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be made in an accountable arena." (Oro Fino Gold Mining Corpora/ion v. County ofEI Dorado i 
(3d Dist. 1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884·885 [274 Cal.Rptr. 720].) 

Special Planning Arcas 

The General Plan (LU-18) notes that thc Lake Camanche Special Planning Area could 
accommodate 1000 residcntial units and up to 75,000 square feet of commercial space. 
However, the wastewater treatment facility has a history of violations with only a fifth of that 

number of units (Exhibit 4.\3.2-5), suggesting that significant investment in facility capacity 
would be required. In 2000, it wa.<; noted that the storage pond did not have sufficient capacity to 
handle the currcnt flow (ibid. p. I). In March 2003, 9,000 gallons entered a surface 
drainage course that flows to Lake Camanche. The spill did not enter the lake. In 2005, " .. 

approx imately 900,000 gallons of wastewater wa.<; released in a controlled manner from the 
WWTP cffiuent storage pond when it was dctemlined that gopher holcs were present in the pond 
benn. The Discharger decidcd to releasc to prevent a catastrophic failure of the pond 
benn. Thc wastewater was discharged to a flowing surface water course leading to Lake 

Camanche. It is expected that thc spill entered Lake Camanche because the surface watereourse 
was flowing at the time of the release and there arc no downstrcam diversions" (ibid, p.3). Later 
that same year, 800 to 1000 gallons oftrcated wastewater spilled into water courses leading to 

Lake Camanche. There is a moratorium on additional wastewater service in this area, and 
landowners are on a waiting li st for additional capacity (Exhibit 4.13.2·2, p. 242). Once again, it 
is unclear that the County is guiding developmcnt to areas with better wastewater disposal and 
capacity (Policy C-3.1). "Because an EIR cannot be meaningfully considered in a vacuum devoid 

of reality, a project proponent's prior environmental record is properly a subject of close 
considcration in detennining the sufficiency ofthc proponent's promises in an EIR." (Laurel 
Heights Improvemcnt Association of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of Cali fomi a 
(\988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 420 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426.1). 

I .. 

Please provide an alternative that reduces these impacts to Icss than significant levels. 

The DEIR notes that the wastewater system for the Camanchc North Shore Special Planning 
Area requires upgrades to meet regulatory requircments (p.4. l3-21). How will additional growth 

and wastcwater demand impact the treatment facility? Please provide an alternative that reduces 
these impacts to less than significant levels. 

A thorough discussion of the costs of cxpanding wastewater treatment fac ilities to meet the 
projected full build-out of cach Alternative is nccessary. This discussion should include all 
wastewater treatmcnt facilities where additional growth is planned or where wastewater will be 

treated. How will these costs be apportioncd between current and future ratcpaycrs? Arc the 
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projected costs reasonable given that some of the communities are designated as disadvantaged 
communities? 

Thc requested economic analysis is required, because an inability to fund the necessary 

wastewater treatment would result in either of two physical changes that may have significant 
environmental impacts. (Sec Gray v. COl/nty of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099.) If the 
wastewater treatment capacity is exceeded by future growth, the resulting sewage spills could 
damage local waters and riparian habitat. If the lack of capacity restricted growth in the Town 

Center, a key future source of local jobs, retail, and service, more people would have to 
commune to work and drive farther to meet their retail and service needs. The result would be 
additional traffic congcstions and air pollution. In addition, economic analysis is typically used 

to evaluate the feasibility such mitigation. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15131 , subd. (c).) 

The LAFCO Municipal Service Report comments on these concerns in its Chapter on the 

Amador Water Agency (ibid, p.249. referred to in the quote as the Agency): 

.:. ''lbere arc six disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the 
Agency's bounds and SOl based upon mapping information provided by 

the State of Cali fomi a Department of Water Resources. The identified 
communities arc Camanche North Shore, River Pines, Buena Vista, 
Drytown, Mancil , and Kirkwood . 

• :. Infrastructure and financing to remediate deficiencies and increase the 
quality of sclviccs in this area, including watcr and wastcwattr serviccs, is 
limited and presents a significant challenge to the County, the dis trict and 
the communities." 

Septic Systems 

lbe DEi R does not discuss failing septic systems within the County, dcspite the prevalence of 

this problem. (Potential mitigation for septic systems is diseussed in our comments on the 
Hynroloey linn Water Quality section.) Plea'iC provide an assessment of the currcnt problem and 
how the County has worked to address failing systems. Does the County have the manpower to 
inspect failing systems? What is the track record for compliance once failing systems are 
identified? What is the geographical extent of surface or groundwater contamination from 
leaking septic systems? Have pathogens been detected in surface waters in the County, and are 

they linked to leaking septic tanks? As noted in our scoping comment, "Among the most 
relevant aspects ofthc environmental setting that must be disclosed in an EIR, is that thc agency 
must divulge harm to the environment caused by current and past mismanagement, and any 
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efforts being made to remedy that hann that might affect the proposed project. (Friends of the 
Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 CaI.App.4!h 859, 874.)" (Foothill 

Conservancy Scoping Comment, Chapter I, p.6.) 

The DEIR (p. 4.13-19) notes that the City of Sutter Creek "intends" to replace its existing water 
treatment plant with a new plant. Is this project fu nded? Ifso, how, and what is the timetable for 
construction of the new facility? 

How does ACRA's policy of providing 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents (p. 4.1 3-29) 
compare with other similar rural areas of Cali fomi a? 

The public's ability to walk or bicycle within the new development areas is not appropriately 
considered. We see no reason to not include better bike and pedestrian access within the Martell 
area. We recommend that the implementation language deleting this proposal be added back 
into the Implementation Plan 0-1.15: "Pedestrian and bicycle friendliness improvements. The 
County seeks to improve pedestrian, bicycle, and NEV access in activity centers, includ ing 
Martell, the Town Centers, and other areas with a mix of uses or higher intensity of uses. In 
support of this objective, the County will require new development proposals in these areas, 
including commercial projects and residential projects of 10 or more residential units, as 
appropriate, 10 provide bicyclelNeighborhood Electric Vehicle and pedestrian facilities or set 
a.~ide right-of-way fo r future facility connections, to increase the safety and feasibility of 
nonautomobile travel. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be consistent and recognizable to 
pennit them to be safely used." 

The DEIR stales that Amador County lacks a comprehensive stonn drainage system (p. 4.1 3-30). 
Is this typical for rural counties in California? 

4.13.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The Impact Analysis identifies significant impacts in the following areas: 

• Increased Demand for Water Supplies due to supply uncertainties (pA. 13-32), 
Significant and Unavoidable after Mitigation 

• Increased Demand for Water Conveyance and Treatment Facilities (p. 4.1 3-35), 
Significant and Unavoidable after Mitigation 

• Increased Demand for Wastewater Collection, Conveyance and Treatment Facilities (p. 
4. 13-37), Significant and Unavoidable after Mitigation 
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• Increased Demand for Fire Protection Facilities, Systems, Equipment and Services (p. 

4.13 -39), Less Than Significant after Mitigation 

As noted in Existing Conditions, County services have been developed piecemeal and have 

sutTered from undcrfunding. As a resul t, there arc many deficiencies in existing services, as 

noted above. The impact analysis suggests that future development should be relied upon, not 

only 10 by pay its 'fai r share' going forward but also to somehow remedy the current problems 

and deficiencies. How will incremental population growth result in replacing the main police 

station, communications center and overcrowded jail in Jackson? Are specific development 

projects cxpectcd on such a scale that they will be able to providc funding for the necded 

wastewatcr treatment plants, or improvements to water supply and wastewatcr treatment in small 

communities like Volcano or Camanche Village? Will thc twelve houscholds expected to move 

to River Pines by 2030 be expected to pay to upgrade or rcplace that community's dilapidated 

water supply, distribution, collection and trcatment systems? 

Suggested mitigation for significant impacts consists of very weak language such as the County 

"will considcr" measures, or "will coordinate" with service agencies to "try to improve" service 

adequacy in the future. For examplc, Mitigation Mcasure 4.13-1 b "a" is that "The County will 

providc input to water supplicrs in thei r cffort to plan for coordinatcd response to future water 

demand, and fu ture water supply emergencies and drought." What fonn wil l this input take, how 

many staff hours wil l be dedicated to it, and which committees will be supported and how? The 

text goes on to provide more vague words about thc planning efforts to be supported (planning, 

developing standards etc). Similarly, MM 4.13- l b " b" is terribly vague: "The County will 

consult with water suppliers as they pursue water and wastewater plans to develop adequate 

water supplies .. " What kind ofa staff commitment is being made to carry out this consultation? 

What cxactly are the aims of this consulting, the resourccs being eommittcd to it, and thc specific 

methods for implementing it? How will the County participatc in meeting funding requirements 

where servicc inadequacies arc identified? 

MM 4. 13-lc (p. 4. 13-35) is si milarly vague: " In order to assure that adequate infrastructure is in 

placc to support existing and planned development, the County will consult with water and 

wastewater providers to support devc!opment of facilities or conveyance systems ... " How will 

"consulting with" these service providers "assure that adequate infrastructure is in place" to meet 

the demands of existing and future development? Is the stafT being directed to express their 

fervent hope and desire that thesc agcncies will find a way to correct currcnt deficiencies and 

fund the required work--or something more? Please elaborate on how such staff "eonsulting 

with" scrvice agencies will reduce significant impacts. Cite relevant examples where this has 

occurred in other areas with similar issues. 
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The County cannot claim future mitigation based upon these vague provisions. An agency may 

not defer adopting specific mitigation measures by adopting merely a "mitigation goal" without a 
comm itment to attain specific performance criteria and a menu of feasible mitigation measures. 
(Gray v. Coumy of Madera (2008) 167 Ca1.App.4th 1099, 1118-1119.) CEQA requires agencies 
to adopt feasib le mitigation measures in order to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise 

sign ificant environmental effects. (Pub. Resources Code, sees. 21002, 21081, subd. (a); CEQA 
Guidelines, sees. 15002, subel. (a)(3), 15021, subd. (a)(2), 1509 1, subd. (a)( I).) As noted in our 
scoping comments, "When approving projects that are general in nature (e.g. general plan 
amendment), agencies must develop and approve whatever general mitigation measures are 
feasib le, and cannot merely defer the obligation to develop mitigation measures until a specific 
project is proposed. (Citizens fo r Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (3 Disl. 1988) 198 

Cal.App.3d 433, 442 [243 Cal. Rptr. 727J)." (Foothill Conservancy Scoping Comment, Chapter 
I, p. 9.) "A program ElR is supposed to, 'Allow a Lead Agency to consider broad policy 
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater 
flexibil ity to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts.' (CEQA Guidel ines, sec. 15168.)" 

(Foothill Conservancy Scoping Comment, Chapter I, p. 16.) Certification of EIR without 
adoption of a feas ible mitigation measure is an abuse of di scretion under CEQA. Adopting a 

statement of overriding considerations does not justify certification of the EIR absent adoption of 
the mitigation measure. (City of Marina v. Board of Trustees (2006) 39 Ca1.41h 341.) Failure to 
eval uate proposed feasible mitigation measures in a program ElR is prejudicial error. (Cleveland 
National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Council of Governments (2014, App. 4th Dist.) 
D063288, pp. 26-27; certified for publication.) 

"Numerous cases illustrate that reliance on tentative plans for future mitigation after completion 
of the CEQA process significantly undermines CEQA's goals of full disclosure and informed 
decision making; and consequently, these mi tigation plans have been overturned on judicial 

rev iew as constituting improper deferral of environmental {Slip Opn. Page 23} assessment. (See. 
e.g., Gentry v. Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.AppAth 1359, 1396 (Gentry) [conditioning a pennit on 

"recommendations of a report that had yet to be performed" constituted improper deferral of 
mitigation]; Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 CaLAppAth 1261, 1275 [deferral is 
impernl issible when the agency "simply requires a project applicant to obtain a biological report 
and then comply wilh any recommendations that may be made in the report"] ; Endangered 

Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 CaLApp.4th 777 , 794 ["mitigation 
measure [that] does no more than requi re a report be prepared and followed, ... without setting 
any standards" found improper deferral]; Sundstrom, supra, 202 CaLApp.3d at p. 306 [future 
study of hydrology and sewer disposal problems held impermissible]; Quail Botanical Gardens 

Foundation. Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Ca1.App.4th 1597, 1605, fn . 4 [city is prohibited 
from relying on "postapproval mitigation measures adopted during the subsequent design review 
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process"].)" (Communities for a Beller Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.AppAlh i 
70,92-93.) 

