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Response to Comment Letter 1 

Center for Sierra Nevada Conservation 

Website 

August 15, 2016 

1-1 This comment introduces the Center for Sierra Nevada Conservation’s (CSNC’s) 

form letter. It states that El Dorado County’s plan for mitigation of losses of oak 

woodland entails purchasing development rights on grazing lands far away from 

where wildlife is threatened and claims that there would be a net loss for wildlife 

habitat and corridors. 

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

regarding habitat fragmentation and the Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs). The 

PCAs were identified during preparation of the Oak Woodlands Management Plan 

(OWMP) between October 2006 and May 2008, and as part of the Updated Integrated 

Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) Initial Inventory and Mapping 

adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2010. No changes to the PCAs as approved by 

the Board of Supervisors in 2010 are proposed as part of the General Plan Biological 

Resources Policy Update or the draft Oak Resources Management Plan (ORMP). As 

described in Appendix C, the Draft ORMP, agricultural use is not necessarily a 

feature of all PCA land. Agricultural use (i.e., grazing) shall be allowed in conserved 

oak woodlands as long as the activity occurred at the time the conservation easement 

was established, the spatial extent of the agricultural use is not expanded on 

conserved lands, and the agricultural use does not involve active tree harvest or 

removal (e.g., fuelwood operations, land clearing for crop planting). The ORMP also 

allows for conservation of oak woodlands outside of PCAs and identifies criteria to 

be considered in selecting such conservation areas. These criteria encourage 

preservation of natural wildlife movement corridors such as crossings under major 

roadways (e.g., U.S. Highway 50 and across canyons) and require that oak woodland 

conservation areas be minimum contiguous habitat blocks of five acres.  

 The commenter is correct that there would be significant and unavoidable impacts 

relating to wildlife habitat and corridors under the proposed project. However, as with 

the previous General Plan policies and proposed INRMP, the General Plan EIR found 

that implementation of the General Plan would also result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts to biological resources due to habitat loss and fragmentation. 

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR and, thus, no 

further response is required. This comment, along with all comments on the Draft 
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EIR, will be considered by the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the 

proposed project. 

1-2 This comment states that CSNC is proposing a Conservation Alternative that 

preserves some of the Highway 50 corridor for wildlife refuges and migration 

corridors for wildlife habitat and movement. 

Refer to Master Response 7 regarding the alternative proposed by CSNC and Master 

Response 2 regarding the PCAs and habitat fragmentation in Chapter 2 (Master 

Responses) of this Final EIR. 

1-3 This comment serves as the beginning of the form letter. It states that the proposed 

changes to the General Plan Biological Policies will threaten the beauty and 

biological diversity of the Highway 50 corridor in El Dorado County. 

This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR and, thus, no 

response is required. This comment, along with all comments on the Draft EIR, will be 

considered by the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the proposed project. 

1-4 This comment states that the proposed project will cut off the few remaining places 

where wildlife are able to cross Highway 50, and that the north/south corridor should 

remain available for safe wildlife movement. 

Refer to Master Response 7 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR 

regarding the alternative proposed by CSNC.  

1-5 This comment states that the changes resulting from the proposed project will add to the 

dense development of the Highway 50 corridor and increase traffic on the freeway.  

As described in the Initial Study, the proposed project does not include new 

construction, nor would the project generate growth that could result in increased 

vehicle trips throughout the County. While ongoing implementation of the General 

Plan would result in development that increases vehicle trips, the proposed General 

Plan amendments and ORMP would not increase the amount or intensity of land use 

development allowed within the County and therefore would not result in greater trip 

generation than is currently anticipated. The proposed project would have no impact 

on traffic. Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final 

EIR regarding balancing competing interests in formulating General Plan policy.  

1-6 The commenter urges the County to adopt the CSNC’s Conservation Alternative. 

Refer to Master Response 7 in Chapter 2 (Master Responses) in this Final EIR 

regarding the alternative proposed by the CSNC. 
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Response to Comment Letters 1.1–1.81 

Individual Commenters 

August 2016 

1.1-1 Please note that all 81 letters are identical to the form letter provided in Comment 

Letter 1 in this section (Section 3.5, Form Letters). Refer to Response to Comment  

1-3 in this section (Section 3.5, Form Letters). 

1.1-2 Refer to Response to Comment 1-4 in this section (Section 3.5, Form Letters). 

1.1-3 Refer to Response to Comment 1-5 in this section (Section 3.5, Form Letters). 

1.1-4 Refer to Response to Comment 1-6 in this section (Section 3.5, Form Letters). 
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