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Response to Comment Letter 1 

California Tahoe Conservancy 

Whitney Brennan, PhD 

July 8, 2016 

1-1 This comment requests clarification regarding which actions are discretionary and 

which are ministerial, specifically lot line adjustments and selling a portion of a lot.  

This comment does not question the accuracy or adequacy of the Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR). Ms. Purvines responded to the commenter providing the 

applicable General Plan definitions of discretionary and ministerial actions and 

stating that lot line adjustments would be processed as ministerial actions, whereas a 

proposal to split an existing single parcel into two parcels would be processed as a 

discretionary action. 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Stephanie Tadlock 

July 29, 2016 

2-1 This comment introduces the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(CVRWQCB) and states the focus of their comments.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) and no response is required. 

2-2 This comment explains the regulatory setting by which the CVRWQCB must abide 

and directs the reader to further information.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no response is 

required. The EIR evaluates the County of El Dorado’s (County’s) proposed General 

Plan Biological Resources Policy Update and Oak Resources Management Plan 

(proposed project) and associated documents. It does not evaluate any specific land 

development projects that are subject to the regulations referenced in this comment. 

2-3 This comment states that all discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy 

and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy and directs the reader to further 

information. The comment also states the environmental document should evaluate 

potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality. 

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no response is 

required. The EIR evaluates the County’s proposed project and associated documents. 

The proposed project would not change the land use or zoning designations of any 

properties within the County and would not change the development standards (such as 

intensity and density limits) for any land use designation or zone district. Therefore, the 

project would not increase the amount or intensity of land use development allowed 

within the County and thus would not directly result in the potential for adverse effects to 

hydrologic conditions, including water quality. The EIR does not evaluate any specific 

land development projects subject to the Antidegradation Policy.  

2-4 This comment explains the requirements for various permit types and provides links 

to further information. This comment also provides contact information should 

additional information from the CVRWQCB be needed.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the EIR and no response is 

required. The EIR evaluates the County’s proposed project and associated documents. 

It does not evaluate any specific land development projects subject to any of the 

permitting requirements identified in this comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter 3 

El Dorado County and Georgetown Divide Resource Conservation Districts 

Mark Egbert  

August 15, 2016 

3-1 This comment introduces the commenter and the attached comment letter from the 

El Dorado County (County) and Georgetown Divide Resource Conservation 

Districts (RCDs).  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 

response is required. 

3-2 This comment states that there are ways in which the RCD can help the County with 

implementation of the Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP). This comment 

offers to assist in the evaluation of lands proposed for conservation outside of defined 

and mapped Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs) as defined in the ORMP.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR). The proposed General Plan Biological Resources Policy Update 

and ORMP (proposed project) require that lands identified for conservation outside of 

PCAs be evaluated by a Qualified Professional to demonstrate that the proposed 

conservation area is of equal or greater biological value than the oak woodland 

proposed to be removed. Retaining a Qualified Professional and identifying lands for 

conservation would be the obligation of the project applicant. Applicants could 

choose to work with the RCD in this capacity if the RCD meets the professional 

criteria outlined in the ORMP. 

3-3 This comment offers the RCD as a candidate to serve as a qualified professional to 

prepare ORMP-required monitoring reports or to aid the County in determining the 

validity of reports by other qualified professionals.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The proposed 

project requires that monitoring reports be prepared by a Qualified Professional, which 

is defined in the ORMP as “an arborist certified by the International Society of 

Arboriculture (ISA), a qualified wildlife biologist, or a registered professional forester 

(RPF).” As stated previously in Response to Comment 3-2 in this section (Section 3.2, 

State and Local Agencies) of this Final EIR, retaining a Qualified Professional would 

be the obligation of the project applicant and applicants could choose to work with the 

RCD in this capacity if the RCD meets the criteria outlined in the ORMP. The ORMP 

does not preclude the County from engaging the RCD in a third-party review capacity, 

should it elect to do so.  
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3-4 This comment states that the County’s PCAs may need to be adjusted in the future 

and offers assistance in the evaluation and assessment of lands that may meet the 

criteria for being included in the PCAs in the future. 

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. As 

discussed in Master Response 2 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR, 

the PCAs were determined by the County during development of the 2008 Oak 

Woodland Management Plan. No changes to the PCAs are currently proposed. 

Instead, the proposed project identifies criteria for selection of conservation areas 

outside of the PCAs and makes identification of conservation lands a responsibility of 

the project applicant. As noted in Response to Comment 3-2 in this section (Section 

3.2, State and Local Agencies), any land that a project applicant proposes to use for 

conservation, whether inside or outside of the PCAs, must be evaluated by a 

Qualified Professional to demonstrate that the proposed conservation area is of equal 

or greater biological value than the oak woodland proposed to be removed. The 

ORMP does not preclude the County or a project applicant from engaging the RCD to 

evaluate potential conservation areas if the RCD meets the professional criteria 

outlined in the ORMP. 

3-5 This comment offers assistance in the management, maintenance, monitoring, and 

restoration of oak woodlands as required under the County’s proposed Oak Woodland 

Conservation Program.  

The Oak Woodland Conservation Program identified in the ORMP (Appendix A, 

Section 9.0) simply refers to implementation of the oak woodland conservation 

portion of the ORMP. This section of Appendix A of the ORMP identifies the 

following as its major components: (1) a County-maintained database for the separate 

accounting of oak woodland conservation grants and in lieu fees, and the separate 

tracking of acreages of oak woodland impacts and conservation/preservation and 

restoration for annual review and reporting by the County; and (2) one or more 

entities approved by the Board of Supervisors to assist in the management, 

maintenance, monitoring, or restoration of oak woodlands acquired for any purpose 

authorized under this ORMP. In this context, oak woodlands are considered 

“acquired” if the lands are acquired in fee or subject to oak tree conservation 

easements. The ORMP does not preclude the County from engaging the RCD to 

assist with implementing efforts to acquire and conserve oak woodlands as identified 

in the ORMP, should it elect to do so.  

3-6 This comment offers assistance for education and outreach responsibilities as defined 

in the ORMP.  
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This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 

education and outreach components of the ORMP (Appendix A) state that the County 

will maintain and make public a list of sources of information and other resources 

concerning conservation, replanting, and successful maintenance of oak woodlands as 

part of working landscapes. The ORMP does not preclude the County from engaging 

the RCD to assist with implementing the education and outreach component of the 

ORMP, should it elect to do so.  

3-7 This comment offers to help the County seek grant funding for the ongoing 

implementation of the ORMP, including management of conserved oak woodlands.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The in lieu 

fees identified in the ORMP were calculated such that they would adequately fund 

oak woodland conservation land acquisition, initial management and monitoring, 

long-term management and monitoring, and administration. Grant funds are not 

expected to be necessary to fund management of oak woodland conservation areas 

required under the ORMP.  

3-8 This comment offers assistance in assessing lands that meet the objectives of the 

ORMP and providing recommendations for lands or conservation easements to be 

acquired by the County.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. As noted in 

Response to Comment 3-4 in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies), the 

PCAs were determined by the County during development of the 2008 Oak Woodland 

Management Plan and no changes to their extent are currently proposed. Under the 

proposed ORMP, identification of conservation lands outside of the PCAs would be the 

responsibility of the project applicant, subject to the criteria in the ORMP, which 

include evaluation by a Qualified Professional. The ORMP does not preclude the 

County or a project applicant from engaging the RCD to evaluate potential 

conservation areas if the RCD meets the professional criteria outlined in the ORMP. 

3-9 This comment states that the ORMP does not specify a monitoring requirement or 

another means of assuring compliance with deed restrictions over time and suggests 

that there should be a mechanism to provide for monitoring by the County or a 

Qualified Professional.  

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. As 

identified in the ORMP, deed restrictions or conservation easements must be placed 

over retained on-site oak woodlands, which are not counted toward required 

mitigation. Deed restrictions or conservation easements must also be placed over on-
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site replacement planting areas, which are subject to 7 years of maintenance, 

monitoring, and reporting to be funded by the applicant. Finally, deed restrictions 

may also be used for the purposes of off-site oak woodland conservation. In all cases, 

deed restrictions would commit the property against which the restriction is recorded 

to oak woodland conservation use in perpetuity. Further, all deed restrictions would 

be recorded with the County Clerk/Recorder prior to requesting issuance of a grading 

or building permit, filing a parcel or final map, or otherwise commencing with the 

project. As a standard practice, anytime permits are sought for grading and building, 

County staff reviews the subject property for any applicable deed restrictions. This 

standard practice provides the mechanism by which the County would assure 

compliance with any deed restrictions recorded under the requirements of the ORMP.  

3-10 This comment describes the conclusion of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR regarding 

land disturbance and habitat fragmentation and suggests that the ORMP should 

encourage and incentivize the acquisition of oak woodland conservation lands in 

close proximity to existing protected oak woodlands to reduce habitat fragmentation. 

This comment also provides contact information for the RCD.  