MM 4.13-1b item 4 (OElR, p. 4.13-34) states that the County will "Communicate to all 

appropriate federal elected officials, federal agencies and departments. that Federal Wild and 

Scenic. National Recreation Area, or similar designations of surface waters in or adjacent to the 

County would be incompatible with the long tenn water needs of Amador County," This is not a 

valid mitigation measure as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (see definition 

in CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15370), but simply a JXllitical statement with no place in a DEIR. 

There is nothing in the text of the Existing Conditions section that identifies such scenic or 

recreational designations as having any innuence whatsoever over water supplies, now or in the 

future. The alleged mitigation measure di rectly confl icts with one of the stated objectives of the 

general plan, which is to "Protect Amador County 's unique character, including historic and 

cultural heritage, scenic vis tas, agriculture, rivers, slreams, nalural areas and historic buildings 

and towns." Emphasis added. (See, Draft General Plan, p. 2-2). There are no onstream water 

projects planned or even under discussion for Amador County that would be stopped by Wild 

and Scenic designation. Furthermore, the California State Water Resources Control Board wi ll 

evaluate all offstream projects near the Wi ld and Scenic-eligible Mokelumne River for their 

impacts on the same resources Wild and Scenic River designation would protect (see State Board 

Regulations sec. 734 (b) and letter from attorney Anne Schneider, attached). Please delete this 

inappropriate suggestion from the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-ld, on DEiR page 4.13-35, regardi ng future water supplies and funding 
seems to be a mitigation in search of an impact to reduce. The county has ample water resources 

in most of the A WA service area, as shown in the A WA Plan. If this mitigation is targeted at the 

two areas identified as problematic, Camanche and CA WP, it should focus on those areas rather 

than describe a broad-brush, scattershot approach to water supply development, especially since 

new surface water supplies witl be necessi ty depend on junior water rights. 
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The DEIR (Impact 4 .13-2, p. 4.13-36) states that water supply impacts fo r the Camanche Village I 'os 
and CA WP service area arc substantial due to the uncertainty of future water supply. In fact, 

additional mitigations could be put in place to reduce the severity of the impacts of allowing 

future development in those areas. They include: 

\) Requiring all new homes in the CA WP and Camanche area to be built, equipped and 940 

landscaped so they use no more than 75 gallons of water per person per day. That is the 
amount A WA has agreed is reasonable in the MokeWISE program. It would increase the 
efficiency of water use from 3 families per acre foot per year in the CA WP area to nearly 
5 families per acre foot per year. T hat's a substantial reduction in usc. 
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2) Adopting and implementing a vintage home retrofit program in the CA WP service area 10 
provide high efficiency washers and toilets to homes without them. A WA is doing that in 
the Camanche area now and the same could be done in the CA WP service area, where 
many homes were built prior to the implementation of hi gher water efficiency standards. 

3) Implementing a water neutral development policy for new commercial and industrial 
development to help fund retrofits of existing homes. 

4) Prohibiting the use of pre-consumer surface water for golf courses, sports fields and other 
high-volume outdoor uses in the CA WP and Camanche areas. 

5) Limiting new building pennits and development in the CA WP and Camanche A WA 
service areas to that which could be supplied by existing water supply until those areas' 
water supply uncertainties are resolved. 

Please include these measures in the Final ElR. 

On page 4.13-38, the DEIR concludes that the increased demand for wastewater treatment results 

in significant impacts even after the proposed mitigation measures are implemented. We 
question whether all feasible mitigation measures have been evaluated. Is it possible to reduce 
the square footage of commercial and industrial property or residential units to reduce 
wastewater demand? Has the County evaluated partnering with municipalities so that growth is 

increased in ex isting municipali ties that may be able to expand wastewater facilities at less cost? 
Have conservation measures been evaluated and proposed that would reduce effiuent? Can new 
units incorporate State-approved graywater systems? How will conservation measures and reuse 
reduee the nced for expansion? What measures will be taken to ensure the minimi7..ation of 

wastewater per capita? To reduce potenti al impacts to surface waters, what portion of 
wastewater can be reelaimed and where will reelamation take place? How will the County 
provide, plan, and develop incenti ves for the use of recycled water by the public and private 
sector? Can recycled watcr be used for wildli fe or wetland habitat improvement? (For 

additional mitigation measures, sec in these comment: Terrell Watt, Malrix of Recommended 

Miligafion Memmres, Public Facilities and Services.) 

Both quality of life and environmental protection will be enhanced by developing and 
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implementing the service standards, disaster response plans, and comprehensive stormwater 959 
management program recommended as mitigation measures in this section of the Draft E1R. 
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4.14 TRANSPORT A nON 

4.14.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, AND LAWS 

Following the paragraph on Level of Service Standards on page4.14·2, 1 recommend that a 
paragraph be added as fo llows: 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

Senate Bill SB 743 provides that significant traffic impacts be based on Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) criteria rather than ]evel of service (LOS) beginning January], 20 15, (or sometime 
thereafter) for the entire state. California will no longer consider inadequate LOS a problem that 
needs fixing under CEQA. The ability of counties and cities to use LOS as the basis for 
detennining mitigation fees in accordance with their general plan and implementing ordinances 
does not change. The loss of vehicle LOS in CEQA law reinforces the importance of general 
plans and supporting implementation methods as the primary means fo r defining ajurisdiction's 
policy approach to mitigating the effects of development on the road network . The cities and 
county will need to develop criteria for determining how to detennine when VMT of a project is 
signifi cant. Some suggestions have already been developed in the publication "Updating 
Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines." I 

County Regulations and Policies 

It is not clear why the Regional Transportation Plan was not incorporated in the Draft General 
Plan as the Circulation Element as was done in the past. This seems like a duplication since both 
documents will be adopted by the County. If there is conflict between the two, which one will 
govern? 

Municipal Regula tions and Policies 

Each incorporated city in the County has its own LOS criteria. The City of lone is currently 
included in the paragraph with Amador City. lone should be in a separate paragraph. 

Each City will now have to establish its own criteria for VMT and determine when a project is 
significant since LOS is no longer a criteria for project significance under CEQA beginning 
January I, 20 I 5 (currently the target datc). 

I Pre liminary Discussion Draft of Upda tes to the CEQA Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013) 
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Vehicle Circulation 

The description of Arterials. Major Collectors Minor Collectors, and Local Roads in this section 
should conform to the Federal Classi fication Maps in order to avoid confusion and conflict 
between the General Plan Classifications and the Federal Classifications. The Federal 
Classification Maps have been adopted by the County so there is no reason for generating 
another Map that may nol agree with the one already in effect. 

4.14.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Analysis Methods 

No comment 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G includes an additional potentially significant impact to be considered: 

"" 

Will the project result in inadequate emergency access? 969 
Although emergency access may be discussed in Cbapter 4.8 under "Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials", access may also bc affcctcd by traffic congcstion and could a lso be incl uded here as a 970 

separate item, rather than by referencc. 

Projected Levels of Service on Key Roadways 

Although "levels of service" will not be considered significant under CEQA afier "vehicles miles 
traveled" is applicable statewide in year 2016, the County and Cities will still be able to consider 
congestion mitigation as a factor in determining mitigating measures under their "Congestion 
Management Plan" . I do not bclieve that anything should be changed in the tables or text 
included with the tables. These tables include Arterials, Col lectors and l.oeal Roads under 
Baseline, No Project and Proposed Project scenarios. On every table there are LOS results that 
are below the standards set in the General Plan. 

Impact Analysis 

IMPACT4.14-I , lb,Ie 
IMPACT 4.14-2, 

No additional comment 
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Mitigation Measures 

The sections starting on page 4.14. 13 to 4.14.17 all cover traffic LOS impacts that are worse than 
the goals set for these segments of LOS C or D. One of the major factors that prevent the 
County and Cities from reaching these goals is lack of funding. The mitigation feC!; have not 
been set at a high enough level to mitigate the effects on the road network from individual 
projects. These fees need to be reviewed and sct at a level that will actually result in projects 
being constructed. You may recall form our scoping comments that courts have noted, '" 1 Eleven 
where a developer's contribution to roadway improvements is reasonable, a fee program is 
insufficient mitigation whcre, cven with that contribution, a county will not havc sufficient funds 
to mitigate effects on traffic.' (Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 131 
CaJ.App.4l1l 777.)" (Foothill Conservancy Scoping Comment, Chapter I, p. 10.) 

Since a number of roadway segments arc below the desired LOS under the Baseline condition 
and more will be below LOS under the No Project scenario, some additions fundi ng method 
should be explored so that the existing residents and visitors contributc their share of the cost of 
correcting the deficiencies that arc unrelated to future development. A parcel fee, parcel tax or 
local sales tax should be considered to raise funds to correct these existing deficiencies. The 
ACTC has developed cost estimates for a number of projects along with the estimated revenue 
expected to be generated by fees on future development. The balance remains to be raised by 
another method. (Sce also in these comments, Terrell Watt, Matrix of Recommended Mitigafion 

Measures, GHG.) 
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5 ALTERNATIVES 

Our 2009 seoping comment spent four pages on the need for a thorough analysis of alternatives. 

An EIR must evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the project capable of 
eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects of the project, or reducing them 
to a level of insignificance, even though the alternatives may somewhat impede 
attainment of project objectives, or may be more costly. (Pub. Resources Code, sec. 
21002; CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126, subd. (d); Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of 
Mount Shasta (3d Dis!. 1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443·445 [243 Cal. Rptr. 7271.) 

"An EIR is required to "ensure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are 
thoroughly assessed by the responsible official." (Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1976) 1J!. 
Ca1.3d 190, 197 [132 CaLRptr. 377, 553 P.2d 537].) Therefore, "(a]n EIR must 
'[d]escribe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the location of the 
project, which could feas ibly attain the basic objectives of the project and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.' (Guidelines, § 15126, subd. (d).) The discussion 985 
must 'focus on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental 
effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.' 
(Guidelincs, § 15126, subd. (d)(J).)" (Kings Coumy Farm Bureau, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d 
at p. 733.) This discussion of alternatives must be "meaningful" and must "contain 
analysis sufficient to allow informed decision making." (Laurel J-/eighu, supra, 47 Cal.3d 
376,403·404.)" (Friends of the Ecl River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 
Cal.App.4lh 859, 872·873.) 

The lead agency, not the project opponents, has the burden of formu lating alternatives for 
inclusion in an EJR. (Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. 
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406 (253 Cal.Rptr. 426].) 
"The range of feasib le alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster 
meaningful public panicipation and informed decisionmaking." (CEQA Guidclines, sec. 
15126.6 subd. CD.) 

The number of alternatives considered is limited by what is reasonably feasib le. I 986 

Throughoutthc development or the range of alternatives, keep asking yoursclf, "Are we 
fostering meaningful public participation and informed de<:isionmaking?" "Arc we being 987 

unreasonable in eliminating an alternative from consideration?" 

The law gives the County the right to define alternativcs to thc project description general 
plan. However, since the Board of Supervisors already supports the general plan projcct 
description, this can lead to problems. 

One problem that crops up are alternatives insufficiently defincd to allow for dctailed 
comparison with the project description. We hope that the County will provide maps and 
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text for the general plan alternatives, so that they can be fairly compared with the project 
description. i '" conI. 

Another problem that comes up is the insertion ofa poison pill into the alternatives that is 
not present in the project description. For example, the DEiR might come out with a 
project description that includes no proposed tax or fee increases, but the alternatives do. 
We hope that the County's ElR will be part ofa Gener-dl Plan Update process 
char-dcterized by a fa ir competition of ideas so that the public can have faith in the result. 

b. ALTERNATIVES DEEMED INFEASIBLE 

An ElR must explain in detail why various alternatives are deemed infeasible. "Without 
meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the courts nor the public can fulfill 
their proper roles in the CEQA process. We do not impugn the integrity of the Regents, 
but neither can we countenance a result that would require blind trust by the public, 994 

especially in light of CEQA's fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the 
environmental consequences of action by their public officials." (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of Cali fomi a 
(1988) 47 CaUd 376, 404 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426].) 

