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Response to Comment Letter 1
Comment Received during Public Comment Meeting
Tim White
August 11, 2016
1-1

This comment introduces the commenter. This comment then states that oak
woodlands are one of the most iconic images of California and that 6,500 acres of oak
woodlands would be lost or destroyed in El Dorado County (the County) in the next
19 years due to development. As an aside, the commenter states that he is not antigrowth or anti-construction.
This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) and, thus, no response is required. As discussed in Master
Response 9 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) of this Final EIR, during preparation of
the Final EIR, it was determined that the calculations of the extent of oak woodland
impacts double-counted several parcels. The revised total potential impact area
calculations indicate that the maximum oak woodland loss would be 4,848 acres. This
comment, along with all comments on the Draft EIR, will be considered by the Board
of Supervisors in their deliberations on the proposed project.

1-2

This comment states that the mitigation requirements for the proposed project could be
stronger and more mitigation could be required, although the Draft EIR was well done.
The Board of Supervisors determined that the proposed mitigation standards, which
incentivize but do not require retention, would best meet the County’s overall General
Plan and land use goals and objectives. Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2
(Master Responses) in this Final EIR for discussion of the Board of Supervisors’ role
in setting General Plan policy. Also refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 2 (Master
Responses) in this Final EIR for discussion of the oak resource mitigation and
monitoring requirements of the proposed Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP).

1-3

This comment states that the County could set a blueprint for an oak resources
management program-oak conservation ordinance that could set a standard for the
State of California and thus should create the best plan possible.
The primary responsibility of the Board of Supervisors is to determine the policy
approach that best meets the County’s goals and objectives. Refer to Master Response
1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) of this Final EIR for additional discussion of the
Board of Supervisors’ role in setting General Plan policy.
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This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR and,
thus, no response is required. This comment, along with all comments on the Draft
EIR, will be considered by the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the
proposed project.
1-4

This comment suggests using circumference instead of diameter as a mitigation
requirement in order to increase the amount of trees planted. The comment asserts that
if a 24-inch oak is removed, mitigation will entail planting of 24 “1-inch little plugs.”
Measuring trees by their diameter at breast height is the standard metric for certified
arborists and Registered Professional Foresters. It is also the standard metric used in
tree conservation ordinances in many other jurisdictions.
The comment does not correctly characterize the mitigation requirements identified in
the ORMP. Table 4 of the proposed ORMP, shown below as Table 3-9, identifies the
options for tree planting to mitigate each inch of tree impacted. Planting a single 15gallon-container-size oak tree would mitigate for 1 inch of tree impact; planting two
1-gallon-container-size oak trees would also mitigate for 1 inch of tree impact. The
mitigation options do not include planting 1-inch plugs as suggested in the comment.
Table 3-9
Oak Tree Replacement Quantities
Replacement Tree Size
Acorn
1-gallon/TreePot 4
5-gallon
15-gallon

*

1-5

Number of Trees Required per Inch of Trunk Diameter Removed
3
2
1.5*
1

Quantity of replacement trees to be rounded up to the nearest whole number.

This comment states that oaks grow slowly and thus mitigation through replanting
benefits future generations, and reiterates the commenter’s opinion that the mitigation
requirements should be strengthened.
The proposed ORMP requirement to mitigate on an inch-for-inch basis recognizes the
temporal loss of oak trees inherent in using replanting as mitigation. For each impacted
tree that is at least 6 inches diameter at breast height, at least six new trees would be
planted. While the comment is correct that these trees require many years to grow to the
size of the original impacted tree, at the time that the trees reach that size, there will be
more trees than were impacted. Inch-for-inch mitigation is a typical requirement of tree
preservation policies and ordinances and is consistent with the County’s current
requirement under the existing language of General Plan Policy 7.4.5.2. The proposed
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project includes merging Policy 7.4.5.2 with Policy 7.4.4.4, with the inch-for-inch
mitigation included as a provision in the ORMP (Section 2.3.2, Oak Tree Mitigation).
1-6

This comment states that the County road exemption and the single-family home
exemption (lots of one acre or less that cannot be further subdivided) should be
changed so that some level of mitigation is required for these types of projects. This
comment then reiterates that the ordinance will set a standard for future generations to
have more oak trees and woodland environments.
The proposed ORMP defines the County road project exemption as applying only to
“road widening and realignment projects necessary to increase capacity, protect
public health, and improve safe movement of people and goods…” (Draft ORMP,
June 2016, Section 2.1.4, County Road Project Exemption). The exemption does not
apply to construction of new roads. As stated on page 6-56 of the Draft EIR:
“Since these are existing roads, oak woodlands habitats are already
fragmented by the linear nature of the roads. Widening or realignment
would incrementally increase oak woodlands loss but would not
increase fragmentation, dependent upon the improvement proposed.
The effect of this exemption is expected to remove a potential of 312
acres of 246,808 acres [of] oak woodlands (0.1% of the total oak
woodlands acreage in the ORMP Area). The loss of this small amount
of habitat is considered less than significant.”
The single-family home exemption (Draft ORMP, June 2016, Section 2.1.1, SingleFamily Lot Exemption) reflects current language found throughout the General Plan
that provides other exemptions for one-acre parcels. During the February 23, 2015
Board of Supervisors meeting, the Board provided direction to staff for the creation of
a two-tiered mitigation approach as well as helped define various exemptions, one of
which being the exemption for one acre or smaller single-family residential parcels
that cannot be further subdivided. As discussed in Master Response 1, the Board of
Supervisors has the authority to develop and interpret the County’s General Plan and
to ensure that the General Plan and County Code reflect the County’s goals and
objectives. As stated on page 6-51 of the Draft EIR:
“The Single-Family Lot Exemption could therefore result in impacts to
approximately 290 acres of oak woodlands which would not require
mitigation. This figure, however, is considered a conservative estimate as
it does not account for undevelopable portions of a property (e.g., setback
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areas, slope restrictions) or retention of oaks on individual lots for
aesthetic, shading, or screening purposes.”
This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not
provide evidence that contradicts the Draft EIR conclusions regarding the effect of
these exemptions. This comment, along with all comments on the Draft EIR, will be
considered by the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the proposed project.
1-7

This comment states that the $10,000 surety bond should be increased to an amount
more proportional to the project size, to make sure the developer complies with the
seven year standards of following the growth of trees and making sure they are
irrigated and protected.
Section 130.39.070(F) of the Oak Resources Conservation Ordinance requires that
“a bond or other security instrument in an amount not less than ten thousand dollars
shall be required” as a condition of approval for projects subject to discretionary
review and that propose to retain oak resources on site. The security instrument
functions as a guarantee that the on-site retention will occur during project
construction. This section of the proposed ordinance also states that “the form and
amount of the security instrument shall be specified by the permit issuing body and
approved by County Counsel.” This allows the County to require a higher security
amount when warranted by the site-specific conditions, such as where $10,000 may
be deemed insufficient to assure protection of retained oak resources and/or to fully
cover any potential oak tree replacement costs. This amount is consistent with
jurisdictions with similar codes and/or ordinances (e.g., City of Rocklin,
California), while other codes and/or ordinances (e.g., Sacramento County and
Placer County) do not identify a minimum security amount.

1-8

This comment states that there should be a least one full-time employee that dedicates
at least 50% of his or her time to tracking the requirements of the Ordinance.
The County will match the needs of the Ordinance with an appropriate level of
employee support. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the
Draft EIR and, thus, no response is required. This comment, along with all comments
on the Draft EIR, will be considered by the Board of Supervisors in their
deliberations on the proposed project.
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