As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR analysis of Alternative 2 concludes that 

under that alternative, which would require all development to retain a minimum of 

30% of the existing oak woodland on the project site, there is an increased potential 

for habitat fragmentation compared to the proposed project. This is because with 

mandatory 30% retention, it is expected that development densities would be 

generally reduced, which would require development of more individual parcels to 

achieve the growth projections assumed under the General Plan. Further, the retained 

habitat on each development site would be in small patches that would not contribute 

to conservation of large contiguous habitat blocks. 

Consistent with the recommendation in this comment, the proposed ORMP requires 

that conservation occur either within the PCAs or on lands outside of PCAs that 

provide a minimum contiguous habitat block of 5 acres. This requirement is 

identified in Section 4.3 (Conservation Outside of PCAs) of the ORMP, which 

states “Land or conservation easement acquisition that occur outside of PCAs shall 

occur on minimum contiguous habitat blocks of 5 acres (the acquired land or 

conservation easement shall be contiguous to or shall create a contiguous area of no 

less than 5 acres of oak woodland in conserved or open space status).” As presented 

in Section 4.1 (Identification of Priority Conservation Areas) of the ORMP, PCAs 

were designed to be large expanses of oak woodland greater than 500 acres. Thus, 

the proposed project requires acquisition of conservation lands in close proximity to 

existing oak woodlands.   
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Response to Comment Letter 4 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Shaundra Cashdollar and Tina Bartlett 

August 22, 2016 

4-1 The comment identifies the attached letter as the comments of the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

The comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) and no response is necessary. 

4-2 The comment introduces the comments that follow and notes the role of CDFW as a 

Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and as a Responsible Agency for the 

County of El Dorado’s consideration of future discretionary actions. 

The comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 

response is necessary. The Draft EIR identifies CDFW as a Trustee Agency for fish 

and wildlife resources on page 2-4 (Chapter 2, Introduction). 

4-3 This comment provides a brief summary of the components of the proposed project. 

The comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 

response is necessary. 

4-4 The comment introduces the CDFW comments and recommendations on identifying 

and/or mitigating potential impacts on biological resources that follow. 

The comment does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 

response is necessary. 

4-5 The comment lists the plant species collectively referred to in the Draft EIR as the 

Pine Hill plants. 

The comment provides background information for subsequent comments and does 

not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is necessary.  

On pages 6-4 and 6-43 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources), the Draft EIR identifies 

the special-status plants listed in this comment and describes the County’s existing 

and ongoing efforts to conserve these plants. These plants are also identified in Draft 

EIR Table 6-3 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources). 
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4-6 The comment notes that the Draft EIR does not include a separate analysis of impacts 

to the Pine Hill plants. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 6-45 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources), the 

proposed project would not change the County’s ongoing efforts to coordinate with 

state and federal agencies for the protection of the Pine Hill plants (or Pine Hill 

endemics). The County would continue to support the U.S. Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) Pine Hill Preserve Manager position, pursuant to the (2015) 

cooperative agreement between the BLM and the County (Legistar File No. 15-0754). 

The County would also continue to implement the Ecological Preserve Fee 

(established by Ordinance No. 4500 and codified as Chapter 130.71 (Ecological 

Preserve Fee) in Title 130 (Zoning Ordinance) of the County Code), which has been 

prepared consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS’s) Gabbro 

Soil Plants for the Central Sierra Nevada Foothills Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan; 

USFWS 2002). As evaluated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project included adding 

the words “where feasible” to Policy 7.4.1.1. Based on questions and concerns raised 

in public comments on the Draft EIR, this addition has been removed from the 

proposed General Plan policy updates. The only proposed revision to Policy 7.4.1.1 is 

to update the reference to the County Code section that contains pine hill preserve 

mitigation requirements (previously section 17.71 and currently section 130.71, 

Ecological Preserve Fee), as discussed in Response to Comment 4-9 in this section 

(Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies). 

The project would not affect the County’s ongoing efforts to implement the 

management strategies and tasks identified in the USFWS Recovery Plan and would 

not alter General Plan directives, nor the mitigation requirements for projects in the 

Pine Hill mitigation areas defined in the County Code. Therefore, a separate analysis 

of impacts to the Pine Hill plants is not required. 

4-7 The comment recommends that the Draft EIR be revised to include a separate 

analysis of the project’s potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on Pine Hill 

plants and their habitat, noting that the Pine Hill plants and their habitat are a unique 

and significant aspect of the County’s biological resources and that the proposed 

project would change policies related to these species.  

As evaluated in the Draft EIR, the project proposed two modifications to current 

Policy 7.4.1.1 of the General Plan, which addresses protection of Pine Hill plants. The 

modifications are to change the County Code reference from 17.71 to 130.71 and to 

add the words “where feasible.” Based on questions and concerns raised in public 

comments on the Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from 
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the proposed General Plan policy updates. As discussed in Response to Comment 4-9 

in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies), the change in the County 

Code section reference is necessary to match the current policy to the recent County 

Code reorganization. No changes were made to the text of the County Code at that 

time, other than changes in numbering.  

The proposed General Plan Biological Resources Policy Update would also add 

language to current Policies 7.4.1.2, 7.4.1.3, and 7.4.1.4 to clarify that the policies 

apply specifically to the County’s ongoing efforts to implement the Pine Hill Preserve 

Management Plan. These changes would not alter the County’s requirements related 

to conservation and preservation requirements for the Pine Hill plants. 

4-8 The comment notes that proposed revisions to current Policy 7.4.1.1 changes 

references from County Code Chapter 17.71 to County Code Chapter 130.71 

(Ecological Preserve Fee), and also adds the phrase “where feasible” to the 

requirement that the County establish and manage preserves consistent with the 

USFWS recovery plan. 

The comment provides background information for subsequent comments and does 

not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 

4-9 The comment requests that the EIR identify all differences in wording between 

Chapter 17.71 and Chapter 130.71 of Title 130 (Zoning Ordinance) of the County 

Code, and explain what impacts any changes might have on the efficacy of the 

County’s mitigation program for the Pine Hill plants. 

There are no differences in the wording of County Code Chapter 130.71 (Ecological 

Preserve Fee) compared to the prior Chapter 17.71. The County Board of Supervisors 

in 2015 recodified the County Ordinance Code such that the Zoning Ordinance, which 

was previously Title 17 of the Code, is now Title 130. The change in reference from 

Chapter 17.71 to Chapter 130.71 simply reflects the recodified Ordinance Code, which 

is not part of this project. No changes to the text of the Ecological Preserve Fee 

ordinance were made. 

4-10 The comment disagrees that the addition of the phrase “where feasible” to proposed 

Policy 7.4.1.1 would have no effect, because “feasible” is not defined, and the 

existing policy requires consistency with the Recovery Plan. 

As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies), based on questions and concerns raised in public comments on 

the Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from the proposed 
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General Plan policy updates. Thus, the project would not change the requirements of 

Policy 7.4.1.1.  

4-11 The comment asserts that addition of the phrase “where feasible” relaxes the 

standards by which the County would protect the Pine Hill plants and recommends 

that the phrase be removed from proposed Policy 7.4.1.1, or that the Draft EIR be 

revised to include additional analysis related to this wording change. 

As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies), and consistent with this recommendation, the addition of “where 

feasible” has been removed from the proposed General Plan policy updates. Thus, the 

project would not change the requirements of Policy 7.4.1.1. 

4-12 The comment summarizes the two options under County Code Chapter 130.71 for 

minimizing and mitigating impacts to Pine Hill plants and references the County Code 

section requirements related to reviewing and updating the Ecological Preserve Fee.  

The comment provides background information for subsequent comments; therefore, 

no response is necessary. 

4-13 The comment states that the funds collected by the County’s in lieu fee program for 

Pine Hill plants and their habitat may not be adequate to offset ongoing impacts to 

these species or their habitat. The comment further states that the fee amount does not 

appear to have been adjusted since it was established in 1998. 

As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State and 

Local Agencies), based on questions and concerns raised in public comments on the 

Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from the proposed General 

Plan policy updates. Thus, the project would not change the requirements of Policy 

7.4.1.1. Changes to the Ecological Preserve Fee program are not a part of the currently 

proposed project and it is not necessary to evaluate the program as part of this EIR. Refer 

to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR regarding the 

decisions made by the County Board of Supervisors establishing the County’s objectives 

for the currently proposed project and defining the project description.  

4-14 The comment states that projects approved by the County over time have led to a 

cumulative loss of rare plant habitat and rare plants throughout a significant portion 

of their limited range. The comment recommends that the in-lieu fee program be 

reevaluated and the fee adjusted before it would be effective mitigation for project 

impacts to the Pine Hill plants.  
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As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies), based on questions and concerns raised in public comments on 

the Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from the proposed 

General Plan policy updates. The project would not change the requirements of 

Policy 7.4.1.1 or the Ecological Preserve Fee program. Thus, it is not necessary to 

evaluate the program as part of this EIR.  

4-15 The comment states that California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 

Section 15021 compels public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage 

where feasible. The comment recommends that the County evaluate the General 

Plan’s ability to avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to the Pine Hill plants 

and their habitat, and revise the policies as necessary to lessen impacts further. 

As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies), based on questions and concerns raised in public comments on 

the Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from the proposed 

General Plan policy updates. The project would not change the requirements of 

Policy 7.4.1.1 or the Ecological Preserve Fee program. Thus, it is not necessary to 

evaluate the program as part of this EIR.  