When an alternative is found financially infeasible, some analysis of revenue and cost 
figures will be needed to support the finding. A finding of financial infeasibility will not 
survive scrutiny if, "There is no estimate of income or expenditures, and thus no evidence 995 
that reduction of the motel from 80 to 64 units, or relocation of some units, would make 
the project unprofitable." (Burger v. County of Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d 322, 
327.) 

c. QUANTITATIV E AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSES 

CEQA requires a "quanti tative, comparativc analysis" of the relative environmental 
impacts and feasibil ity of project al ternati ves. (K ings County Fann Bureau et al. v. City 
of Hanford (5th Dis!. 1990) 221 Cal.App. 3d 692, 730-737 [270 Cal.Rplr. 650].) As we 
stated during the seopi ng meeting on August 13 and at earlier public meetings, wc 
encourage the County to preparc an ElR that will include quantitative and comparative 
analyses of the general plan project description and alternatives. That includes running 
the traffic models, the air quality model, measuring agricultumlland loss, estimating 
greenhouse gas impacts, calculating water supply impacts, running the Uplan modcl, and 
measuring noise impacts for the general plan project description and all alternatives. 
Wh ile a matrix of quantified impacts may be a useful way to provide a comparison, the 
mcre ranking of alternativcs by presumed but unsubstantiated impacts is not acceptable. 
This is especially critical when doing a program ElR. A program EIR is supposed to, I 
"Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than I 
would be practical in an E1R on an individual action," and to "Allow a Lead Agency 10 -J, 
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consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early 
time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative 
impacts." (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15168.) 

t "'" I conI. 

d. THE IMPORTANCE OF ARTICULATING PROPER PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
IN FORMULATING A RANGE OF REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES 

In the past, lead agencies have attempted to narrow the range of reasonable al ternatives 
by defining the objectives so narrowly that there are no feasible ahematives to the project 
that meet ils objectives. The courts have nOl allowed this. (Rural Land Owners 
Association v. Lodi City Council (3d Dis!. 1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1025-1026 [192 
CaI.Rptr. 325].) 

At the scoping meeting on August 13, the County's consultants suggested that the current 
project description narrowly limited consideration of general plan alternatives. We 
disagree. 

The general plan project description clai ms to focus growth in the ex isting cities and rural 
centers, to reduce rural sprawl and protect working landscapes. However, the map allows 
for plenty of sprawling ranchette development through the "Ag. Transition" designation 
and the conversion of agricultural land by not establishing lower mi nimum densities for 
grazing land. Also, the very un-directive and noncommittal policy framework does not 
preclude such sprawl. If we were to characterize the project description, we might call it 
laissez faire smart growth: it gives lip service to town-centered development, but it does 
not make much of a commitment to delivering that result. Thus, the alternative retains 
the prospect of causing the impacts of sprawl. Also, while we endorse many smart 
growth concepts, we do not tum a blind eye to their potentially significant impacts when 
carelessly applied. Such careless application may pose additional traffic congestion 
impacts on some existing cities and rural centers. It may affect housing affordability by 
limiting development opportunities and constraining supply. It also may locate 
commuters to Sacramento and Stockton many miles up Highway 88. Thus, even if the 
project description delivers on 'some smart growth concepts, it may still result in 
potentially significant impacts. The program EIR must evaluate alternatives to mitigate 
the impacts of lhe project description. 

The development of a "new town" at RAS could provide a more efficient bedroom 
community for Sacramento and Stockton, reducing miles traveled, air pollution, and 
tralnc congestion in other rural centers. An RAS alternative also may provide more 
opportunities for locating new affordable housing near new services than would trying to 
use infill development to shoehorn affordable housing into existing communities. Thus, 
we feel that including a RAS alternative in the general plan program EIR is justified. or 
course, RAS development could result in the great loss of acres of working landscape and I 
valuable plant and wildlife habitat, and as county stafTand consultants have stated, there -¥ 
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is no water supply for it (unless other areas are not developed). Thus, the EIR needs to 
take a hard look at the real impact trade-offs associated with such an alternative. 

Finally, we fcel thc EIR should includc a Success Through Accountabili ty altcrnative. 
This alternative would balance the noncommittal goal and policy language with 
quantified objectives the County would strive to achieve, specific standards the County 
would enforce, identified programs the County would try to implement, designated 
fund ing sources the County would seek, and mitigation implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring the County would employ to track its progress, all grounded in the consensus 
general plan vision statement devcloped by the GPAC. This alternative would include a 
map that better ensures the focusing of growth in existing communities. This alternative 
would include an Agricultural Element. The land use map would more closely reflect the 
amount of growth that can be accommodated with transportation, water supply, 
wastewater disposal, and other infrastructure within the time frame of the plan. 

That alternative could, for example: 

• Set public safety goals and threshholds for rural development by creating a public safety 
overlay that would not allow the creation of new parcels of less than 40 acres in areas 
classified as high or very hire fire risk until those areas have adcquate fire evacuation 
routes and 24/7 paid fire and EMS response year-round (not counting CaIFire). 

• Set rcal, measurable standards to ensurc continued preservation of agricultural lands, 
forest lands, open space, wildlife habitat, scenic beauty, and historic and cultural 
resources. 

• Set circulation standards that address not only Lcvel of Scrvicc, but also noise, protection 
of habitat, cultural and historical resources, and scenic beauty. 

• Establish standards for protecting natural, cultural and historical resources critical for 
local tourism and recreation income, including mines, prehistoric sites, rivcrs. lakes, and 
scenic beauty. 

• Establish standards that ensure the construction ofworkforcc housing and child care 
facili ties. 

• Establish standards for grcen residential, commercial, and industrial construction as 
supported by the entire GPAC. 

• Establish standards for greenhouse gas reduction that would apply to all projects 
requiring a tentative map. 

• Include performance measures and benchmarks to be met at years 5, 10, and 15 of the 
general plan, along with options to be implcmented if the standards are not being met. 
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A program EIR is supposed to, "Allow a Lead Agency to consider broad policy 
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has 
greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts." (CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15 168.) We feel that the above described alternatives would provide the 
opportunity for the County and its citizens to consider a broad range of policy 
alternatives. 

As we explained during the August 13 scoping meeting, it seems obvious from public 
comment during and since the GPAC meetings that some local residents want a more 
conservation-oriented geneml plan while others want a geneml plan with a much less 
restric tive approach to land development. Since each of these approaches can include 
prov isions that mitigate impacts of the project description, they can both be the bases fo r 
valid ahernatives. We hope that County stalTwill again gather local groups and 
individuals together to help develop these alternatives, before time and money is spent on 
EtR technical analyses of straw-man alternatives having nobody's support. Such a set of 
stmw-man alternatives would fail to "foster meaningful public participation and informed 
decisionmaking." (CEQA Gu idel ines, sec. 15126.6 subd. (f).) 

Below we assess the degree to which the County conformed to this guidance 

5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSII>ERED AND REJECTED 

An EIR must explain in detail why various alternatives are deemed infeasible. "Without 
meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the courts nor the public can fulfill their 
proper roles in the CEQA process. We do not impugn the integrity of the Regents, but neither 
can we countenance a result that would require blind trust by the public, especially in light of 
CEQA's fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the environmental 
consequences of action by their public officials." (Laurel Heights Improvement Association of 
San Francisco v. Regent.'; of the University of Cali fomi a (1988) 47 CaUd 376, 404 [253 
CaLRptr. 4261.) 

We are disappointed by the County's cursory refusal to analyze feasible alternatives that would 
reduce project impacts, were consistent with many objectives of the general plan, and that would 
have informed decisionmakers and public participation. (DEIR. p. 5-2 to 5-3.) 

The DEIR notes that many members of the public wanted a plan that would accommodate more I 
growth, or growth in a different areas. Such an alternative is not per-se infeasible merely 
because it would increase some impacts while decreasing other impacts. The great loss of not I 
including this alternative in the EIR, is that the intense public debate over it will continue in the I 
absence of any real data assessing its impacts and feasib ility. Furthermore, there will be no data 
to defend the County when it chooses a different alternative that was analyzed in the DEtR. I 
While we at the Foothi ll Conservancy are unlikely to support such an alternative, we nonetheless ~ 
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arc hanned by it not being quantitatively compared to the other alternatives in the DEIR. We 
hope that the Final EIR will evaluate such an alternative. 

Specifically, the DEIR rejects including an RAS New Town in an alternative. (DEI R, p. 5-3.) 

The "New Town" alternative, as proposed by the Foothill Conservancy, is not a feas ible 
alternative to the Draft General Plan, With a decline in economic conditions and a 
downward revision to the Department of Finance's projected population increase in 
Amador County to fewer than 7,300 new residents between 20 10 and 2060 (DOF, 2014), 
the amount of population growth would be insufficient to support a fu ll-service new 
town. Funhennore. because the Rancho Arroyo Seco area has a concentration of 
biological resources (including lone chaparral) and mi neral resources, residential and 
commercial land uses at the scale suggested by the Foothill Conservancy may be 
infeasible to develop in this area. 

The DEIR not only rejected our proposed RAS New Town alternative on economic grounds as 
too large, it refused to consider any alternative with an RAS New Town of any size. While the 
County justified doing so to avoid resource harn\, it ignorcd the possibility that providing a 
sufficiently profitable new town could allow the developer to set aside in perpetuity the most 
environmentally sensitive surrounding lands. By not evaluating this alternative, the County has 
again refused to infonn the public debate on this issue. A proper analysis of the RAS New Town 
might reflect that it would be in competit ion with other developments for precious natural 
resources and scarce public services. As a result. we at the Foothill Conservancy and the County 
will continue 10 wrestle with these ghoSl alternatives, in the absence of hard data upon which to 
make an infornled decision. We hope that the Final EIR will evaluate such an alternative. 

5.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN OETArL 

Alternative 2 

We arc grateful to the County for including many provisions of our Success Through 
Accountability Alternative into Alternative 2. (DEIR, pp. 5-4 & 5·5.) It 's imponant to note that 
Alternative 2 reduces many of the significant unavoidable impacts noted fo r the General Plan 
while meeting all of the plan objectives. The Safety Element policy is good, but could be 
clarified and strengthened by specifyi ng that no new lot spli ts wi ll be allowed in areas of 
elevated wildlife fire risk unless the parcels arc within fi ve miles of a fully staffed, equipped and 
funded fire station. The Circulation Element policy using VMTs is good. The Conservation 
Element policy regarding water conservation is good but could be strengthened and clarified (see 
comments on water supply). The Economic Development policy is good and should be retained. 

We hope that by combining the best provision s or Ihe Draft General Plan and Ihis 
Alternative, with the additional measures proposed by Terrell Watt, we can come 10 
agreement on a superior general plan . (See in these comment, Terrell Watt, Matrix of 
Recommended Mitigation Measures. 
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Alterna tive 3 

Alternative 3 is the "environmentally preferred" alternative in the plan. However, because there 
is arc no goals or policies suggested to guide the al location of building permits, the DEIR asserts 
that it fails to meet one of the plan objectives: foc using growth in existing towns and cities. 
However, if the county adopted a resource allocation policy similar to that employed by the City 
of Jackson, which ranks proposals based on measurable objectives, Alternative 3 could in fact 
meet that objective. If Alternative 3 were combined with the good policies in Alternative 2, all 
plan objectives would be met while reducing significant unavoidable impacts. 

5,4 RELATIVE IMPACTS OFTHE ALTERNATIVES 

The alternatives analysis is rather cursory and almost entirely qualitative, when a full, 
quantitative analysis is required by law. Only the number of units developed and the traffic 
impacts arc quanti tatively compared. Earlier in the General Plan Update process, the County 
employed the U~Plan model to compare where development was likely to go based upon the 
constraints posed by various general plan alternatives. Such a model could quantitatively 
estimate the relative impacts of each alternative on agriculture and fo rest lands, scnsitive habitat 
lands, and high wildfire risk lands. 

In addition, there are air quality and traffic models that can be employed to quantitatively 
evaluate thc relativc meri ts of the alternativcs with regard to mobile source air pollution and 
GHG emissions. 

As the DElR stands now, it is difficult fo r a reviewer to dctermine how the conclusions regarding 
environmental impacts were reached, and impossible to determine to what degree Alternatives 2 
and 3 reduce significant unavoidable impacts. Vague labels like "similar" impacts and "lesser" 
impacts do not provide deeisionmakers with enough information. It matters how much the 
impact is reduced. That information is needed to provide decision-makers with the infonnation 
they need for full disclosure of environmental impacts and consideration of alternatives. It is 
unclear how the County will make the necessary infonned choice among alternatives when it 
comes time to make the required findings of fact based upon substantial evidence in the record. 

"The courts have favored specificity and use of detail in ElRs." (Whitman v. Board of 
Supervisors (2d Disl. 1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 411 [151 Cal.Rptr. 866}.) In Whitman, the 
Court found that the discussion of cumulative impacts lacked "even a mini mal degree of 
specificity or detail" and was "utterly devoid of any reasoned analysis." The document relied on 
unquantified and undefined terms such as "increased traffic" and "minor increase in air 
emissions". "A eonclusory statement 'unsupported by empirical or experi mental data, scientific 
authorities, or explanatory infonnation of any kind' not only fails to crystallize issues [citation] 
but 'affords no basis fo r a comparison of the problems involved with the proposed projcct and the 
difficulties involved in the alternatives.'" (People v. County ofKem (5th Dist 1974) 39 
Cal.App.3d 830, 841 -842 [115 Cal.Rptr. 67], quoting Silva v. Lynn (1st Cir. 1973) 482 F.2d 
1282, 1285.) A clearly inadequate or unsupported study will be entitled to no judicial deferencc. 
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(State Water Resources Control Board Cases (App. 3 Dis!. 2006) 136 Cal.AppAth 674.) "A 
prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information precludes 
informed decision making and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory 
goals of the EIR process." (Kings County Farm Bureau et al. v. City of Hanford (5th Dis!. 1990) 
221 Cal.App.3d 692, 712 [270 Cal.Rptr. 650].) 

