location of the most recent State classified MRZ -2 lands has been 
added to each of the General Plan alternatives. (See Chapter 5.0 of this Response to 
Comments document.)  In addition, the –MR overlay designation has been updated on 
the Land Use Diagram for each of the General Plan alternatives.  The extent of the 
changes in the –MR overlay designations is minor and does not change the impacts 
associated with any of the plan alternatives. 
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Previously, MRZ-2a and MRZ-2b classified lands comprised 25,754 acres.  The recently 
released map classifies 24,670 acres with this designation, a reduction of 1,084 acres, or 
about four percent.  The changes are primarily a deletion of a region previously classified 
as MRZ-2b in the Rattlesnake Bar area and a small area near the County line southeast 
of Latrobe, along with the deletion of the Marble Valley and Shingle Lime Mine limestone 
deposits.  These have been removed from the –MR overlay designation in all alternatives. 
 One large area (discussed below) has been added as MRZ-2b in the Big Canyon area 
south of Shingle Springs, along with several smaller sites of MRZ-2a, MRZ-2b in Cool, 
Rescue, Pleasant Valley, Georgetown and Lotus, as specifically listed above.   Each of 
these has been added to the –MR overlay except for those portions of the State-
designated MRZ-2 lands which lie within a Community Region or Rural Center.  (The total 
acreage of lands with the –MR overlay designation varies slightly between alternatives, 
since the sizes of the Community Regions and Rural Centers vary between the 
alternatives.)  The underlying land use designations of Multifamily Residential, High 
Density Residential, and Medium Density Residential are incompatible with mining uses.  
Roughly 240 net acres have been added to the overlay.   
 
The large area that has been added south of Shingle Springs consists of approximately 
800 acres in a sparsely developed region of the county.  The underlying base land use 
designation of the site and surrounding area is Rural Residential in the No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternatives, Natural Resources and Rural Lands in the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, and Natural Resources and Agricultural Lands in 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  The parcel sizes permitted in these land use 
designations are consistent with the buffering requirements associated with mineral 
resource lands found in each of the equal-weight General Plan alternatives as well as in 
Mitigation Measures 5.9-6(b) and 5.9-6(c). 
 
In addition, the State has designated certain existing mines MRZ-2.  The County has 
applied the –MR designation to those sites to identify the importance of the mineral 
extraction activities occurring on the sites and to try to prevent future land use conflicts 
with noncompatible land uses being established adjacent to those sites.  The Weber 
Creek and Marin Quarries have been added to the list that previously included the Cool 
Cave and Diamond Quarries.  Other areas designated aggregate resource areas (ARA) 
are Bear Creek, Rattlesnake Bar, Ringold Creek, Cosumnes and Indian Creek.   
 
Policies associated with the protection of mineral resources are located in the 
Conservation and Open Space Element (7.2.1.2, 7.2.2.1, and 7.2.3.12 in the No Project 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, and CO-2b, CO-2c and CO-2d in the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives). 
These designations have not changed as a result of the Department of Conservation’s 
classification report.  
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