4-16 The comment states that a comprehensive mitigation strategy for unavoidable impacts 

to the Pine Hill plants should be developed and adopted, and recommends that the 

EIR include a timeline to accomplish this. 

As stated previously in Response to Comment 4-6 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies), based on questions and concerns raised in public comments on 

the Draft EIR, the addition of “where feasible” has been removed from the proposed 

General Plan policy updates. The project would not change the requirements of 

Policy 7.4.1.1 or the Ecological Preserve Fee program. Thus, it is not necessary to 

evaluate the program as part of this EIR. Mitigation requirements identified in County 

Code Chapter 130.71, consistent with the USFWS’s Gabbro Soil Plants for the 

Central Sierra Nevada Foothills Recovery Plan (USFWS 2002), Recovery Plan, 

provides adequate mitigation strategy for impacts to the Pine Hill plants. Refer also to 

Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR regarding the 

decisions made by the County Board of Supervisors establishing the County’s 

objectives for the proposed project and defining the proposed project description. 

4-17 The comment notes that Draft EIR Table 6-5 lists sensitive vegetation communities 

occurring in El Dorado County, and CDFW considers each of the 52 communities 

ranked S1–S3 to be imperiled and of high priority for conservation. 
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The comment provides background information for subsequent comments; therefore, 

no response is necessary. The Draft EIR also identifies communities ranked S1 to S3 

as sensitive habitats, as noted in the text before Table 6-5 on page 6-18 (Chapter 6, 

Biological Resources). 

4-18 The comment asserts that the proposal to preserve non-oak woodland upland habitat 

at a 1:1 mitigation ratio would not adequately offset potential impacts to natural 

communities designated S3 or rarer. 

As shown in Table 6-15 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR, based 

on the County’s development projections, implementation of the General Plan is 

expected to result in the loss of 4,792 acres of annual grassland, 681 acres of mixed 

chaparral, 15 acres of ponderosa pine, and 3 acres of sierra mixed conifer. These land 

cover types are associated with several different vegetation communities, some of 

which are designated S3 or rarer. Table 6-5 indicates that none of the vegetation 

alliances associated with the annual grassland and sierra mixed conifer land cover 

types are designated S3 or rarer. Further, Table 6-5 shows that the mixed chaparral 

land cover type can include 13 distinct vegetation alliances, 2 of which are designated 

S3 or rarer, and the ponderosa pine land cover type can include 4 vegetation alliances, 

one of which is designated S2.2. The total loss of mixed chaparral and ponderosa pine 

anticipated to result from land development projected to occur by 2035 is 696 acres, 

and the total impact to sensitive upland non-oak woodland vegetation alliances would 

be less than this.  

Proposed Policy 7.4.2.8 would require 1:1 mitigation for impacts to any upland non-

oak woodland communities. This would include annual grassland, mixed chaparral, 

ponderosa pine, and sierra mixed conifer. The proposed policy would require greater 

than 1:1 mitigation for wetlands and riparian communities. A 1:1 mitigation ratio for 

non-oak upland land cover types, including those designated S3 or rarer, is typical for 

regional habitat conservation plans in northern California, such as the South 

Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP, in development), the Placer County 

Conservation Plan (in development), and the Santa Clara Valley HCP (adopted 2012).  

At this level of mitigation, some habitat would be lost to development but an equal 

amount would be preserved in perpetuity. The majority of habitats that would be lost 

to development are located within the County’s Community Regions, which are the 

areas within the County that currently support and are planned to support the highest 

density and intensity of land uses. Thus, habitat areas within these regions are subject 

to disturbance and habitat fragmentation. In contrast, the proposed policies require 

that preserved habitat must be in contiguous habitat blocks of at least 5 acres. This 
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would ensure that the habitat and ecosystem value of the preserved habitat is equal to 

or greater than the habitat value of the habitat lost to development. It is the opinion of 

the County’s expert biologist, Sherri Miller, that considering the amount of habitat 

loss and the fact that the habitat expected to be lost is or will be adversely affected by 

habitat fragmentation, the proposed mitigation ratio is adequate to ensure that a 

sufficient amount of habitat is preserved in a way that retains essential habitat values 

to support native wildlife and flora within El Dorado County. Ms. Miller’s opinion is 

based on 23 years of experience as a professional biologist and her work on regional 

conservation plans throughout the state of California. She is currently leading 

development and analysis of biological resource impacts for the South Sacramento 

HCP/Aquatic Resources Plan and Yuba Sutter Resource Conservation Plan EIS/EIR. 

She served as the reviewing botanist for the Natural Community Conservation Plan for 

the Dessert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan, a plan intended to address habitat 

impacts and mitigation for renewable energy projects in the California desert (Mojave 

and Colorado deserts), encompassing parts of six counties. She served as the lead 

botanist in the preparation of the Western Riverside Multi-Species HCP and in a review 

capacity for the Tehachapi Uplands Multi-Species HCP in Kern County. In the context 

of these regional conservation plans, it is Ms. Miller’s experience that USFWS and 

CDFW have determined in project-specific and regional conservation plans that this 

approach is sufficient to meet federal and state regulatory standards as well as CEQA 

and National Environmental Policy Act mitigation standards; therefore, the County 

considers this approach sufficient for this project. 

 As shown in Table 6-15 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR, 

ongoing development is expected to result in impacts to a maximum of 696 acres of 

non-oak woodland sensitive upland vegetation communities and to avoid impacts to 

over 31,000 acres of mixed chaparral and over 88,000 acres of ponderosa pine. Thus, 

a substantial amount of the sensitive vegetation communities would remain 

unaffected by development. The comment is correct that the proposed project would 

result in a net reduction in the total amount of habitat in the County. The Draft EIR 

recognizes that this net habitat loss would result in a significant and unavoidable 

impact. However, the County’s expert biologist has concluded that the extent of 

retained habitat would be sufficient to ensure that the current range and distribution of 

special status species would be maintained within the County. Reducing the habitat 

loss impact to a less than significant level would require avoiding all habitat loss. 

This would require avoiding disturbance (both direct and indirect effects) to the 

sensitive vegetation communities within the 696 acres of development within the 

mixed chaparral and ponderosa pine land cover types. This would require that 

increased levels of development outside of the Community Regions, which would be 
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inconsistent with the County’s land use goals and plans. Refer to Master Response 1 

in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR regarding the County Board of 

Supervisors considerations toward balancing competing interests and values in setting 

the County’s General Plan goals and policies.  

4-19 The comment states that the 1:1 mitigation ratio would allow for a net loss of up to 

50% of each vegetation community and recommends that the County adopt a stronger 

mitigation requirement for vegetation communities ranked S1 to S3, and particularly 

recommends a no-net-loss standard for these communities. 

As discussed in Response to Comment 4-18 in this section (Section 3.2, State and 

Local Agencies), the proposed 1:1 mitigation ratio for non-oak upland land cover 

types would be adequate to ensure that the range and distribution of special status 

species within the County is maintained. Further, this mitigation ratio is typical for 

regional habitat conservation plans, such as the South Sacramento Habitat 

Conservation Plan (in development), the Placer County Conservation Plan (in 

development), and the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan (adopted 2012).  

While there would be a net loss in the total amount of each habitat type, the 

development projections for the County through the year 2035 indicate that less than 

696 acres of sensitive upland vegetation communities would be affected. The affected 

sensitive communities fall within the mixed chaparral and ponderosa pine land cover 

types. It is not known how much of the 696 acres of these land cover types that would 

be lost to development support sensitive vegetation communities. Therefore, the 

specific amount of impact to non-oak upland sensitive vegetation communities is not 

known. However, there would remain over 33,000 acres of mixed chaparral and 

88,000 acres of ponderosa pine land cover types remaining within the County, and a 

portion of this habitat would be preserved in perpetuity as mitigation for development 

impacts to these vegetation communities. Under General Plan buildout, far less than 

50% of the sensitive vegetation communities are projected to be lost due to future 

development. Therefore, it is the professional opinion of the County’s biological 

expert that establishing a no-net-loss standard for sensitive vegetation communities is 

not warranted. Refer also to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in 

this Final EIR regarding the County Board of Supervisors considerations toward 

balancing competing interests and values in setting the County’s General Plan goals 

and policies.  

4-20 The comment states that mitigation for sensitive vegetation communities needs to be 

in-kind, and that the General Plan should be revised to explicitly state that habitat 
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mitigation for sensitive vegetation communities would be in-kind. The comment 

provides an example using the Fremont cottonwood forest vegetation community. 

The current General Plan policies and County Code require in-kind mitigation for 

Pine Hill plant habitat, and under the proposed project, impacts to oak woodlands 

would also be mitigated on a like-for-like, or in-kind, basis. The proposed project 

requires that impacts to water, herbaceous wetland, shrub and tree wetlands, or 

uplands be mitigated with vegetation types that fall within each of those groupings. 