We hope that the Final EIR will include the necessary quantitative analyses to allow 
decisionmakers and the public to meaningfully compare the relative merits of the alternatives. 
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6 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

6.1 CUMU L.ATIVE EFFECTS 

In 2009, our scopi ng comment provided over three pages of guidance on cumulative impact 
analysis: 

"'Cumulative impacts' refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, arc considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." 
(CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15355.) In some cases, a cumulative impact "results from the 
incremental impact of the projcct when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects." (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15355.) An 
EIR must discuss significant cumulative impacts, and/or explain why the cumulative 
impacts are not significant. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15130; Citizens to Preserve Djai v. 
County of Ventura (2d Dist. 1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421,432 [222 Cal.Rptr. 247].) 

a. THRESHHDLDS OF SIGN IFICANCE 

Problems oftcn arise in evaluating the significance of cumulative impacts. 

1077 

1078 

In many cascs, the cx isti ng environmental conditions (e.g. air quality, traffic congestion, 
etc.) may already bc cumulatively significantly impacted, even without the additional 
dcvelopment in a general plan. At times, consultants havc argued that in such situations, 
additional cumulative impacts should not be considcred significant. The courts have 
di sagreed. In fact, the courts have concluded the opposite. Namely, the more severe the 
existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold fo r treating the project's 
cumulative impacts a<; significant. (Kings County Farm Bureau ct at v. City of Hanford 
(5th Dis!. 1990) 221 CaLApp.3d 692, 718-721 [270 Cal. Rptr. 650].) 

I 1079 

Another suspect approach is choosing thrcsholds that are so ridiculously large that the 
projcct's cumulative impacts are incorrectly judgcd insignificant. For example, too oftcn 
EIRs of latc have identified tons of project related greenhouse gas emission, and then said I 
that the impact is insignificant because the thrcshold is the entire slate's production of 
GHGs. For the reasons noted above, this logic is flawed and the analysis is not compliant I 
with CEQA Thc County should avoid trying to minimizc significant impacts by using I 
ridiculously large thresholds. 

b. SCOPE 
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The lead agency must justify its choice of scope fo r each cumulative impact analysis. 
(CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15130(b)(3).) The scope will be different for different impacts, 
because diffcrent cumulative impacts affect different geographic areas. For example, the 
cumulative air quality impact analyses of major projects should consider the cumulative 
impacts ovcr the entire ai r basin. (Kings County Farm Burcau et al. v. Ci ty of Hanford 
(5th Dist. 1990) 22 1 Cal.App.3d 692, 721 -724 [270 Cal. Rptr. 650].) Similarly, 
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cumulative traffic congestion impacts on inter-county highways will be felt across the t 
county line, and the analysis should not stop at the county border. Cumulative impacts 
on locaii7,ed wildlife populations may only come from local projects, while cumulative I 
impacts on migratory wildlife may accrue from throughout their migratory range. Water 
removed from the Mokelumne River may not only impact local fi sh populations in 
Amador County, but also salmon and steclhead populations in the Delta and as noted in 
the recent National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinion, even killer whale 
populations in the Pacific Ocean. 

c. OET AILED ANALYS IS 

Quantitative data is often needed in cumulative impact analyses. "Absent some data 
indicating thc volume of ground watcr used by all such projects. it is impossible to 
evaluate whether the impacts associated with their use of ground watcr arc significant and 
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whether such impacts will indeed be mitigated by the water conservation efforts upon 1091 

which the EIR relics." (Kings County Farm Bureau et a!. v. City of Hanford (5th Dis!. 
1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 728·729 (270 Cal.Rptr. 650].) Where a "sophisticated 
technical analysis" is "not feasiblc" the lcad agency is sti ll oound to conduct "some 
reasonable. albeit less exacting, analysis." Citizens to Preserve Oial v. County of Ventura 
(2d Dis!. 1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 43 2 [222 Cal.Rptr. 247] 

d. TREATMENT OF RAS 

One of our current concerns comes from the indication in the scoping notice that the 
impacts of RAS dcvelopment will be limited to the "four cxisting pareels and land use 
designations." (NOP, p. 12.) The cumulative impacts of devc10pment from both the 
General Plan Update and the RAS gencral plan amendment must be eval uate<! in the 
General Plan Update EIR. 

'''An agency may not ... [treat] a project as an isolated 'single shot' venture in the face of 
persuasive evidence that it is but one of several substantially similar operations .... To 
ignore the prospective cumulative harm under such circumstances could be to risk 
ecological disaster. '" (Whitman v. Board of Supervisors (2d Dist 1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 
397,408 (151 Cal.Rptr. 866, quoting Natural Resources Defense Council v. Callaway 
(2d. C ir. 1975) 524 F.3d 79, 88.) "Consideration of the effects ofa projcct or projects as 
ifno others ex isted would encourage the piecemeal approval of several projects that, 
taken together, could overwhc1m the natural environmcnt and disastrously overburden the 
man-made infrastructure and vital community services. This would effectively defcat 
CEQA's mandate to review the actual effect of the projccts upon the environment." C1.ID! 
Virgines Homeowncrs Federation. Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (2d Dis!. 1986) 177 
Cal.App.3d 300, 306 (223 Cal.Rptr. 18].) 

'''It is vitally important that an E IR avoid minimizing the cumulative impacts. Rather it 
must reflect a conscientious effort to provide public agencies and the general public with 
adequate and relevant dctailed information about them.' (Citation.] A cumulative impact 
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analysis which understates information concerning the severity and significance of 
cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public di scussion and skews the decisionmaker's 
perspective concerning the environmental consequences of a project, the necessity for 
mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval. [Citation.] An 
inadequate cumulative impact analysis does not demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry 
that the governmental decisionmaker has in fact fully analyzed and considered the 
environmental consequences of its action." Citizens to Preserve Oiai v. County of 
Ventura (2d Dist. 1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 431 [222 Cal.Rptr. 247], quoting San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (I st Dis!. 1984) 
1St Cal.App.3d 61,79 [198 Cal.Rptr. 634].) "Without a mechanism for addressing the 
cumulative effects of individual projects, there could never be any awareness of or 
control over the speed and manner of downtown development. Without such control, 
piecemeal development would inevitably cause havoc in virtually every aspect of the 
urban environment." San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San 
Francisco (1st Dist. 1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 76-77 [198 Cal.Rptr. 634}.) " In King.l· 
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 723 [270 Cal.Rptr. 
650.1 (Kings County Farm Bureau), the court held that, in considering whether an ElR 
must include related projects, "[t]he primary determination is whether it was reasonable 
and practical to include the projects and whether, without their inclusion, the severity and 
significance of the cumulative impacts were reflected adequately." Friends of the Eel 
River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.AppAth 859, 868-869.) 

There is no real question about the foreseeability of the RAS development. On July 3, 
2008, the developer made a property owner request for an SPA designation that would 
allow for "One or more Specific Plans" to guide development of the 16,100 acre area. 
The staff's October 2008 analysis of the proposal Slates, "As part of the "alternatives" 
process planning staff has acknowledged the existence of the new owners, and their 
desire to eventually develop the property in some capacity." (See, General Plan 
Workshop, 10-14-08, Agenda Packet, Landowner Request 36.) Finally, when the 
revised definition of the SPA was approved by the BOS in April of 2009, in reference to 
RAS, Supervisor Forster stated, " ... there will be some development. There 's no lying to 
people there. Everybody knows it. You don't spend $95 million on a piece of property 
and not want to develop some of it." Something that "everybody knows" is reasonably 
foreseeab le. 

There is also no real question that about whether it is reasonable or practical to include 
RAS development in the impact analysis. During staff' s "alternatives" process, they 
constructed Tables 3c and 3d that demonstrated the effect of including 11,300 acres of 
RAS development in General Plan Alternative C. In addition, on page 39 of the June 
2008, "Updated Classification System and Alternatives Workbook," Table 3b indicated 
that development of RAS would double the expected number of residences in the County 
at buildout (38,929) relative to general plan conceptual alternative i\. Thus there is no 
real question that a cumulative impact analysis that left out RAS development would not 
adequately reflectlhe severity of the cumulative impacts. 
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Failure to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the General Plan Update and the RAS 
general plan amendment would violate the principles at thc very heart of CEQA's 
cumulative impact analysis requirement. 

e. MITIGATING THE IMPACTS OF INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT 

"Assessment of a project's cumulative impact on the environment is a critical aspect of 
the EIR. [JJ" 'One of the most important environmental lessons evidem from past 
expericnce is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of 
small sources. These sources appear insignificant, assuming threatening dimensions only 
when considered in light of the other sources with which they interact.' " (Kings County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 720 [270 Cal.Rptr. 650J, 
quoting Scimi, The Judicial Development of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(1984) 18 U.C. Davis L.Rev. 197,244, fn. omitted.)" (Los Angeles Unified School Dis!. 
v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1025 - 1026.) This statement refers 
to the phenomenon sometimes rcferred to as "death by 1,000 cuts." 

When evaluating cumulative impacts and their mitigation, it is important to ensure that 
the mitigation applics to the projects causing the impacts, even if they are smaller 
projects of 10 to 50 un its. Also, large development projects (250 units or more) are often 
preferred by public officials over smaller projects (10 - 50 units), because the large 
projects offer more impact mitigation and other community benefits, while smaller 
projects are often exempted from impact mitigation. This inequity need not be the case. 
As the County develops impact mitigation programs, it would he better to include smaller 
projects as well, so that they are not put at a competitive disadvantage in the competition 
for project approvals. In addition, mitigation programs with broader application will 
have a better chance at achieving mitigation objectives. 

Below we shall assess the degree to which the County has followed this guidance. 

On page 6-2, the DEIR indicates that Rancho Arroyo Seco has been excluded from the 
cumulative impact analysis as not foreseeable. For reasons noted above, that is incorrect. In 
addition, we note that at one lime there was a proposal to provide conditions for the general plan 
amendment of the RAS propcrty in the future. This only furthe r demonstrates the foreseeability 
of that development. When it was pointed out that such a maneuver was impermissibly 
piecemcaling the General Plan Update, the proposal was withdrawn. For the reasons staled 
above, it is foreseeable that RAS will seek entitlements and/or develop within the 2030 plan 
horizon. We hope that the Final EIR includes RAS in the cumulative impact analysis. However, 
if the County really wants to avoid that analysis, all it needs to do include in the General Plan a 
provision indicating that no general plan amendments will be accepted for the RAS property 
through 2030. This would rule out any cumulative impacts associated with a change in the land 
use designation of the property during the time horizon of the plan. The County cannot have it 
both ways. It cannot both preserve the opportunity for developing an RAS New Town in the 
plan horizon, and avoid addressing the potentially enormous cumulative impacts of the RAS 
NewTown 
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As with the analysis of alternatives, the consideration of cumulative impacts is mostly a 
qualitative review, despite the fact that many of these impacts are subject to quantification. For 
example, page 6-4 of the DEIR evaluates the cumulative impacts on agricultural land. This 
section does not report the number of acres of farmland in Amador County converted to non­
agricultural uses from 1984 to 2004, despite the fact thai we provided that data in our scoping 
comments in 2009. (Foothill Conservancy Scoping Comments, Chapter 2, p. 3 rlOtalloss 5707 
acres; average loss of285 acres per yearj.) On page 6-4 and 6-5, there is no indication of the 
projections for concentrations of criteria pollutants in the ambient air quality in the region. The 
two paragraph analysis of biological resource cumulative impacts provides no quantification of 
regional acres of habitat lost for TES species. Similarly, on page 6-6 there is no quantification of 
the number of additional homes likely in high fire ha,..ard zones. These omission are curious 
given the fact that earlier in the General Plan Update process, the County was using the V-Plan 
program to generate maps and quantify these sorts of impacts. On page 6-9, there is no attempt 
to quantify the cumulative impacts on water supply and wastewater capacity, despite the facl that 
Amador Water Agency regularly prepares repons 10 do just thaI. 

