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Shawna Purvines <shawna.purvines@edcgov.us>

Bio Resources Policy NOP questions
1 message

Ellen Van Dyke <vandyke.5@sbcglobal.net> Sat, Jul 18, 2015 at 9:15 AM
To: Shawna Purvines <shawna.purvines@edcgov.us>
Cc: Jim Mitrisin <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

Hello Shawna-  I have three questions I could use some clarification on for the NOP.
 
1)  The NOP pretty specifically gives only the County’s physical address as the place to
send in comments.  I think email is actually ok, but can you confirm?
 
2)  Will there be hardcopies of the NOP/IS placed in the County’s libraries?  and
 
3)  Is it safe to assume the Greenhouse Gas emissions WILL be included in the EIR per the
Initial Study, and that this is a typo in the NOP?  -
 
Thank you for any information-  Ellen Van Dyke
 
 
(NOP  page 7)
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(Initial Study, p 14/24 of the pdf)
 



8/14/2015 Edcgov.us Mail - Bio Resources Policy NOP questions

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/219/u/0/?ui=2&ik=150a3325ea&view=pt&cat=Bio%20Policy%20Update%2F1st%20NOP%20Agency-Public%20Comments&sea… 3/3







Biological Resources NOP 08/17/15 Comments 

Monique Wilber, Shingle Springs Resident 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Biological Resources NOP.   

As a Senior Environmental Scientist, and former El Dorado County Senior Planner in Long-Range 

Planning working as Project Manager on the former Oak Woodland Management Plan, I have serious 

concerns regarding the policies that were already decided without pausing to consider public comment. 

The Notice of Preparation indicates that the lead agency has finished its initial scoping – gathering public 

comments – and is moving forward with drafting the Environmental Impact Report, based on policies 

which should include public opinion. If EDC has not included public comment in its policies for which the 

project description is based, then the project description should be reconsidered and the NOP reissued. 

Please address the following concerns: 

1. Option A was the result of the settlement Writ and should not be eliminated.  Please explain how 

deviating from the Settlement Agreement does not violate the Settlement or CEQA. Please explain how 

eliminating the Option A incentive to retain oaks benefits the biological resources of the county, as it will 

direct in-lieu  funds into merely retaining patches of oak woodland, disrupting connectivity.  Please 

explain how allowing clear cutting of oaks benefits the biological resources of the county. Please explain 

the County’s record of using biological mitigation funds in a timely manner and utilizing the best science 

to expend those funds. Where have the Option B oak woodland funds gone?  The County did collect 

some Option B funds before the OWMP was sued.  How were these funds used to mitigate for loss of 

oak woodland? 

2.  PAWTAC  is an advisory body of experts on natural resources.  Please explain if PAWTAC is to be 

removed from biological resources planning.  Please advise who on your staff is a natural resources 

expert and has the biological/ecosystem education?  That knows everything from fish and wildlife to oak 

trees and other habitat to watersheds?  

3. Policies that you are eliminating or changing are MITIGATION for development, approved by the 

voters in the 2004 General Plan.  Many of the policies that  are being eliminated or changed were NEVER 

implemented, in violation of CEQA.  Please explain which items being proposed are being tiered off the 

2004 GP.   El Dorado County is out of compliance with CEQA, and anything tiered off the GP is out of 

compliance with CEQA.   

4. Mitigation monitoring, required by CEQA, is not something that the County requires staff to complete.  

Please explain how mitigation on the 2004 GP was monitored.   Please address the success rate of acorn 

planting and oak tree planting from 2004 to 2015.  Please address follow-up that was conducted for 

parcels with projects that preserved or had a conservation easement placed for rare plants and oaks 

trees, to be sure the rare plants or oak trees were not removed, from 2004 to 2015.  Please explain how 

many reports were collected by property owners as required by the OWMP and the Oak Woodlands 

Interim Guidelines. If monitoring was not conducted during those eleven years, please explain how 

monitoring will be different this time. Have annual reports been received from property owners and 



reviewed by staff, to conform to CEQA?  What is the measurable ratio of success of replanting? The Oak 

Woodland Interim Guidelines require that property owners submit reports on health and survivability of 

oak tree mitigation.  Where are these reports housed?  Who on staff is assigned to follow-up with oak 

woodland mitigation? What is the net loss of oak woodland based on these performance standards that 

were instituted?  Have you mapped parcels that have removed oak woodland? Without 

implementation, there is non-compliance with CEQA, and it is not mitigation at all. Will the County self-

monitor? 