However, within each of these groupings, the specific vegetation type would not 

necessarily have to match the type of vegetation impacted. This is intended to 

maximize flexibility to acquire parcels from willing sellers and to maximize the 

conservation value of acquired parcels. At the time an impact occurs, the highest-

priority areas for conservation may not be the same vegetation type as the one 

impacted, and the County Board of Supervisors has determined that it is important to 

retain flexibility to acquire the lands from willing sellers with the most conservation 

value possible. The conservation value of a site would be defined using various 

parameters, which may differ according to the vegetation community type. In general 

the parameters by which conservation value would be determined are those identified 

in proposed Policy 7.4.2.8, and reflect preference for habitat that is characterized by a 

high abundance and diversity of native species, intact natural processes, and few 

roads or other evidence of human disturbances. 

In other words, the proposed project would require mitigation for all impacts to all 

habitat types, and would require that mitigation be within the same habitat grouping 

as the impact, but would not require that mitigation be of the same vegetation 

community within a given grouping. It is the opinion of the County’s expert biologist 

that requiring in-kind mitigation is not necessary to ensure the range and distribution 

of special status species is maintained because most species do not rely exclusively 

on one particular vegetation community and do not differentiate between similar 

vegetation communities. For example, a species that occurs within the common 

whiteleaf manzanita chaparral would find similar habitat values in the Ione manzanita 

chaparral (these are the two sensitive vegetation communities that occur within the 

mixed chaparral land cover type). It is noted that Fremont cottonwood forest 

community mentioned in this comment occurs in the montane riparian land cover 

type, and, as shown in Table 6-15 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the Draft 

EIR, no impacts to this land cover type, and thus to the Fremont cottonwood forest 

community, are anticipated. The comment does not provide evidence or explain why 

in-kind mitigation is needed for sensitive vegetation communities and thus does not 

demonstrate any deficiencies in the EIR.  
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4-21 The comment notes that CDFW’s California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project 

identified a corridor stretching from Marble Valley to Sawtooth Ridge as an area of 

essential habitat connectivity. The comment also recommends that the County map 

this area as an Important Biological Corridor (IBC), and consider it as such in review 

and mitigation of future projects in this area. 

The California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project states that it is “a decision-

support tool to be refined by finer-scale analyses and local linkage designs.” The IBCs 

were developed as part of preparation of the 2004 General Plan, in which the County 

established the IBC overlay to provide a greater level of protection to wildlife 

movement corridor that link PCAs, natural vegetation communities and/or areas having 

Natural Resource, Open Space, and/or Agricultural base land use designations in the 

western portion of the County. As part of the current project, the County’s expert 

biologists reviewed the IBC mapping and selection process and concurred with the 

recommendations of the technical specialists that the identified IBCs reflect the best 

scientific data available at the time they were mapped, and that the proposed policies 

provide the necessary flexibility and prioritization categories of acquisition of 

preserved lands to ensure that the County’s Biological Resources Mitigation Program 

will achieve the County’s goals to maintain the current range and distribution of flora 

and fauna by conserving habitat that supports special status species; conserving aquatic 

environments, wetlands, and riparian habitat; conserving important habitat for 

migratory deer herds; and conserving large expanses of native vegetation. 

The referenced area from Marble Valley to Sawtooth Ridge was previously considered 

during this mapping effort and included as an identified “Key Wildlife Crossing Area” 

in the IBC mapping effort. However, the habitat that it connects is sufficiently 

degraded, or is designated by the County as a “Community Region,” and it does not 

connect areas designated as PCAs; therefore, it did not meet the criteria established by 

PAWTAC and ISAC for identifying IBCs.  

Inclusion of this corridor as an IBC would not substantially affect mitigation of 

impacts under current Policy 7.4.2.9, because wildlife movement in this area is 

already highly constrained by existing development, as shown in Figure 3.2-1 at the 

end this section (Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies). While there is undeveloped 

property present on the south side of U.S. Highway 50 in the area of this potential 

corridor, there is a limited amount of undeveloped property on the north side of the 

highway and no meaningful habitat blocks or areas to which this corridor would 

connect. Thus, it is the opinion of the County’s expert biologists that this corridor 

does not provide high value for wildlife movement and was appropriately excluded 

from the County’s mapped IBCs. 
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4-22 The comment notes that the project would revise current Policy 7.4.2.4 to replace the 

word “manage” with “preserve” with respect to wildlife corridors. The comment 

generally agrees that active management would not be necessary, but recommends 

that management may be necessary to remediate after natural disasters or 

unauthorized use of an area, to remove invasive species, or to remove unauthorized 

encampments or debris, and recommends that the revised General Plan include a 

mechanism for as-needed management activities in wildlife corridors. 

Management of these areas may be necessary after spills, natural disasters, or other 

events as noted in the comment. None of those activities are precluded under proposed 

Policy 7.4.2.4, and they may be required in order to “protect and preserve” the wildlife 

corridor. Such management would be at the discretion of the park or preserve 

management, taking into account other management needs and the existing natural state 

of the wildlife corridor to be protected and preserved. The intent of the policy language 

change was to clarify that for many of these wildlife movement corridors, active 

management is not necessary to maintain function for wildlife movement.  

4-23 The comment notes that CDFW has concerns regarding the completeness of the 

impact analysis, the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures, and potential impacts 

to valley oaks.  

The comment provides an introduction for subsequent comments; therefore, no 

response is necessary. 

4-24 The comment states that the Draft EIR is unclear regarding how oak woodland 

impacts will be assessed, noting that indirect effects may reduce habitat quality for 

retained oak woodlands.  

As outlined in the ORMP, quantification of oak woodland impacts would be 

conducted by a Qualified Professional during preparation of an Oak Resources 

Technical Report, which also requires identification of woodland protection measures 

and proposed mitigation actions. In addition, project direct and indirect impacts to 

vegetation communities, including those adjacent to oak woodlands, will be mitigated 

through the Biological Resources Mitigation Program as set forth in proposed Policy 

7.4.2.8. The ORMP defines impacts to oak woodlands as “tree and land clearing 

associated with land development, including, but not limited to, grading, clearing, or 

otherwise modifying land for roads, driveways, building pads, landscaping, utility 

easements, fire-safe clearance and other development activities.” An analysis of 

indirect effects to the habitat quality of oak woodlands retained on a project site is not 

specifically required under the ORMP. However, indirect impacts to habitat quality 
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for on-site retained woodlands are addressed by increased mitigation requirements 

where impact levels are increased. Under the proposed ORMP, when a project would 

impact between 50.1% and 75% of the existing on-site woodland, the project would 

be required to mitigate at a 1.5:1 ratio, and projects that would impact more than 75% 

of on-site oak woodlands would be required to mitigate at a 2:1 ratio. It is anticipated 

that at the lower ranges of on-site oak woodland retention, smaller habitat patches 

would be retained, which would increase edge effects. The increased mitigation ratios 

required for these projects would result in preservation of larger contiguous oak 

woodland areas, with fewer edge effects, in perpetuity. As discussed in Master 

Response 2 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR, data available on 

habitat fragmentation in oak woodlands suggest that a greater number of species 

would benefit from preservation of large undeveloped areas.  

4-25 The comment states that certain wildlife species require an oak woodland area 

measuring 5 acres or more for suitable habitat and suggests that the ORMP be revised 

such that areas of retained on-site oak woodland that measure less than 5 contiguous 

acres, that are substantially modified, or that are indirectly substantially impacted, 

would not be considered retained for the purposes of determining required mitigation.  

The proposed ORMP would apply to all development within the County below 4,000 

feet above mean sea level, other than the activities covered under the ORMP exemptions. 

As shown in Table 3-2 below, originally presented in Dudek’s memo to the County 

Board of Supervisors dated February 17, 2015 (Attachment 11B, Legistar File 12-1203), 

there is a wide range of parcel sizes within the County. For those parcels that support oak 

woodland and that are not classified as developed, 4,232 parcels are less than or equal to 

5 acres in size while 5,974 parcels are greater than 5 acres. 

Table 3-2 

Summary of Parcel Sizes with Oak Woodlands in El Dorado County 

Parcel Size Total in County* 
Quantity with Oak 

Woodlands (% of Total) 
Quantity with Oak Woodlands and Not 
Classified as Developed (% of Total) 

≤ 1 acre 50,999 8,550 (9.7%) 1,938 (2.2%) 

> 1 and ≤ 2 acres 6,806 4,363 (4.9%) 771 (0.9%) 

> 2 and ≤ 5 acres 10,318 7,919 (8.9%) 1,523 (1.7%) 

> 5 and ≤ 10 acres 8,798 7,488 (8.5%) 1,685 (1.9%) 

> 10 and ≤ 40 acres 7,267 5,990 (6.8%) 2,327 (2.6%) 

> 40 acres 3,970 2,437 (2.8%) 1,962 (2.2%) 

Total 88,158 36,747 (41.7%) 10,206 (11.6%) 
* Excludes parcels within the Cities of Placerville and South Lake Tahoe. 
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For developers of parcels less than 5 acres in size, there would be very limited ability 

to demonstrate retention of 5 contiguous acres of oak woodland. A requirement that 

retained areas must provide 5 contiguous acres of oak woodland would therefore 

result in a disincentive for those property owners to retain woodlands on site, as the 

retained area would not lessen their mitigation burdens. In allowing on-site retention 

to reduce mitigation burdens, the County Board of Supervisors has recognized the 

community’s goals for on-site retention of oak resources to preserve the local areas’ 

rural character and aesthetics. Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master 

Responses) in this Final EIR regarding the Board of Supervisors’ considerations 

toward balancing competing interests and values in setting the County’s General Plan 

goals and policies. Although the habitat value of these patches retained on site would 

be less than the value of a contiguous habitat block of 5 acres or greater, as discussed 

in Master Response 2 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR, there is 

some habitat value that remains in these patches, particularly for those species more 

tolerant of urban settings and less sensitive to human presence.  