Instead the cumulative impact analysis just jumps to the conclusion that impacts are significant 
or not, without comparing any measure of the impacts to a threshold of significance. "The couns 
have favored specificity and use of detail in EIRs." (Whitman v. Board ofSurervisors (2d Dis!. 
1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 411 r l 51 Cal.Rptr. 866J.) In Whiunan, the Court found that the 
discussion of cumulative impacts lacked "even a minimal degree of specificity or detail" and was 
"utterly devoid of any reasoned analysis." The document relied on unquantified and undefined 
terms such as "increased traffic" and "minor increase in air emissions". "A conclusory statement 
'unsupported by empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or explanatory infonnation 
of any kind' not only faiis to crystallize issues rcitationJ but 'affords no basis for a comparison of 
the problems involved with the proposed project and the difficulties involved in the 
alternatives.'" (People v. County of Kern (5th Di st 1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841-842 l11 5 
Cal. Rptr. 67J, quoting Silva v. Lynn (1st Cir. 1973) 482 F.2d 1282, 1285.) A clearly inadequate 
or unsupported study will be entitled to no judicial deference. (Stale Waler Resources Con/rol 
Board Cases (App. 3 Disl. 2006) 136 Cal.App.4 lh 674.) 

The reason these omissions are so prejudicial is that much of the General Plan has not been 
updated since 1974. If it is not within the scope of this rare EIR on the countywide general plan 
to quantitatively evaluate the cumulative impacts of new development, it will not be within the 
scope of any EI R in the foreseeable future. No decisionmaker and no member of the public will 
ever know the true ramifi cations of the development they are approving, until it is too late. That 
is exactly the problem chat CEQA's cumulative impact analysis requirement is in place to 
prevent. 
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6.2 GROWTH-INI>UCI NG EFFECTS 

Our scoping comment included one page of guidance on growth-inducing effects analysis: 

The EIR must "Discuss the ways in which thc proposed project could fosler economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, 
in the surrounding environment." (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.2. subd. (d),) 

Growth inducing impacts can result fro m a General Plan that sets outland use 
designations and public works projects that will remove barriers 10 growth. 

For example, "Construction of the road way and utili ties cannot be considered in isolation 
from the development it presages." (City of Antioch v. City Council of Pi ttsburgh (1st 
Dis!. 1986) 187 Ca!.App.3d 1325 [232 Cal.Rptr. 507}.) "It is obvious that constructing a 
large interchange on a major interstate highway in an agricultural area where no 
connecting road currently exists will have substantial impact on a number of 
environmental factors." (City of Davis v. Coleman (9th Cir. 1975) 52 1 F.2d 661, 
67H75,) 

"It also is settled that the EIR must discuss growth-inducing impacts even though those 
impacts are not themselves a part of the project under consideration, and even though the 
extent of the growth is difficult to calculate. The case law supports this distinction. The 
court in City of Antioch v. City Council (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325 [232 Cal.Rptr. 5071 
found that a project required an EI R notwithstanding that the project itse1f involved only 
the construction of a road and sewer project which did not in and of themse1ves have a 
significant effect on the environment. The court recognized that the sole reason fo r the 
construction was to provide a catalyst fo r further development in the immediate area. It 
held that because construction of the project could not easily be undone, and because 
achievement of its purpose would almost certainly have significant environmental 
impacts, the project should not go forward until such impacts were evaluated in the 
manner prescribed by CEQA. ( Id. at pp. 1337-1338.)" (Napa Citizens for Honest 
Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.AppA'~ 368.) 

Growth inducing impacts can result from a General Plan that does not provide for ajobs­
housing balance. For example, if the land use designations facilitate the creation of many 
iow-payingjobs, but insufficient affordable housing for the workers, that affordable 
housing will necd to be produced elsewhere. Thus the jobs-housing imbalance is growth 
inducing. Sometimes EIR preparers try to avoid the requirement to evaluate such growth 
inducing impacts using the excuse that such fut ure growth is too speculative to evaluate. 
This excuse has not and will not work. "In Stani!>'/alls Audubon Society, Inc. v. COllntyof 
Stanis/all.s (1995) 33 Cal.AppAth 144 [39 Cal.Rptr.2d 54.1, the court considered a 
proposed construction ofa country club and golf course and attendant facilities. It was 
contended there that an EI R was not required because the growth-inducing impacts of the 
proposed project were too remote or speculative, and EIRs would be prepared in 
connection with any application for a housing development. The court responded, "The 
fact that the exact extent and location of such growth cannot now be determined does not 
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excuse the County from preparation oran EIR .... [R]eview orthe likely environmental 
effects orthe proposed country club cannot be postponed until such effects have already 1130 
manifested themselves through requests for amendment ortne general plan and coni. 
applications for approval of housing developments." ( ld. at pp. 158·159, fn. omitted.)" 
(Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 
CaLAppAlh 368-369.) 

Below we will consider the degree to which the County followed this guidance. 

The three-paragraph analysis in this section orthe DEIR is nOI supported by the evidence in the 
record. (DEIR, pp. 6·10 & 6-11.) The conclusory analysis uses circular logic to detennine that 
thc growth inducing effects of the General Plan result in orderly growth. I f that were the case, 
thcre would not be 36 significant and unavoidable project and cumulative impacts as.sociated 
with the growth. (Sce DEIR, pp. 6-11 & 6.12.) That is not orderly growth. It is chaos. Why 
would anybody spend so much time and money producing a plan that expects to fail on such a 
broad scale? How can that be considered orderly growth? This brief conclusory analysis, 
unsupported by evidcnce in the record, is not "a good faith effort at full disclosure." (CEQA 
Guidelincs, section 15151.) 

Furthermore, the growth inducing effects analysis glosses over the significant growth challenges 
in many parts of the County. For examplc, the EIR should explain that the upcountry areas havc 
yct to makc decisions on a lot of infrastructure and service issues. The dccisions will stimulate 
or constrain growth. How far do we cxtend or expand water and sewer scrvices? A W A has 
about $150 million in infrastructure projects county-wide over the next 20 years, but it is unclear 
who will pay for these and how much. (Scc 2011-2013 MAC IRWMP, Appendix B - Projcct 
Type and Financing Summary.) It would help to mitigate the advcrse impacts of growth 
inducemcnt if there werc clcarer policies in thc general plan regarding future infrastructure 
requirements and future funding. 

Finally, the EIR also glosscs ovcr the growth inducing cffect problem here in Amador County 
that thc approval of new dcvelopment is not connected to the ability of the county and service 
providers to produce infrastructure and services. Development projects are approved once the 
developer agrecs to pay his " fair share" of infrastructure cost... Howevcr, since there is no 
matching share, the developmcnt goes in but the infrastructure to scrvc it does not. As a result, 
levels of service declinc. For an cxample of this consult the Regional Transportation Plan. By 
disclosing this prob[t:JII, l[lI::: DEIR could suggest ways to better connect the approval of new 
growth to actual avai lability to provide infrastructure and services. The DEIR's failure to 
disclose this problem is highly prejudicial, in that it hides from the public the need to address this 
critical environmental impact issue. 
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6.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

In our 2009 scoping comment we provided guidance on the discussion of irreversible 
environmental changes: 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify the significant irreversible environmental changes 
caused by the project. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.2 (c).) For a Gencral Plan EIR, the 
primary impacts arc likely to include the conversion of agriculture, forest, and mineral 
lands to other developed uses like residcntial development. The secondary impacts are 
likely to include the extension of road and utility infrastructure to previously inaccessible 
areas. The evaluation in the EIR is used to detennine if such current consumption of the 
resources is justified, or if the resources should be conserved for future use. Please 
cvaluate thcse impacts in the General Plan Update EIR. 

The entire analysis in the DEIR is just one paragraphs. There is no attempt to evaluatc the 
magnitudc of the resourcc commitment. Therc is no explanation of why current resource 
consumption is justified, instead of conservation. In other words, the analysis is entirely 
inadequate. It is not a good faith cffort at full di selosure. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15151.) This 
inadequate analysis is highly prejudicial. An EIR that identifies 36 significant and unavoidable 
impacts cries out for an cxplanation as to why in the world would anybody chose to invest so 
much time. effort, money and resources to make their community a worse place to live in so 
many ways. That analysis is supposed to be in this section of the ElR. It is not. 

6.4 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE EFFECT 

Our scoping comment provided guidance on evaluating significant and unavoidable impacts: 

An EIR must describe any significant impacts that cannot be reduced to a level of 
insignificancc. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.2, subd. (b).) It is critically important for 
the EIR to try to cxpress these impacts in quantitative and monetary temlS whcnever 
possible. This is because, at the end of the EI R process, the County is going to have to 
make a finding, based upon substantial cvidence in the record, that the benefits of the 
proposed General Plan outweigh its environmental hann. It is essential that the 
magnitude of residual impacts be well defined for the County to make a supportable 
finding . In addition, an easy way to compare otherwise unli ke impacts and benefits is to 
estimate their economic costs and benefits whenevcr possible. 

For example, if one alternative will result in getting a $5 million sewage treatment plant 
for free, that is a $5 million benefit. On the other hand, if the alternative results in 
roadway impacts costing $10 million to fix, that is a $10 million cost. Thus, rather than 
struggling to try to balance sewage treatment benefits with traffic congestion impacts, it 
becomes a simple math exercise to compare the sewage treatment value to the roadway 
costs. (See, CEQA Guidelines 15131.) 
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Pages 6- 11 and 6- 12 simply list the significant and unavoidable impacts oCthe General Plan, and 
make no attempt to provide any quantification or valuation ofthesc impacts. It is unclear how 
the County will make the necessary infomled balancing of the General Plan's benefits and 
environmental costs when it comcs time to make the requircd findings of fact. 

TH ERE ARE 36 SIGNIFICANT AND UNA VOIDABLE PROJECT AND CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN! That is just too many. The County necds to do a better 
job of adopting real measures to mitigate these impacts. (See in these comments Tcrrell Watt, 
Matrix of Recommended Mitigation Measures.) Failure to evaluate proposed feasible mitigation 
measures in a program EIR is prejudicial error. (Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San 
Diego Association of Governments (2014, App. 4th Dis!.) [Slip Opinion] 0063288, pp. 26-27; 
cenified for publication.) 

6-9 

'''' 
"59 

1170 

1171 

'''' 



Amador County General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
County of Amador 10-395 Comments and Responses 

 
 

Foothill Conservancy Comment on Amador County General Plan DEIR - References FOOTHILL2 

8 REFERENCES 

In our scoping comment we explained: 

"The EIR shall cite all documents used in its preparation including, where possible, the 
page and section number." (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15 148.) "A conciusory statement 
'unsupported by empirical or experimental data, scientific authorities, or explanatory 
information of any kind' not only fails to crystallize issues (citation J but 'affords no basis 
for a comparison of the problems involved with the proposed project and the difficulties 
involved in the alternatives.'" (People v. County ofKem (5th Dist 1974) 39 Cat.App.3d 
830,841-842 [lIS Cal.Rplr. 67] , quoting Silva v. Lynn (1st Cir. 1973) 482 F.2d 1282, 
1285.) "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or narrative evidence which is 
clearly erroneous or inaccurate ... does not constitute substantial evidence." (CEQA 
Guidelines, sec. 15384.) 

Proper citation is an often and needlessly neglected requirement that is of critical 
importance in an EIR. Without proper citation, an EIR is legally vulnerable and it will be 
nearly impossible for the County to formulate findings of fact. 

Ultimately, the board will be required adopt findings of fact supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. The EIR is the summary of the record. The findings of facts 
rationally ex plain the board's findings based upon information in the ErR. When 
citations to the record back up factual statements in the EIR, which in tum back up the 
County's welt-reasoned ultimate findings of fact, then the record forms tidy chains of 
facts and reason that support the County's findings. When that chain is broken by 
unsupported or uncited statements in the ElR, the chains of facts and reason fall apart, 
and the findings of fact fail to conform to the law. (Foothill Conservancy Scoping 
Comment, Chapter 1, pp. 2-3.) 

Chapter 8 lists references, but does not provide citation to the page in the documents where the 
relevant information is found. Also, there is no text note or footnote to connect the factual 
assertion in the EIR to the facts in the reference materials. This makes verifying the information 
in the EIR nearly impossible. This makes it hard for the County to properly make findings based 
upon substantial evidence as it is required 10 at the end of the CEQA process. We hope that the 
Final ElR will properly employ citation techniques to rectify this problem. If the County and its 
consultants are having difficulty employing such citation techniques, I am sure you can find 
experienced clerical help that is locally available. 
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Letter 
Foothill2 

Response 

Foothill Conservancy 
Thomas P. Infusino, Esq. 
January 30, 2015 

  
Foothill2-1 The commenter encourages a review of an attached “Matrix of Recommended Mitigation 

Measures” (see responses to Watt-1 through Watt-179). This comment does not identify 
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no 
further response is required.  

Foothill2-2 The comment explains the format of attached comments and asks that submitted 
comments be included in the administrative record. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required.  

Foothill2-3 The commenter expresses disappointment with the DEIR, noting that the commenter 
encouraged the County to make a list of common mistakes that should be avoided when 
preparing the DEIR. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required.  