5.  A 1997 study by CalFIRE of EDC oak policies states that higher canopy rentention standards and other 

policy and scenarios don't mitigate oak woodland fragmentation, because they don't explicity target 

critical connectivity areas.   The former BOS that approved the changed OWMP (changed from this 

scientific construct) did not allow connectivity issues, and deferred connectivity to the INRMP, which 

lacked any teeth and was quietly shelved. Any oak plan will need to be a landscape level tool to target 

critical regional connectivity areas, while project level reports tracked via GIS can provide a tool for 

analysis of cumulative impacts.  EDC did a similar analysis in arrears for the Pine HIll Plants, requiring a 

great deal of staff time in identifying parcels that had projects, pulling the physical files, copying maps, 

reviewing biological reports, and then having an intern map said rare plants impacted. 

 Small isolated patches of woodland, for the oak species and for wildlife and other flora that depend on 

it, is not a sustainable practice. When projects and their cumulative impacts are worked with in isolation 

from regional significance, cumulative impacts cannot be assessed for CEQA. 

Please explain how this issue will be addressed. 

 6. Avoidance of impacts is the best form of mitigation.  Option A, with its 1:1 replacement ratio, 

provides incentive over Option B with its 2:1 ratio to retain and conserve canopy.  This is a financial and 

environmental incentive. The idea of removing Option A will create a landscape with no oak trees. This 

will create a significant impact to habitat, connectivity, watersheds/water quality, air quality, aesthetics, 

and economics (oak trees in the county increase property values and tourism). 

 Preservation of acreage in areas that are not legally threatened with imminent development or will be 

in the foreseeable future is not meaningful preservation.  Preserving hinterland that is not in danger of 

being lost does not mitigate the permanent destruction of the loss of connectivity of oak woodlands that 

are threatened (for example, along the Highway 50 corridor). Calling this mitigation is saying that a 

developer is mitigating by not destroying all of a natural resource. 

 Please explain how this will be addressed. 

7.  The EDC General Plan EIR, Biological Resources, page 5.12-60 states that Mitigation Measure 5.12-

1(f) is to Require Mitigation for Loss of Woodland Habitat.  Let us not forget that GP policies are 

MITIGATION MEASURES for development occurring from the 2004 GP. This mitigation measure states 

that Policy 7.4.4.4 is applicable to woodland habitat that is not defined as "Important" under the INRMP 

mitigation measure.  On page 5.12-61, there is clear intent in the EIR that Policy 7.4.4.4 will provide 

protection for smaller stands or groves of oak trees with at least 10% canopy cover.  Is "providing 



protection" eliminating Option A, which actually does provide protection? Is providing protection, being 

able to completely clear land of oak woodland?  I would also like to point out, that at eleven years post 

GP implementation, that Mitigation Measure 5.12-1 (g), the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, was 

never implemented. 

 In order to comply with CEQA the GP must specify measurable performance standards to maintain oak 

woodland habitat and connectivity.  Net loss of woodland occurs over the short term when some trees 

are protected as a condition for removing other trees (e.g., 1:1 mitigation could lead to a 50% loss).  In 

the long term, there is net loss when mitigation trees/acorns die, as replacements for mature trees. 

 The EDC GP on page 5.12-31 states that "Standiford et al. (2002), using a modeling approach to evaluate 

blue oak plantation develpment, found that average clue oaks were still quite small and that canopy 

cover was relatively low 50 years after being planted, even with a fairly aggressive restoration effort." 

Please explain how this will be addressed. 

8. How will the deletion of Option A/Canopy Retention be explained regarding air quality, aesthetics, 

water quality, and economic sustainability (tourism)?  

9. Will the draft policies being developed conform with the TGPA/ZOU, concurrently being developed? 

These parallel processes cannot be reviewed independent of each other as the cumulative impacts will 

each affect the other.  

10.  EIRs are very costly to the taxpayers.  Potential policies should be fully vetted WITH the public prior 

to beginning the EIR process.   

11.  Please explain all of the outreach that occurred during the scoping process that notified County 

residents of the plan to allow 100% clearcutting of oaks with no incentive to retain any oaks by 

developers (removal of Option A). 

12.  How is the INRMP being utilized?  How much did this document cost the taxpayers?  At least 

$500,000 – or more. 

Thank you for allowing me to submit my comments. 

 

Respectfully, 

Monique Wilber 

Shingle Springs resident 

 






























































































