The comment also stated that oak woodlands that are substantially modified from 

their natural state (e.g., via understory vegetation removal, paving, etc.) or otherwise 

substantially impacted should not be considered retained for the purposes of 

determining oak woodland impact mitigation ratios. As defined in the ORMP, 

impacts to oak woodlands include “tree and land clearing associated with land 

development, including, but not limited to, grading, clearing, or otherwise modifying 

land for roads, driveways, building pads, landscaping, utility easements, fire-safe 

clearance and other development activities.” Therefore, the modifications to oak 

woodlands identified by the commenter would be considered impacts and areas 

subject to these types of disturbance would not counted as retained oak woodlands for 

the purposes of determining impact mitigation ratios. 

4-26 The comment states CDFW’s opinion that the oak woodland mitigation ratios 

presented in the ORMP are insufficient to mitigate project-level impacts to a less than 

significant level. The comment notes that using preservation as the only mitigation 

option would result in a net loss of oak woodlands and would not add habitat value or 

area to compensate for the loss of the impacted oak woodlands.  

The Draft EIR evaluates the effects associated with loss of oak woodlands in Impact 

6-1 and concludes that these impacts would be significant and unavoidable. However, 

the mitigation ratios identified in the proposed ORMP are sufficient to achieve a 

substantial reduction in the severity of the impact by ensuring that oak woodland is 

preserved in perpetuity, with a minimum requirement of preserving at least as much 

woodland as is lost to development. Mitigation options include replanting and/or 
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restoration, but do not mandate an amount of planting because planting and 

restoration efforts must be undertaken only at sites that would be appropriate to 

support this habitat.  

On pages 10-4 and 10-5 in Chapter 10 (Alternatives) of the Draft EIR considered an 

alternative that would require a no-net-loss standard for oak woodland, and found 

that the alternative would not be feasible because it would constrain development to 

the extent that it would prevent the County from fully implementing the General 

Plan and would be contrary to existing policies regarding focusing development in 

the Community Regions and Rural Centers. It would require extensive replanting 

and restoration efforts, particularly when accounting for temporal loss of oak 

woodland habitat. This would constrain development opportunities in the County 

because developers would incur substantially greater costs for mitigation and 

because large areas of land would be dedicated to preservation and restoration, and 

would therefore no longer be available for development. The Draft EIR also noted 

that a no-net-loss policy could increase air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions 

by pushing development into the rural areas of the county, requiring residents to 

drive longer distances. Refer to Master Response 10 in Chapter 2 (Master 

Responses) in this Final EIR for additional discussion of the No Net Loss of 

Woodlands alternatives and its feasibility. 

4-27 The comment suggests that oak woodland mitigation measures be revised so that 

some oak woodland creation or restoration be required in addition to preservation, 

rather than providing an option for creation/restoration to optionally replace up to 50 

percent of the preservation requirements.  

The oak woodland mitigation alternatives included in the ORMP allow a Qualified 

Professional to design an oak woodland mitigation program that considers the 

opportunities and constraints of a specific property and that is consistent with the oak 

woodland mitigation alternatives outlined in California Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21083.4. PRC 21083.4 prioritizes conservation by requiring it as a component 

of an oak woodland mitigation program, either via direct conservation or via 

conservation fund contributions and by limiting replacement planting to no more than 

50 percent of an oak woodland mitigation program. The requirements included in 

PRC 21083.4 emphasize the importance of oak woodland conservation as an impact 

mitigation mechanism, which is also reflected in the ORMP’s oak woodland 

mitigation requirements. Refer to Master Response 10 in Chapter 2 (Master 

Responses) in this Final EIR for additional discussion of the No Net Loss of 

Woodlands alternatives and its feasibility. 
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4-28 The comment states that, although the Draft EIR concludes that a no-net-loss policy 

for oak woodlands is infeasible due to cost, no economic analysis is provided to 

support this conclusion and the Draft EIR does not demonstrate that the proposed 

mitigation strategy is the best feasible mitigation. 

 Refer to Master Response 10 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR for 

additional discussion of the No Net Loss of Woodlands alternatives and its feasibility. 

The Draft EIR determined that this alternative would be infeasible because it would 

frustrate implementation of the General Plan. Specifically, a no net loss of oak 

woodlands standard would substantially increase costs for development in areas 

where oak woodlands are prevalent. As discussed in Response to Comment 4-35 

below, the majority of the oak woodland impacts anticipated under the 2035 

development scenario would occur within the County’s identified Community 

Regions. As discussed in Master Response 10 and the Draft EIR, the no-net-loss of 

oak woodlands standard would shift development from the Community Regions and 

into the County’s rural areas. This would conflict with the General Plan goals and 

strategies to focus development in the Community Regions. 

4-29 The comment reiterates that CEQA requires that a public agency should not approve 

a project if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would 

substantially lessen any significant environmental effects. The comment states that 

CDFW recommends that the EIR be revised to provide more analysis of the proposed 

mitigation ratios and additional ways to strengthen them to reduce cumulative 

impacts to oak woodlands to a less than significant level.  

Refer to Responses to Comments 4-25 through 4-28 in this section (Section 3.2, State 

and Local Agencies) for discussion of the feasibility and effectiveness of the 

mitigation strategies suggested by CDFW. As discussed previously, the alternatives 

and mitigation measures suggested in the CDFW comments either would not be 

feasible or would not be effective in substantially reducing impacts.  

4-30 The comment states that the PCAs are geographically distant from the areas that are 

projected to be developed by 2035, and that this is problematic because it separates 

the mitigation area from the area of impact and thus is less effective as mitigation. 

As discussed in Master Response 2 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR 

and Response to Comment 3-4 in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies), 

the County’s intent for the biological resources policies is to ensure that the current 

range and distribution of wildlife in the County is protected. In the opinion of the 

County’s biological experts, it is not necessary for mitigation to occur close to the 
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area of impact to achieve this intent. Rather, it is important that conservation occurs 

in the areas with the highest habitat value.  

The comment does not explain why mitigation should be proximate to impact and does 

not recommend a specific maximum distance between impacts and mitigation sites. In 

other jurisdictions and under other habitat conservation planning efforts, such as those 

under development or adopted for Placer, Santa Clara, East Contra Costa, and Butte 

Counties, mitigation is typically allowed to occur anywhere within that jurisdiction or 

planning area. It is not common or necessary to have proximity requirements. In fact, 

many conservation planning efforts indicate a goal of keeping preserved lands as far 

away from impacted areas as possible, to maximize patch size and minimize indirect 

effects on the habitat and species, consistent with the proposed project (for example 

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Authority 2012 p 5-10 through 5-13).  

Master Response 2 also discusses the establishment of the PCAs, which included 

selecting only areas that provide a minimum of 500 contiguous acres of oak 

woodland habitat and are unlikely to be subject to substantial fragmentation under the 

anticipated 2035 General Plan scenario. Using these criteria, the PCAs were 

established to identify mitigation areas that would provide the highest habitat value 

and therefore contribute to the long-term preservation of viable habitat and wildlife 

populations in the County. Master Response 2 also identifies that the approach and 

criteria used to identify the PCAs are important for ensuring the long-term feasibility of 

managing areas that are conserved under the proposed ORMP. Finally, Master Response 

2 notes that the County’s conservation program is predicated on the idea that all lands 

must be acquired from willing sellers. Because the County cannot predict where such 

acquisition will occur, although mitigation is encouraged to occur within the PCAs, the 

program offers substantial flexibility to acquire conservation lands throughout the County 

and it is expected that mitigation will occur in a variety of locations.  

4-31 The comment states that the PCAs are located in areas where development is not 

projected, and thus the ORMP places conservation priority on areas that are less likely 

to be developed in the foreseeable future. Further, the comment states that development 

in the County is projected to be heaviest around the U.S. Highway 50 (Highway 50) 

corridor and that by not designating any PCAs within or near this corridor, the project 

ensures that mitigation would occur outside the area of highest impact, resulting in 

prioritization of mitigation in areas where it is least urgently needed.  

As summarized previously in Response to Comment 4-30 in this section (Section 3.2, 

State and Local Agencies) and discussed in detail in Master Response 2 in Chapter 2 

(Master Responses) in this Final EIR, the PCAs were established to identify 
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mitigation areas that would provide the highest habitat value and contribute to the 

long-term preservation of viable habitat and wildlife populations in the County. 