Foothill2-4 The commenter identifies a set of expectations for responses. The responses to comments 
will meet all CEQA requirements. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-5 This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required.  

Foothill2-6 The commenter provides a table of contents and list of contributors to the comment letter. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required.  

Foothill2-7 and -8 The commenter provides a summary of Native American Consultation activities from the 
DEIR. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-9 The commenter requests a description of ongoing tribal consultation on the General Plan 
Update between July 2008 and October 2014. As detailed under DEIR Section 1.4 
“Notice of Preparation,” (pages 1-8 through 1-9) the County consulted with California 
Native American tribes, consistent with the requirements of Senate Bill 18. 

 On September 27, 2005, the County sent letters to the Buena Vista Rancheria of 
Mewuk Indians, the Ione Band of Miwuk Indians, and the Jackson Band of Mi-Wuk 
Indians offering consultation pursuant to SB 18.  

 On April 04, 2006, the County sent letters, signed by the Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors, to the Buena Vista Rancheria of Mewuk Indians, the Ione Band of 
Miwuk Indians, the Jackson Band of Mi-Wuk Indians, and the Calaveras Band of Mi-
Wuk Indians offering pre-consultation. 

 On April 26, 2006, Amador County planning staff and the Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors met with Rhonda Morningstar Pope and John Tang of the Buena Vista 
Rancheria for a pre-consultation meeting. During the meeting, a SB 18 Consultation 
Protocol was developed. 
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 On December 01, 2006 the County sent letters, signed by Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors, to the same distribution as the April 04, 2006 pre-consultation letters 
offering another consultation opportunity. 

 On July 01, 2008, the County sent letters, signed by the Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors, offering consultation for a 3rd time. 

As a result of the consultation offers, meetings, and discussions, none of the Native 
American contacts requested changes to the Draft General Plan to preserve or mitigate 
impacts to cultural places. 

Foothill2-10 The commenter summarizes text from the DEIR. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required.  

Foothill2-11 through -16 The commenter asserts that the areas of controversy list should be larger than that 
provided in the DEIR, and asserts that the County avoids accountability for overlooking 
unspecified issues. The commenter encourages the County to expand this discussion to 
encompass various sources of publicly-available information generated during the 
development of the Draft General Plan.  

An EIR’s Executive Summary is required to be “brief.” CEQA Guidelines Section15123. 
The County developed a brief summary of controversial topics discussed during the 
approximately 8-year period between initiation an update to the General Plan and the 
public release of the Draft General Plan and DEIR. This “summary” is intended to be 
brief and focus on areas of controversy relevant to environmental impacts, alternatives, 
and mitigation measures; it would not be a service to the reader to identify every topic 
raised during the County’s extensive public outreach process over the development of the 
Draft General Plan. For the interested reader, a large volume of more detailed 
information is already available on the County’s website, including in the Draft General 
Plan, the Implementation Plan, the various working papers, and the notes and summaries 
from public meetings held on the project, including General Plan Advisory Committee 
(GPAC) meetings, public open house meetings, and hearings before the joint panel of the 
Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission.  

Foothill2-17 through -41 The commenter identifies numerous specific questions or issues that he asserts 
should be considered for inclusion in DEIR related to areas of controversy. Many of these 
specific questions or issues fall under the general topics already identified as areas of 
controversy and issues to be resolved in the DEIR text (including comments 19, 20, 21, 
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 35, 36, and 37). Other topics, although they may be areas of 
controversy with respect to the Draft General Plan, are either vague and general, related 
to matters outside the County’s control, or are not environmental effects relevant to the 
DEIR analysis (including 18, 39, and 41).  

The remaining topics pertain to transportation and transit, historic preservation, 
aesthetics, public service and infrastructure provision, and fire hazard. As shown below, 
these topics have been added to DEIR page 2-6 under the heading, “Areas of Controversy 
and Issues to be Resolved”: 

Based on public input received on the Draft General Plan and EIR, areas of 
controversy related to the Draft General Plan EIR include consist of loss of 
agricultural land, loss of wildlife habitat, residential growth rates, and locations 
of land use change, (including Special Planning Areas), transportation and 
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transit, historic preservation, aesthetics, provision of public services and 
infrastructure, and fire hazards. This EIR addresses a full range of impact topics 
related to agricultural land, biological resources, land use, and growth 
inducement.  

Foothill2-42 The comment restates various air district rules and regulations contained in the DEIR. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-43 The comment asks why the rules and regulations cited in comment Foothill2- 42 are most 
relevant to the Draft General Plan. The Amador County Air Pollution Control District 
(Amador Air District) Rules and Regulations listed in the DEIR are typical rules and 
regulations applicable to land use development projects (e.g., construction and 
operational activities). 

Foothill2-44 The comment asks where the Amador Air District Rules and Regulations can be found. 
Please see: http://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/ama/cur.htm.  

Foothill2-45 The comment asks if 2008 is the most recent emission inventory. The 2008 emissions 
inventory was the most current emissions inventory at the time of the analysis (i.e., 
issuance of the Notice of Preparation [NOP]). At the moment, the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) has released an updated emission inventory for 2012 (ARB 
2013). However, these countywide emission inventories are provided for informational 
purposes and are not directly used to determine significance of impacts. Modeled 2013 
emissions associated with the proposed project were used as the baseline for impact 
analysis. See Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-2. 

Foothill2-46 The comment asks if the 2008 inventory was included in the DEIR because it was the 
most current inventory at the time of the NOP. This is correct; the 2008 emission 
inventory was presented in the existing setting because it was the most current inventory 
at the time of the NOP.  

Foothill2-47 The comment asks how often an emissions inventory is taken. See response to comment 
Foothill2-45. This comment does not pertain to adequacy or analysis of DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-48 The comment asks for the quantities shown in the bar graph (DEIR Exhibit 4.3-1) for 
each of the emissions. The 2008 emission levels are shown for informational purposes in 
the environmental setting and are not used to evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
project. 

Foothill2-49 The comment asks if these levels are significant. See response to comment Foothill2-48. 

Foothill2-50 The comment asks why ozone is not in the table (i.e., Exhibit 4.3-1 Amador County – 
2008 Emissions Inventory). Ozone is primarily formed through photochemical reactions 
in the atmosphere rather than being directly emitted from emission sources. Therefore, 
ARB cannot and does not directly associate ozone emissions with each emission source 
in the emissions inventory.  

Foothill2-51 The comment requests clarification of the term “precursors.” Precursors refer to ozone 
precursors, which are compounds that can form ozone when reacted with other 
precursors. When precursors are emitted at a regional level, under certain conditions (i.e., 
presence of sunlight) they can react with other precursors to form ozone, which is one of 
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the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). Amador County is currently designated as nonattainment 
with respect to the 8-hour CAAQS and therefore limiting precursor emissions that lead to 
the generation of ozone is essential for improving regional air quality.  

Foothill2-52 The comment initially repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on 
CEQA environmental setting requirements. Because this is general comment unrelated to 
specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 

Foothill2-53 The comment provides information about Amador County and the monitoring station 
location. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-54 The comment provides verbatim text from the DEIR related to air quality. This comment 
does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in 
the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-55 The comment asks why there is only one monitoring station for the County. The 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. ARB and Amador Air District 
are responsible for maintaining air monitoring stations in Amador County, which 
includes selecting the location of monitoring stations. Monitoring stations are selected as 
locations that would provide representative air quality data for the area. For purposes of 
an EIR analyses, the closest air quality monitoring station in the air basin and its 
associated data are typically used to represent ambient air quality data in the project 
region. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.”  

Foothill2-56 The comment asks for the criteria used to select the site in Jackson to monitor air quality 
data for the county. See response to comment Foothill2-55. 

Foothill2-57 The comment asks why the air quality measurements from this one monitoring station are 
accepted as providing “representative” ambient air quality measurements in Amador 
County and are sufficient for determining level of significance and impacts and 
mitigation measures. Air quality measurements from this monitoring station are accepted 
as being “representative” of ambient air quality conditions in Amador County because the 
monitoring station is in the same county and air basin as the project. Air basin boundaries 
are established to group areas together that have similar factors (e.g., topography, 
meteorology, climate) that affect air quality. However, quantified impacts on ambient air 
quality are not used in the EIR analysis to determine significance of air quality impacts or 
develop mitigation measures. Rather, that data (i.e., concentration levels) are used to 
determine if an area achieves attainment of ambient air quality standards. On an EIR 
analysis level, a mass emissions significance threshold of any net increase was used to 
determine significance of the proposed project’s emissions. See the “Thresholds of 
Significance” section (DEIR page 4.3-11) for a description of how the significance of air 
quality impacts was determined. 

Foothill2-58 The comment asks for an explanation as to why the test results from the one air quality 
monitoring station are acceptable and sufficient to determine levels of significance for the 
entire county and to establish air quality standards, rules and regulations, impacts and 
mitigation measures for the entire county. The comment incorrectly assumes the 
monitoring station ambient air quality data was used to determine significance of air 
quality impacts. See response to comment Foothill2-57. 
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Foothill2-59 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on CEQA 
environmental setting requirements. Because this is a general comment unrelated to 
specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 

Foothill2-60 The comment requests the number of days that the standards of criteria pollutants were 
exceeded in 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013. DEIR Table 4.3-2 shows the number of days 
that ambient air quality standards were exceeded for the pollutants monitored at the 
Amador County monitoring station in 2011, 2012, and 2013. The DEIR shows the most 
current 3 years of ambient air quality monitoring data at the time the NOP was issued, 
which are 2011, 2012, and 2013 and are representative of current air quality conditions. 

Foothill2-61 The comment requests the years in which the county met the attainment requirements. In 
each year of representative data, there could be numerous days where the ambient air 
quality standard is exceeded. Data is provided and recorded in terms of number of days 
when the standard is exceeded, which means during the other days of the year, the 
standard was not exceeded. See DEIR Table 4.3-2 for the number of days in each year 
that the standard is exceeded. Subtracting the exceeded days from 365 would result in the 
number of days in that particular year that the standard was not exceeded. Please see 
DEIR Table 4.3-1 (notes a and b) for additional information on how attainment 
designations are determined.  

Foothill2-62 The comment requests that “Amador County” be added to the title of Table 4.3-2. 
“Amador County” has been added to the title of Table 4.3-2 as shown below: 

Table 4.3-2 
Amador County Ambient Air Quality Summary 

 

Foothill2-63 The comment asks why some of the data in DEIR Table 4.3-2 is unavailable. When 
incomplete data is gathered at the monitoring station, data is shown as “unavailable.” 

Foothill2-64 The comment requests an explanation of “unclassified status.” An “unclassified” 
attainment status typically signifies that incomplete data exists to classify the area as 
attainment or nonattainment.  

Foothill2-65 The comment asks if an emissions inventory can be created from the “Ambient Air 
Quality” data in DEIR Table 4.3-2. Data from Table 4.3-2 represent pollutant 
concentrations in the ambient air and not mass emissions, which are used to develop 
emission inventories. 

Foothill2-66 The comment requests data and analysis sufficient to plan and implement air quality 
programs for the next 20–30 years. Air quality management plans typically are updated 
on a triennial basis, but can differ depending on changes to ambient air quality standards. 
The DEIR is not required to provide data or plan for the next 20 to 30 years of air quality 
programs, which is the responsibility of ARB and Amador Air District. Amador Air 
District 

Foothill2-67 The comment requests that the extra period be removed from the third sentence of the 
fourth paragraph on page 4.3-9. The requested grammatical edit has been made as shown 
below:  
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ARB estimated that an average statewide concentration of 1.8 μg/m3 and an 
associated health risk of 540 excess cancer cases per million. people (ARB 
2009). 

Foothill2-68 The comment restates text contained on page 4.3-9 of the DEIR. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-69 and -70 The comment requests a list of Amador County’s high priority facilities, their locations, 
and a list of the threshold violations that have occurred in each of the past 5 years, how 
these violations were resolved, and what steps were implemented to avoid future 
violations. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” This information is not needed to assess the impacts of the Draft General 
Plan. 

Foothill2-71 The comment asks how, and by whom, toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions are 
monitored. Although not as standard as criteria air pollutants, ambient TAC emissions are 
monitored by air districts and ARB. Because of the complexity and large number of 
TACs (i.e., over 188 compounds), ARB and air districts cannot monitor for every TAC 
throughout the state. Rather, ARB works with major air districts to monitor 10 primary 
TAC pollutants (i.e., acetaldehyde, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, 
hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride, 
perchloroethylene, and diesel particulate matter), as can be found in ARB’s 2009 Air 
Quality Almanac (see link http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/chap509.htm). 
Emissions are monitored statewide by ARB, and reported as part of the ARB’s Air 
Quality Almanac and used to determine areas where health risks are at unacceptable 
levels. Neither ARB nor Amador County Air Pollution District operates an ambient TAC 
concentrations monitoring station in the County. This information is not needed to assess 
the impacts of the Draft General Plan.  

Foothill2-72 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on environmental 
effects. Because this is general comment unrelated to specific DEIR environmental 
issues, no response is required. 

Foothill2-73 The comment quotes text from the ARB website related to ozone. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-74 The comment summarizes Amador County ozone conditions. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-75 The comment quotes text from the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) website regarding ozone effects on plants and economic losses. This comment 
does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in 
the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-76 The comment quotes a U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) study regarding ozone-
caused yield losses. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-77 The comment summarizes findings from research on impacts to pine trees in the Western 
Sierras from ozone. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-78 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not properly address impacts of ozone and 
asks that these deficiencies be addressed. The DEIR does properly analyze the impacts of 
ozone, which is a secondary pollutant whose emissions are not directly regulated; see 
DEIR page 4.3-3 for further explanation. Instead, reactive organic gases (ROG) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) are the pollutants that air districts and ARB directly regulate to 
reduce generation of ozone. It should be noted that ozone is not directly emitted by 
project emission sources. Rather, the photochemical reactions of ozone precursor 
emissions in the atmosphere lead to ozone generation. Therefore, in order for an impact 
analysis to properly address impacts of ozone, it must evaluate a project’s emissions of 
ozone precursors, which are the compounds that lead to ozone generation. Emissions of 
ROG and NOX are evaluated in DEIR Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 for the proposed project’s 
construction and operational emissions, respectively. Air districts use significance 
thresholds for ROG and NOX as methods to evaluate and control precursor and 
subsequent ozone formation in the region. Therefore, a project that quantifies and 
evaluates precursor emissions against the applicable threshold of significance would 
fulfill the requirements needed to address ozone in an environmental document. 
Implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in a net decrease of ROG and 
NOX emissions compared to existing conditions primarily as a result of decreases in 
mobile source emissions associated with fleet turnover and increases in emission 
reduction technology. Nevertheless, these net decreases in ROG and NOX would result in 
reduced regional ambient ozone precursor emissions, which would likely reduce regional 
ozone concentrations. 

Foothill2-79 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on the 
preparation of the DEIR. Because this is general comment unrelated to specific DEIR 
environmental issues, no response is required.  

Foothill2-80 through -86 The comments state that DEIR Appendix B is difficult to understand. Appendix 
B includes standard EIR air quality appendix material, which is the output of CalEEMod, 
the land use development model approved for use by multiple air districts as well as the 
California Air Pollution Control Officer Association (CAPCOA). CalEEMod has a user’s 
guide to help better understand all of the outputs and default assumptions made. Please 
see http://www.caleemod.com/ for more information regarding CalEEMod and its 
outputs. Appendix B was developed to provide backup information for technical 
reviewers of the EIR such as air district staff. It is not necessary for the general reader to 
understand all the technical details regarding air quality modeling input and assumptions 
in order to understand the results of the modeling that are presented and interpreted in the 
DEIR text. 

Foothill2-87 The comment quotes text from page 4.3-11 of the DEIR pertaining to modeling. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-88 The comment asks what “plan-specific” data was used and what default assumptions 
were used for project-related air quality modeling. For construction activities, the horizon 
year of the Draft General Plan was used to estimate total construction period; however, 
all other construction-related assumptions were CalEEMod defaults. For operation, land 
use types and amounts (e.g., dwelling units, square footage) were obtained from the Draft 
General Plan. Trip generation rates for the proposed land uses were obtained from the 
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traffic study (DEIR Appendix F), as described in the DEIR. All other operational 
parameters used CalEEMod defaults. Please see DEIR Appendix B for further detail. 

Foothill2-89 The comment states that the air quality section does not disclose the data on population 
for existing conditions and 2030 conditions that was used in the analyses. For population 
information, please see DEIR Impact 4.3-2 and/or Section 4.13, “Population and 
Housing.” Population and jobs are provided for both existing conditions and 2030 
conditions assuming full buildout of the Draft General Plan.  

Foothill2-90 The comment asks that assumptions that are project-specific and “default” be disclosed, 
and requests an explanation as to why “default” assumptions are reasonable. See response 
to comment Foothill2-88 for project-specific assumptions used in the analysis. All other 
assumptions and parameters pertaining to the proposed project’s construction and 
operational emissions are CalEEMod defaults. CalEEMod default assumptions and 
parameters are designed to be conservative, to avoid underestimating project emissions 
when project-specific information is unknown. Please see www.caleemod.com for more 
information on CalEEMod default assumptions and parameters. The comment does not 
raise any specific concerns regarding the accuracy of the impact analysis. 

Foothill2-91 The comment quotes text from the Amador County Long Range Transit Development 
Plan (LRTDP). This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-92 The comment infers that assumptions used in modeling are not consistent with “baby 
boomer” projections. Although it can affect air quality conditions (i.e., vehicle miles 
traveled [VMT] and consumption rates), the increase in “baby boomer” population would 
not affect the construction-related emissions associated with the proposed project. For 
operational emissions, elderly residents and “baby boomers” potentially could drive less 
than typical citizens, and therefore standard VMT per capita assumptions potentially 
could overestimate operational emissions. However, trip distances and trip generation for 
various trip types contained in CalEEMod are the result of data that reflect demographic 
projections and driving patterns of various individuals, including elderly residents and 
“baby boomers.”  

Foothill2-93 The comment questions if assumptions regarding workforce are accurate. The job 
projections in the DEIR are based on substantial evidence. The estimated number of jobs 
is based on the amount of non-residential square footage in the General Plan at build-out. 
Using approximately 6.1 million square feet of non-residential square feet and 350 square 
feet on average for each employee, it equates to an estimated 17,586 employees by 2030. 

Foothill2-94 The comment asks if non-residential traffic (i.e., commuters and tourism) was considered 
in the analysis. All non-residential land uses were modeled for their traffic contribution in 
addition to the proposed residential land uses. Non-residential (i.e., commercial) trip 
generation is based on the type of commercial land use (i.e., amount of land use and trip 
generation rate of land use).  

Foothill2-95 The comment questions whether advances in technology, retrofits, and turnover will 
result in a decrease in emissions. Advances in technology, retrofits, and turnover in 
vehicle fleet are modeled in ARB’s EMFAC on-road emissions inventory model, and are 
shown to decrease average vehicle emission rates over time. 

Foothill2-96 and -97 The comments state that some vehicles in Amador County are not “retired,” but rather 
resold and continued to be used by Amador County residents. ARB’s EMFAC model 
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uses Department of Motor Vehicle data to understand current vehicle registrations, 
populations, ages, and activity data. This data is used to project forward vehicle turnover 
and activity for each county. Counties with historically less fleet turnover would not be 
projected to turn over the vehicle fleet at the same rate of another county that has shown 
higher historical vehicle turnover. Please see ARB’s EMFAC website 
(www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/) and model for more information on how many Amador County 
vehicles are retired per year. 

Foothill2-98 The comment provides information from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines pertaining 
to air quality impacts. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-99 The comment requests that the fifth point in Appendix G, III be added to the FEIR. This 
point was not used as a DEIR threshold of significance because the Amador Air District 
has not adopted “an applicable air quality plan.” The Appendix G questions are 
suggestions for significance that lead agencies have the discretion not to use when they 
are not relevant for a particular project. See Save Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa 
Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App. 4th 1059.  

Foothill2-100 The comment restates text verbatim from page 4.3-11 of the DEIR pertaining to air 
pollutant emissions. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-101 The comment asks about the legal justification for developing thresholds of significance 
for CEQA. The DEIR’s air quality thresholds of significance are generally based on 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G; this is a professionally-accepted general practice for air 
quality sections of EIRs. Lead agencies have the discretion under CEQA to tailor 
thresholds of significance for each project, and there is no requirement that the same 
thresholds be used for all EIRs prepared by a lead agency. See, e.g., Clover Valley 
Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App. 4th 200. Also, see Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-102 The comment questions the efficacy of deferring general plan impact mitigation until 
project-level environmental review. The DEIR’s mitigation measures are at an 
appropriate level of detail for a General Plan Program EIR, and are not improperly 
deferred. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-103 The comment states that changing thresholds of significance would not be consistent with 
the goal to interpret CEQA, “to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment 
within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” See responses to comments 
Foothill2-102 and -103. 

Foothill2-104 and -105 The comments question the usefulness of the net increase threshold used for the analysis. 
In the absence of any Amador Air District thresholds of significance based on an “Air 
Quality Plan,” using the net increase threshold allows the DEIR to conservatively judge 
the significance of the Draft General Plan’s air emissions. Comments about a 
hypothetical Amador Air District Air Quality Plan and significance thresholds are 
speculative, and present no information indicating that the DEIR’s significance 
thresholds fail to capture significant air quality impacts. 
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Foothill2-106 through -108  The comments state that the concept of “any net increase in emissions would be 
considered a significant impact” is misleading. The comment further states that with an 
Air Quality Plan, the air district would implement polices to mitigate emissions and that 
if conditions were approaching a significant level, the air district could address issues 
before high levels or an exceedance occurs. The comment also states that adopting an Air 
Quality Plan with thresholds of significance will allow for planning and management to 
reduce air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels. See responses to comments 
Foothill2-101 through -105.  

Foothill2-109 and -110 The comments suggest that all new development should pay for its full long-term air 
quality impacts. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a requires that all project applicants implement 
mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts. The implementation of on-site and 
local operational mitigation, as called for by the DEIR, is preferred by all air districts 
(i.e., direct and long-term emission reductions) rather than paying a mitigation fee, which 
has indirect emission reductions and losses in effectiveness. On-site and local operational 
mitigation would result in air quality reductions from the actual emission sources, at the 
same time periods as operations occur, and within the same air basin, all of which are 
essential for direct air quality reductions. Mitigation fees, although they could be 
effective, defer emission reductions to a later stage, can lose effectiveness because of the 
administrative requirements, and would not address the project’s actual emissions (i.e., 
make a definitive change in project operations). In addition, the applicable air district 
must develop in advance a mitigation fee program to allow projects to pay into a fund to 
mitigate their emissions, which the Amador Air District has not yet done. Therefore, an 
air quality fee program is not a feasible mitigation measure at this time. 

Foothill2-111 The comment quotes text from Impact 4.3-1, “Construction-Related Emissions” from 
page 4.3-12 of the DEIR. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-112 The comment states it is not clear about what is meant by the use of “earliest” year and 
“later” years when discussing construction emissions. At the time of the analysis, the 
“earliest” year of construction would occur in 2013, and therefore emission factors based 
on emissions technology and the current fleet in 2013 were used to evaluate the proposed 
project’s construction-related emissions. Although construction activities would occur 
after 2013 as well, emission factors in 2013 would represent the maximum construction-
related emission factors because they are the earliest possible year of construction. The 
discussion of “later” years that would have lower emission factors would represent all 
years after 2013. Each consecutive year includes assumptions about equipment retrofits, 
turnover, and increases in emission technology, which would result in slightly lower 
emission rates than the previous year. Data for these assumptions are included in ARB’s 
EMFAC and OFFROAD models (see http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm). Data 
include vehicle and equipment fleet in Amador County for the particular year (e.g., 2013) 
and applicable emissions technology that would affect emission factors. EMFAC and 
OFFROAD provide emission factors (i.e., amount of pollutants per unit of activity) for 
vehicles and equipment for the year and geographical area selected. 

Foothill2-113 The comment asks when laws and standards regarding retrofits, turnover, and increased 
emission technology were implemented, and that if there were goals set for the desired 
outcomes, they should be provided. Assumptions about retrofits, turnover, and increased 
emissions technology contained in EMFAC and OFFROAD are included in ARB model 
documentation (see response and reference in response to comment Foothill2-112). 
ARB’s EMFAC team has extensive data on the retrofits, turnover, and increased 
emissions technology embedded into the EMFAC model. Emissions standards for off-
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road equipment have been developed by ARB as part of their In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation to reduce diesel exhaust emissions (see 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/orcomp/documents.htm). EMFAC and 
OFFROAD are the approved models (by ARB and all air districts) for evaluating on-road 
and off-road air quality emissions in California.  

Foothill2-114 The comment restates text verbatim from page 4.3-12 of the DEIR pertaining to 
construction activities. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-115 The comment states that using an average is not a good method to establish substantial 
results for determining quantities and concentrations of emissions and their adverse 
health impacts. The comment also asks why construction emissions were not quantified 
for all years from 2013 to 2030 if construction activities were assumed to occur evenly 
throughout this period. In addition, the comment asks whether “better examples” exist to 
determine significance and mitigation for construction. As stated in the DEIR and in 
response to comment Foothill2-112, 2013 represents the earliest year of construction and 
also the highest emission factors throughout the construction period. Therefore, because 
construction activities were assumed to occur evenly over the construction period, 
quantifying 2013 construction emissions would represent the maximum possible annual 
and daily construction emissions. 