Response to Comment 4-30 also explains that the proposed project is consistent with 

most conservation planning efforts, which include a goal of keeping preserved lands 

far away from impacted areas to maximize patch size and minimize indirect effects 

on the habitat and species. These areas would generally be located away from the area 

of highest impact. Although the comment is correct that development is not 

anticipated in these areas, development is not precluded under the current General 

Plan and zoning designations. Thus, there is some potential for development to occur 

in these areas under existing conditions, which could result in fragmentation of large, 

existing blocks of oak woodland habitat. However, when PCA lands are selected for 

mitigation under the proposed project, they would be conserved in perpetuity, which 

would ensure the long-term protection of large blocks of oak woodland habitat in the 

County. Thus, the proposed project provides meaningful and effective mitigation for 

loss of oak woodland. 

The comment is correct that most of the oak woodland loss would occur in areas that 

are near Highway 50. As shown in Figure 5-1 in Chapter 5 (Land Use and Planning) 

of the Draft EIR, much of the oak woodlands surrounding Highway 50 are on parcels 

that are already classified by the County as being developed, which means that some 

level of development currently exists (e.g., houses or other structures) and thus the 

habitat value of the woodland is already somewhat lessened. As shown in Figure 5-1, 

although considered developed, many parcels still support oak woodlands. Although 

development along the Highway 50 corridor by 2035 is expected to impact various-

sized patches of oak woodland habitat, a substantial amount of oak woodland would 

remain in this area.  

The comment is correct that the PCAs consist of lands with less likelihood to be 

developed under the current General Plan and zoning designations. This is considered 

desirable because large blocks of intact oak woodland habitat would be conserved and 

therefore less likely to be adversely affected by habitat fragmentation and edge effects. 

It is noted that while oak woodland conservation is encouraged in the PCAs, the 

proposed policies and ORMP allow for conservation to occur elsewhere. Additionally, 

the County’s IBCs and the proposed requirements to maintain the existing wildlife 

movement and habitat values within the IBCs would provide protection for the habitat 

values of land throughout the County and provide for connections between the PCAs in 

the southern and northern portions of the County. 

4-32 The comment states that habitat preservation as mitigation is more effective and 

valuable when the preservation occurs in areas that are more likely to be developed. 
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The comment states that CDFW recommends that the ORMP be revised to include 

mitigation that specifically addresses impacts around the Highway 50 corridor. 

As previously discussed in Responses to Comments 4-30 and 4-31 in this section 

(Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies), there is no substantial evidence to support the 

assertion that habitat preservation is more effective when it occurs in areas that are more 

likely to be developed. Rather, the County’s biological resource experts recommend that 

mitigation should occur where the greatest habitat values are present and will be retained 

in the long-term. Additionally, the County’s biological resource experts find that the 

value of conservation as a viable alternative to mitigate impacts to oak woodlands is 

not predicated on the assumption that the conserved oak woodlands would otherwise 

be impacted. Rather, the value of conservation of oak woodlands located in the PCAs 

is based on their size and connectivity, which enhances their ability to maximize 

patch size, minimize edge effect, and minimize indirect effects on woodland-

dependent species. As stated in the ORMP, conservation of oak woodlands in the 

PCAs is intended to offset the effects of habitat loss and fragmentation resulting from 

development under the General Plan. 

Refer to Master Response 2 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR regarding 

the establishment of the PCAs, the value of prioritizing mitigation efforts within the 

PCAs, and the extent of impacts around the Highway 50 corridor. As indicated in Draft 

EIR Figure 5-1 (Chapter 5, Land Use and Planning), most impacts would occur within a 

maximum distance of approximately 3 miles from Highway 50. However, a substantial 

amount of oak woodland would remain in this area. 

Although the proposed project encourages conservation to occur within the PCAs, it 

also allows conservation to occur anywhere within the County. The proposed project 

is consistent with other regional habitat conservation and resource management 

planning, which typically allows conservation to occur anywhere within the planning 

area and concentrates conservation areas away from the areas of impact to reduce 

habitat fragmentation and edge effects. Further, as discussed in Master Response 1 in 

Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR, the proposed project is consistent 

with the El Dorado County General Plan, which directs that the majority of land use 

development should occur within the Community Regions and Rural Centers to 

protect the community character and aesthetics of the County’s rural areas.. 

4-33 The comment provides references indicating that valley oak woodlands are a rare 

natural community that are disproportionately vulnerable to construction impacts and 

that valley oak trees are not regenerating at rates sufficient to replace themselves. The 

comment notes that most surviving stands of vally oak woodland are between 100 
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and 300 year old, that valley oak woodland habitats typically occur on relatively flat, 

fertile sites, and this habitat type has been impacted by development and agricultural 

land conversion. 

Section 6.3 (Impacts) of Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR addresses 

potential impacts to valley oak woodlands and addresses the sensitive habitat 

classification for valley oak woodlands. Section 6.4 (Mitigation Measures) of the 

same chapter includes Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which removes exemptions for 

impacts to valley oak trees and valley oak woodlands. Thus, all new land 

development and all new or expanded agricultural activities that impact valley oak 

woodland would be required to mitigate for those impacts by preserving valley oak 

woodland at a minimum 1:1 ratio and/or undertaking some amount of replacement 

planting on an appropriate site.  

4-34 The comment summarizes the impacts to valley oak woodlands presented in the Draft 

EIR and states that without replacement planting requirements, impacted valley oak 

woodlands may never be replaced. The comment notes a potential loss of nearly 65% 

of the County’s valley oak woodlands.  

Although the comment is correct that the impact analysis in the Draft EIR shows a 

potential for up to 65% of the County’s valley oak woodlands to be impacted by future 

development and other activities, with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, 

which does not allow for mitigation exemptions (e.g., fire safe project areas, 

agricultural lands) to be applied to valley oak woodlands, the actual amount of impact 

to valley oak woodlands would be reduced. This response reflects corrected acreage 

totals for land cover type impacts, as discussed in Master Response 9 in Chapter 2 

(Master Responses) in this Final EIR. Based on the calculated impact totals presented 

in the Draft EIR, up to 2,458 acres of valley oak woodland (out of 3,970 total acres in 

the County) may be subject to impact and would require mitigation at a minimum ratio 

of 1:1. However, use of the 1:1 mitigation ratio would require that at least 50% of the 

valley oak woodland on a project site be retained. In contrast, the Draft EIR calculation 

of the valley oak woodland impacts assumes that no on-site retention would occur.  

If all valley oak woodland impacts were mitigated at a 1:1 ratio using conservation as 

the selected mitigation alternative, 50% of the valley oak woodland on each project 

site would be retained on site, resulting in impacts to a maximum of 1,229 acres of 

valley oak woodland, and off-site conservation of an equal amount of this habitat. If 

no on-site retention occurs, mitigation would be required at a 2:1 ratio. This would 

ensure that no more than 33% of the valley oak woodland in the County could be 

impacted, as there would be 2 acres conserved for every 1 acre impacted. 
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The comment is correct that the proposed ORMP would not require any replanting or 

restoration, and thus it is possible that none would occur. However, as shown earlier, 

the mitigation ratios would ensure that a substantial portion of the valley oak 

woodland in the County would be retained (on site) or conserved (off site). 

Additionally, as discussed previously in Response to Comment 4-26 in this section 

(Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies), the proposed project does not mandate an 

amount of planting because planting and restoration efforts must be undertaken only 

at sites that would be appropriate to support this habitat. As noted in Response 4-27 

previously discussed, the proposed project is consistent with state law in that CEQA 

Section 21083.4 allows replanting as a component of mitigation but does not require a 

specific amount of replanting. 

4-35 The comment states CDFW’s recommendation that County adopt a no-net-loss, or 

close to no-net-loss, policy for valley oak woodland and that the EIR include a 

feasibility analysis outlining how the revised mitigation was formulated. 

As discussed in Response to Comment 4-34 above, the proposed mitigation ratios 

would ensure that a substantial portion of the valley oak woodland in the County 

would be retained (on site) or conserved (off site). Refer to Master Response 10 in 

Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR for discussion of the No Net Loss of 

Woodlands alternative and its feasibility. As discussed in Master Response 10, 

replacement planting of oak woodland habitats involves a temporal loss and 

unavoidable change in the nature of the habitat. Comment 4-33 states that most valley 

oak woodland stands are between 100 and 300 years old. Replacement planting 

would create new valley oak woodland stands which would have much different 

characteristics and habitat values than the existing stands. Thus, a no net loss standard 

for oak woodlands is not feasible.  

The revised oak woodland mitigation approach presented in the ORMP, including 

that for valley oak woodland, originated with the mitigation approaches included in 

current General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, the County’s Interim Interpretive Guidelines for 

current General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4 (Option A), and the County’s 2008 Oak 

Woodland Management Plan. The oak woodland mitigation approach was then 

revised over the course of 10 public hearings, during which the Board of Supervisors 

was provided with detailed information about oak woodlands in the County, current 

regulations (state and local), and current mitigation approaches in similar jurisdictions 

that are balancing land development and resource protection. During these 10 

hearings, the Board of Supervisors also heard comments from agencies, 

organizations, and members of the public. Memoranda summarizing the content of 
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individual meetings and documenting Board of Supervisors direction are included in 

Appendix E of the Draft EIR.  

As discussed, a no-net-loss standard for oak woodlands would not be feasible, 

because it would constrain development and prevent the County from fully 

implementing the General Plan and would be contrary to existing policies regarding 

focusing development in the Community Regions. A more detailed analysis of where 

oak woodland impacts are projected to occur was conducted, with the results 

presented in Tables 3-3 and 3-4, representing impacts occurring by 2025 and 2035. 

This response reflects corrected acreage totals for land cover type impacts, as 

discussed in Master Response 9 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR.  

Table 3-3 

Impacted Oak Woodland Acreage Converted under the  

2025 General Plan Buildout Scenario, by Community Region 

Oak Woodland Type 

Impacted Oak Woodland Acreage, by Community Region 
Cameron 

Park 
Diamond 
Springs 

El Dorado 
Hills 

Unincorporated 
Placerville 

Shingle 
Springs 

Non-Community 
Region 

Blue oak woodland 128 123 548 23 183 478 

Blue oak–foothill pine  166 410 202 82 329 248 

Coastal oak woodland 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Montane hardwood 4 225 7 102 41 1 

Montane hardwood–conifer 0 0 0 7 0 1 

Valley oak woodland 13 78 0 14 70 19 

Total 311 835 757 228 623 746 
 

Table 3-4 

Impacted Oak Woodland Acreage Converted under the  

2035 General Plan Buildout Scenario, by Community Region 

Oak Woodland Type 

Impacted Oak Woodland Acreage, by Community Region* 
Cameron 

Park 
Diamond 
Springs 

El Dorado 
Hills 

Unincorporated 
Placerville 

Shingle 
Springs 

Non-Community 
Region 

Blue oak woodland 172 141 935 37 218 521 

Blue oak–foothill pine  249 430 341 149 535 305 

Coastal oak woodland 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Montane hardwood 25 239 7 149 138 9 

Montane hardwood–conifer 0 0 0 25 0 1 

Valley oak woodland 13 79 2 18 85 24 

Total 460 890 1,285 378 976 860 
* Includes land cover type conversion projected to occur through 2025. 
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As presented in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 above, valley oak woodland impacts are projected 

to occur largely in Community Regions. Nearly 90% of potential impacts to valley 

oak woodland occur in Community Regions by 2035. Significant opportunities for 

conserving existing valley oak woodlands therefore exist outside of Community 

Regions. Based on the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s Fire 

and Resources Assessment Program oak woodland mapping data and the County’s 

Community Region boundaries, 3,507 acres of valley oak woodland occur outside of 

Community Regions. Factoring in projected impacts (222 acres by 2035), 3,285 acres 

of existing valley oak woodlands outside of Community Regions could be available 

for conservation under the mitigation program outlined in the ORMP.  

4-36 The comment offers CDFW’s opinion that the Single Family Lot, County Road 

Project, and Affordable Housing Exemptions cumulatively contribute to the project’s 

overall oak woodland impacts and should not be considered less than significant. The 

comment also provides a recommendation that the EIR include a discussion of the 

feasibility and appropriateness of adopting mitigation for these impacts.  

The Draft EIR concludes that the exemptions referenced in this comment would 

have a less than significant impact when considered individually. This is due to the 

limited extent of oak woodland impacts that could result from any one of these 

exemptions and the degree of existing habitat fragmentation that would be 

associated with projects that fall under the County Road Project exemption. 

However, the Draft EIR also concludes that taken as a whole, the proposed project 

would have significant and unavoidable impacts on the County’s biological 

resources. As stated on page 6-51 and shown in Table 6-7 in Chapter 6 (Biological 

Resources) of the Draft EIR, the Single Family Lot exemption could allow for a 

maximum of 290 acres of oak woodland impacts that would not require mitigation. 

This is a conservative estimate because it does not account for undevelopable 

portions of a property (e.g., setback areas, slope restrictions) or retention of oaks on 

individual lots for aesthetic, shading, or screening purposes. The potential loss of 

290 acres of oak woodlands would not substantially lessen the range and 

distribution of oak woodlands and the flora and fauna that rely upon these habitats 

within the County. 

As described on pages 6-55 and 6-56 and shown in Table 6-10 in Chapter 6 

(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR, the County Road Project exemption would 

result in impacts to 312 acres of oak woodland that would not require mitigation. As 

noted on page 6-56, “This exemption is specific to widening and realignment of 

existing County roads. Since these are existing roads, oak woodlands habitats are 

already fragmented by the linear nature of the roads. Widening or realignment would 
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incrementally increase oak woodlands loss but would not increase fragmentation.” 

The potential loss of 312 acres of oak woodlands that are adjacent to existing roads 

would not substantially lessen the range and distribution of oak woodlands and the 

flora and fauna that rely upon these habitats within the County. 

As described on pages 6-56 and 6-57 in Chapter 6 (Biological Resources) of the Draft 

EIR, the Affordable Housing Exemption would exempt affordable housing projects 

that are located in an urbanized area or sphere of influence from mitigation for oak 

woodland losses, and would reduce the mitigation requirements for affordable 

housing projects not located in these areas. The GIS analysis completed for the Draft 

EIR identified a total of 196 acres of oak woodlands occurring on currently 

undeveloped lands that are designated for multi-family development. The potential 

loss of 196 acres of oak woodland would not substantially lessen the range and 

distribution of oak woodlands and the flora and fauna that rely upon these habitats 

within the County. 

In addition, the County’s Housing Element identifies a need for development of 3,948 

units of affordable housing within the County’s west slope area (west of the Tahoe 

Basin). The County’s Housing Element includes Implementation Measure HO-2013-

7, in support of Policies HO-1.3 and HO-1.18, which states that the County will 

“develop and adopt an incentive-based Oak Woodland Management policy, 

consistent with the Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, to 

include mitigation fee waivers for in-fill developments providing dwelling units 

affordable to very low- to moderate-income households.” Thus, the Affordable 

Housing Exemption is necessary to ensure consistency with the General Plan.  

The County’s proposed oak woodland mitigation exemptions were selected to ensure 

that the proposed ORMP would be consistent with the County’s overarching General 

Plan goals, as discussed in Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in 

this Final EIR. Eliminating these exemptions would result in increased costs for 

development and infrastructure, discouraging development from occurring within the 

County’s Community Regions. It is noted that the exemptions do not apply to the 

County’s proposed requirements for mitigation of the loss of Heritage Oak trees. 

Further, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2, the exemptions do not apply to the 

loss of individual valley oak trees or impacts to valley oak woodland. 

4-37 The comment states that it is unclear how adopting mitigation for oak resources that 

may be impacted as a result of agricultural activities would conflict with the General 

Plan goals and objectives. The comment notes that the General Plan Goals, 

Objectives, and Policies “make no mention of mitigation, much less discourage or 
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prohibit its use”; the comment asserts that requiring mitigation would therefore not 

inherently contradict the General Plan. 

The Draft EIR does not state that requiring mitigation is prohibited by the General 

Plan. Rather, the EIR concludes that requiring oak woodland mitigation for 

agricultural activities would impede the County’s attainment of the General Plan 

objectives and goals related to preservation of the County’s agricultural economy and 

community character. As discussed in Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master 

Responses) in this Final EIR, ensuring the long-term viability of the County’s 

agricultural economy is a key goal for maintaining the County’s community character 

and aesthetics. Also refer to Master Response 5 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in 

this Final EIR regarding the Agricultural Activities Exemption. 

4-38 The comment states that it is unclear why the Agricultural Activities Exemption 

includes all activities conducted on lands covered by Williamson Act or Farmland 

Security Zone contracts, noting that because these contracts are non-permanent, 

individuals could use this exemption to remove oak woodlands prior to expiration of 

the agricultural preservation contracts in anticipation of future site development. The 

comment notes that there are 16,936 acres of oak woodlands within lands covered by 

Williamson Act and Farmland Security Zone contracts in El Dorado County. 

As discussed previously in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local Agencies) and in 

Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR, ensuring the 

long-term viability of the County’s agricultural economy is a critical overarching goal 

of the County’s General Plan. Although Williamson Act and Farmland Security Zone 

contracts are non-permanent, they require a formal cancellation process, which in the 

case of a Williamson Act contract requires 9 years and in the case of a Farmland 

Security Zone requires 19 years. Further, when a property is removed from a 

Williamson Act Contract or a Farmland Security Zone contract, the property would 

retain its agricultural zoning unless the Board of Supervisors approves rezoning the 

property, hearings for which would be publicly noticed. Although it is possible that a 

landowner could remove oak woodlands prior to cancellation of these contracts in 

order to improve development opportunities in the future, assuming such activities 

under this EIR would be speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. Additionally, as 

discussed in Master Response 5 in Chapter 2 (Master Reponses) in this Final EIR, the 

agricultural exemption is currently in place under existing General Plan policy and 

the Interim Interpretive Guidelines for current General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4. Review of 

the County’s agricultural reports for the past several years has shown that there has 

not been a substantial increase in agricultural activities nor has there been a 

substantial reduction in the extent of oak woodland in the County. Thus, while the 
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agricultural exemption could allow for up to 132,821 acres of oak woodland impact, 

there is no substantial evidence that significant impacts would result from continued 

availability of the agricultural exemption. 

Although the Williamson Act is a state program, the activities and land uses 

allowable on land that is under a Williamson Act contract are defined by the local 

land use agency—in this case, the County of El Dorado. The County’s General Plan 

and County Code define requirements and criteria for establishing agricultural 

preserves, including Ordinance No. 188-2002, which sets minimum annual gross 

income standards for agricultural properties to be eligible for this designation. This 

indicates that property under these types of contracts is in active agricultural use. 

Additionally, as stated in the Zoning Ordinance (Title 130 of the County Code), “the 

use of the property shall be limited during the term of the [Williamson Act] contract 

to agricultural and compatible uses.” (Section 130.40.060.C.2, Agricultural Preserves 

and Zones: Contracts, Criteria and Regulations, Preserve Standards, Use and 

Structures). Again, assuming that landowners would remove oak woodlands in 

preparation for future land development when the lands are in active agricultural use 

would be speculative and not reasonably foreseeable.  

4-39 The comment notes that proposed Policy 7.4.2.8 would require project applicants to 

prepare a Biological Resources Report to determine the presence of special-status 

resources that may be affected by a discretionary project.  

The comment provides background information for subsequent comments and does 

not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is 

necessary. It is noted that proposed Policy 7.4.2.8 requires that Biological Resources 

Reports be prepared by a Qualified Professional.  

4-40 The comment recommends that vegetation communities should be assessed and 

mapped in Biological Resources Reports at the alliance level, following the Manual 

of California Vegetation, Second Edition (Sawyer et al. 2009), and should include 

adjoining off-site areas that could be indirectly affected. 

Proposed Policy 7.4.2.8 requires that vegetation communities be mapped based on the 

List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (CDFG 2010) and subsequent updates. 

Thus, the proposed project is consistent with this recommendation. A recommendation 

that proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to clarify that indirect effects to vegetation 

and special-status plants should include adjoining off-site areas, to the extent that 

access to those areas is allowed, has been forwarded to the County Board of 

Supervisors. This recommended change to proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) would have no 
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effect on the environmental analysis. 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. 

4-41 The comment states that current Policy 7.3.3.1 should be revised to also require 

project applicants to delineate on-site wetland features that are subject to California 

Fish and Game Code Section 1602, noting that this mapping could avoid potential 

project delays if CDFW requires additional delineations to be prepared during or 

after the CEQA process. 

The referenced current Policy 7.3.3.1 is not proposed to be changed as part of the 

project. However, mitigation for impacts to wetlands subject to CDFW would be 

required regardless of County policy; thus, the mapping and permitting discussed in 

this comment would still occur. 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. 

4-42 The comment provides recommendations for how species-specific surveys required 

as part of the Biological Resources Report should be conducted. 

A recommendation that proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to note that any species 

surveys shall conform to current recommended practices of CDFW or USFWS at the 

time of the survey has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors. This recommended 

change to proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) would have no effect on the environmental 

analysis. 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.  

4-43 The comment notes that focused surveys for animal or plant species have limited validity, 

and if a project is delayed an applicant should plan to conduct updated surveys. 

Refer to Response to Comment 4-42 above. A recommendation for a revision to 

proposed Policy 7.4.2.8 has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors to note that 

any species surveys shall conform to current recommended practices of CDFW or 

USFWS at the time of the survey. This includes the duration of validity for any 

focused surveys.  

4-44 This comment introduces several avoidance and minimization measures that CDFW 

recommends be incorporated into the County General Plan. 

This comment provides introductory text and does not address the accuracy or 

adequacy of the Draft EIR; thus, no response is required.  
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4-45 This comment provides recommended avoidance and minimization measures to 

reduce impacts to nesting birds. 

A recommendation has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors that proposed 

Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to note that recommendations for pre-construction 

surveys and avoidance/protection measures for nesting birds must be included in the 

site-specific biological resources technical report for each project. This recommended 

change to proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) would have no effect on the environmental 

analysis. 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.  

It is noted that the measure recommended in this comment is typically applied to 

specific development projects. The proposed project does not include any land 

development, vegetation clearing, or earthmoving activities and thus does not have the 

potential to result in direct impacts to nesting birds. The proposed General Plan policies 

identify the County’s overall approach to managing biological resources but do not 

prescribe specific management practices, survey protocols, or mitigation measures that 

may be applied at the individual project level. These recommendations would be 

presented in the Biological Resources Report prepared by a project applicant’s biologist 

or other Qualified Professional and reviewed and verified by the County as part of the 

review process for each individual project.  

4-46 This comment provides recommended avoidance and minimization measures to 

reduce impacts to bats. 

A recommendation has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors that proposed 

Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to note that recommendations for pre-construction 

surveys and avoidance/protection measures for bats must be included in the site-

specific biological resources technical report for each project. This recommended 

change to proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) would have no effect on the environmental 

analysis. 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.  

As described previously in Response to Comment 4-45, the proposed project does 

not include any land development, vegetation clearing, or earthmoving activities  

and thus does not have the potential to result in direct impacts to bats. Where an 

individual project would have a potential impact to bats, the appropriate avoidance 

and minimization measures would be presented in the Biological Resources 

Report prepared by a project applicant’s biologist or other Qualified Professional 
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and reviewed and verified by the County as part of the review process for each 

individual project. 

4-47 This comment provides recommended avoidance and minimization measures to 

reduce impacts related to entrapment, entanglement, injury, or poisoning of wildlife. 

A recommendation has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors that proposed 

Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to note that recommendations for avoidance and 

minimization measures to reduce impacts related to entrapment, entanglement, injury, 

or poisoning of wildlife must be included in the site-specific biological resources 

technical report for each project. This recommended change to proposed Policy 

7.4.2.8(C) would have no effect on the environmental analysis. 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.  

As described previously in Response to Comment 4-45, the proposed project does not 

include any land development, vegetation clearing, or earthmoving activities and thus 

does not have the potential to result in direct impacts to wildlife. Where an individual 

project would have potential impacts related to entrapment, entanglement, injury, or 

poisoning of wildlife, the appropriate avoidance and minimization measures would be 

presented in the Biological Resources Report prepared by a project applicant’s 

biologist or other Qualified Professional and reviewed and verified by the County as 

part of the review process for each individual project.  

4-48 This comment provides recommended avoidance and minimization measures to 

reduce indirect impacts to wildlife in open space adjacent to project areas. 

A recommendation has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors that proposed 

Policy 7.4.2.8(C) be revised to note that recommendations for avoidance and 

minimization measures to reduce indirect impacts to wildlife in open space adjacent 

to project areas must be included in the site-specific biological resources technical 

report for each project. This recommended change to proposed Policy 7.4.2.8(C) 

would have no effect on the environmental analysis. 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.  

As described previously in Response to Comment 4-45, the proposed project does not 

include any land development, vegetation clearing, or earthmoving activities and thus 

does not have the potential to result in activities occurring adjacent to open space 

areas and indirectly affecting wildlife. Where an individual project would have 

potential impacts related to indirect effects on wildlife within adjacent open space 



 3 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Biological Resources Policy Update and Oak Resources Management Plan Final EIR 8229 

February 2017 3-69 

areas, the appropriate avoidance and minimization measures would be presented in 

the Biological Resources Report prepared by a project applicant’s biologist or other 

Qualified Professional and reviewed and verified by the County as part of the review 

process for each individual project.  

4-49 This comment provides contact information for the CDFW staff member who could 

respond to any questions about comments included in this comment letter. 

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no response is required. This comment, along with all comments on the Draft EIR, 

will be considered by the County Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the 

proposed project.  
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Response to Comment Letter 5 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan 

August 17, 2016 

5-1 This comment includes the State Clearinghouse cover letter noting that the State 

Clearinghouse submitted the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to selected 

state agencies for review, and received and attached comments from the Central 

Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CV RWQCB). 

The attached letter from the CV RWQCB was submitted directly to El Dorado 

County (the County) and is included in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local 

Agencies) of this Final EIR as State and Local Agency Comment Letter 2. This 

comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no 

further response is required.  

5-2 This comment presents the letter sent to the State Clearinghouse from the CV 

RWQCB in response to the Draft EIR. It states the policies and permit requirements 

that apply to individual development projects within the Central Valley region.  

All of the comments submitted by the CV RWQCB have been responded to in the 

Responses to Comment Letter 2 in this section (Section 3.2, State and Local 

Agencies) of this Final EIR. Briefly, as described in the Initial Study and in Chapter 2 

(Introduction) of the Draft EIR, the proposed project involves amendments to 

biological resources policies contained in the County’s General Plan and adoption of 

an Oak Resource Management Plan. The proposed project does not include new 

construction or land uses that would adversely affect storm drainage, change 

hydrologic conditions, or locate people in areas with a risk of flooding. Thus, none of 

the regulations or permit requirements identified in the CV RWQCB comment letter 

are applicable to the currently proposed project. 
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Development Proximity to the Essential Habitat Connectivity Corridor
El Dorado County General Plan Policy Update

SOURCE: Bing Maps (2017); El Dorado County GIS; USFW BIOS (2017)
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