Because of the uncertain nature of construction activities over the approximately 18-year 
period of Draft General Plan implementation, many different methods exist to model 
construction emissions. However, because of the uncertainty surrounding how the 
proposed land uses would be developed, all methods would have their unique benefits 
and drawbacks. Nevertheless, because of the net increase threshold used to evaluate 
construction emissions, the simplified average method was selected, without speculating 
about how much of the Draft General Plan and what part of the Draft General Plan would 
be constructed in any given year. See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the 
Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-116 The comment refers to Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a and 4.3-1b and Impact 4.3-1. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-117 The comment asks what actions will be taken if Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a and 4.3-1b 
(conditions of the permit) are not met. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR: no further response is 
required. As a matter of information, the actions the county could take varies depending 
on the type of project approval (e.g., Use Permit, subdivision map, grading permit, etc.). 
Regardless, upon discovery of a violation the County would enforce permit conditions 
consistent with County Code procedures.  

Foothill2-118 The comment states that mitigation measures should be developed to address all 
pollutants. DEIR Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a and 4.3-1b address construction-related 
fugitive dust and exhaust emissions, respectively. Fugitive dust emissions include both 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, while exhaust-related emissions include ROG and NOX 
emissions as well as PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, the DEIR includes mitigation measures 
that address all pollutants as well as both exhaust- and fugitive dust-related emissions. 

Foothill2-119 Comment suggests that additional mitigation measures provided in the comment letter 
can reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level and result in fewer “unavoidable” 
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outcomes. See responses Foothill2-120 through Foothill2-126 for responses to each of 
suggested mitigation measures.  

Foothill2-120 Comment suggests that the Amador Air District (AAD) review new development projects 
for potential adverse air quality impacts. The commenter’s suggestion is already in 
action. All discretionary projects are sent to AAD for their review and comments.  

Foothill2-121 Comment suggests that AAD create an air quality handbook that includes monitoring and 
mitigation programs to ensure compliance with permits. Comment suggests that the 
potential programs could reduce emissions to a less-than-significant level. The AAD 
currently manages a website and has staff members that are responsible for disseminating 
and implementing the requirements of their permitting programs. An “air quality 
handbook” has not yet been developed by AAD and is not anticipated to be created based 
on the lack of funding for the comprehensive type of program described in the comment. 
The County is not able to require AAD to develop an “air quality handbook.”  

Foothill2-122 Comment suggests that new development pay for its full impacts to air quality. An air 
quality impact fee is in the jurisdiction of the AAD; however, the AAD is separate 
governmental entity from the County. Therefore, the County cannot implement this fee or 
require AAD to implement the fee program, and AAD has no available budget to develop 
and implement a comprehensive fee program. It should be noted that strategies and 
measures in the Climate Action Plan would also help reduce long-term operational 
emissions associated with new development. See also response to comments Foothill2-
109 and Foothill2-110. 

Foothill2-123 Comment suggests that permit conditions for discretionary projects include incorporation 
of all economically feasible best management practices and control technology from 
construction activities. Best management practices and feasible control technology are 
currently used in permitting requirements for AAD to reduce emissions. The following 
text was added to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b on page 4.3-14 of DEIR Section 4.3, “Air 
Quality”: 

 Implement construction best management practices to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions. Best management practices should be approved by AAD and 
could include, but are not limited to Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. To 
the extent feasible, use best available control technology at the time of 
construction activities to minimize exhaust emissions from construction 
equipment and vehicles. Provide construction management plan for 
minimizing fugitive dust and exhaust emissions to Amador Air District prior 
to commencing construction activities. 

Foothill2-124 Comment suggests that permit conditions for discretionary projects include the need to 
demonstrate how construction plans will implement best management practices for 
construction. Best management practices and feasible control technology are currently 
used in permitting requirements for AAD to reduce emissions. This mitigation measure 
was added to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b of Chapter 4.3, “Air Quality” of the DEIR. See 
response to comment Foothill2-123. 

Foothill2-125 Comment suggests that permit conditions for discretionary projects require roadways 
constructed as part of the project to use materials that minimize particulate matter 
emissions. The following text was added to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a on page 4.3-17 of 
DEIR Section 4.3, “Air Quality”: 
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 To the extent feasible and practical, construct new roadways for residential, 
commercial, or industrial projects in the County using materials that 
minimize particulate matter emissions (e.g., paved roads rather than unpaved, 
dirt roads). Roads should also be permeable when feasible and appropriate 
for the scale and intensity of planned use. 

Foothill2-126 Comment suggests that AAD review new development projects for potential adverse air 
quality impacts. Comment suggests that the review be coordinated with other interested 
parties and incorporate assessment of air quality impacts from proposed and existing 
projects to avoid cumulative impacts. See Response Foothill2-120. The County does not 
have the authority to require AAD to commence its review in any specific fashion. 

Foothill2-127 The comment quotes text from page 4.3-14 of the DEIR pertaining to Impact 4.3-2, 
“Generation of Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5.” This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-128 The comment asks for a definition of “regional” emissions. “Regional” emissions include 
emissions in the air basin, which would affect the attainment designation of the project 
area. 

Foothill2-129 The comment states that the DEIR is responsible for evaluating and mitigating local air 
quality, not regional air quality. The evaluation of a project’s air quality impacts would 
include its localized air quality impacts as well as its air quality impacts on regional air 
quality (e.g., attainment status of air basin or county). Maintaining and attaining ambient 
air quality standards, which are based on regional emissions, are key goals of the air 
quality analyses. Localized air quality impacts are evaluated in Impacts 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. 

Foothill2-130 The comment references page 4.3-15 of the DEIR. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-131 The comment asks that a page number for Table 3-1 be provided in DEIR Section 4.3, 
“Air Quality.” The second sentence in the second paragraph of impact discussion 4.3-2 
has been modified as shown: 

This modeling assumes that the new residential, commercial, and industrial uses 
specified on Table 3-1 (page 3-9) in Chapter 3 “Project Description,” would be 
constructed by 2030. 

Foothill2-132 The comment restates text from page 4.3-15 of the DEIR. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-133 The comment asks for the page numbers for models and summaries of operational 
modeling. The last page of DEIR Appendix B includes the summary of the proposed 
project’s air quality emissions, while the preceding pages of Appendix B are model 
(CalEEMod) outputs. 

Foothill2-134 The comment asks for a definition of “energy” in the context it is used in Table 4.3-4. 
Energy includes electricity and natural gas consumption. 
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Foothill2-135 and -136 The comments ask how DEIR Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-4 should be compared. The units of 
Table 4.3-2 are in concentrations of pollutants in ambient air, while emissions shown in 
Table 4.3-4 are mass emissions emitted. Therefore, these numbers cannot be compared to 
each other. Mass emissions generated in a region collectively contribute to ambient air 
quality concentrations; however, many other factors (including temperature, sunlight, 
meteorology, and other sources of emissions) affect the ultimate ambient air 
concentrations, and therefore a direct comparison without modeling regional air quality is 
not possible.  

Foothill2-137 The comment asks if the air quality models and summaries are only from Amador 
County. Modeling was conducted for land uses in Amador County at the Draft General 
Plan Horizon Year (2030). 

Foothill2-138 The comment provides a summary of text from the DEIR related to the reduction of ROG 
and NOX. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-139 The comment asks how the mobile source emissions were determined for the existing and 
Draft General Plan operational emissions. Please see DEIR Appendix B for assumptions 
for land uses in the existing conditions and the 2030 conditions. Data used to estimate 
these emissions are included in CalEEMod outputs, CalEEMod, and EMFAC. ROG and 
NOx emissions substantially decrease notwithstanding population growth due to 
improvements in vehicle technology and fuels. 

Foothill2-140 The comment summarizes text from DEIR pertaining to motor vehicle emissions. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-141 The comment asks for a definition of “regional” emissions. The description of “regional,” 
as discussed in response to comment Foothill2-128, would include activities occurring in 
the air basin and county. 

Foothill2-142 The comment states that the air quality analysis should evaluate localized air quality 
impacts rather than regional impacts. See response to comment Foothill2-129. 

Foothill2-143 The comment states that an inconsistency of current population exists between the DEIR 
Section 4.12, “Population and Housing” and DEIR Section 4.3, “Air Quality.” The 
37,911 residents noted in DEIR Table 4.12-1 on page 4.12-2 and cited in the comment 
reflect the population of the entire County; i.e., the cities and unincorporated portion of 
the County. The number of residents in the formula (21,944) provided in paragraph 2 on 
page 4.3-16 of the DEIR Air Quality section has been corrected so that the population for 
the unincorporated County is the same as in the Population and Housing section (i.e., 
21,944). Both population figures are now from the Department of Finance (DOF) and are 
referenced in Section 4.12, “Population and Housing” as (DOF 2011b). The previous air 
quality population figure was incorrectly entered. The population growth discussion 
under Impact 4.3-2 has been amended to be consistent with Chapter 4.12, “Population 
and Housing” as shown below: 

The existing VMT per service population, where service population is the 
number of residents plus the number of jobs, is 41.7096 (1,192,077 VMT/22,123 
21,944 people + 6,465 jobs). The Draft General Plan would result in a VMT per 
service population of 35.51 (1,520,801 VMT/25,241people + 17,586 jobs) in 
2030. 
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Foothill2-144 The comment states that an inconsistency in the 2030 population exists between DEIR 
Section 4.12, “Population and Housing” and Section 4.3, “Air Quality” and asks for the 
source of the population data. The population for 2030 conditions on page 4.3-16 is 
consistent with the 2030 population on page 4.12-5 of Section 4.13, “Population and 
Housing.” Both the Air Quality and Population and Housing sections cite 25,241 as the 
projected 2030 population, which was calculated as part of the General Plan Update by 
projecting the DOF 2011 population. See response to comment Foothill2-143. 

Foothill2-145 The comment states that the source for the 2030 job projections should be provided on 
DEIR page 4.3-16 as part of the formula for Draft General Plan VMT per service 
population. The estimated number of jobs is based on the amount of non-residential 
square footage in the General Plan at build-out. Using approximately 6.1 million square 
feet of non-residential square feet and 350 square feet on average for each employee, an 
estimated 17,586 employees by 2030 would be generated. The text has been amended to 
include a footnote with this information, as shown below: 

The Draft General Plan would result in a VMT per service population of 35.51 
(1,520,801 VMT/25,241people + 17,586 jobs) in 2030.1 

_____________________________ 

1 Using approximately 6.1 million square feet of non-residential square feet and 350 
square feet on average for each employee, it equates to an estimated 17,586 employees 
by 2030. 

Foothill2-146 The comment states that the jobs data and associated projections used in the DEIR seem 
unrealistic. The population data for existing conditions is based on DOF statistics. For 
2030 conditions, population data also was obtained from DOF projections for the entire 
Amador County. DOF demographic information represents the most realistic and 
appropriate current and projected statistics. For jobs, the number of existing and projected 
jobs was estimated based on commercial square footage and an assumption that there 
would be approximately one employee/job for every 350 square feet. Therefore, the 
growth in projected jobs is a direct result of the projected increase in commercial square 
footage in the County. Therefore, population estimates were obtained from DOF; 
however, job estimates are based on the proposed project’s commercial land uses. 

Foothill2-147 The comment states that inconsistencies with population data exist in DEIR Section 4.3, 
“Air Quality,” Section 4.12, “Population and Housing” section and the Amador County 
LRTDP. The population figures for existing and 2030 conditions have been corrected to 
be consistent with Chapter 4.13, “Population and Housing.” See response to comment 
Foothill2-143. With respect to the discrepancy with the Amador County LRTDP, the 
years in which the population estimates were developed are different (2011 for DOF and 
2013 for LRTDP) and therefore circumstances and projections would have changed 
based on those different conditions. Furthermore, population data used in the LRTDP is 
from the U.S. Census, which uses different data gathering techniques than DOF. 

Foothill2-148 The comment states the analysis about regional air quality is incorrect and it should focus 
on local air quality. See responses to comments Foothill2-128 and -129. 

Foothill2-149 and -150 The comments reference DEIR Appendix B and Table 4.3-4. These comments do not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-151 The comment indicates a lack of understanding as to how the significance conclusion was 
made in Impact 4.3-2 from the data contained in Table 4.3-4. As stated in the “Thresholds 
of Significance” section (DEIR page 4.3-11) and in the last paragraph of the impact 
analysis (pages 4.3-16 and -17), any net change in emissions would be considered a 
significant impact. Therefore, because long-term operational PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
would increase with the proposed project, operational emissions are considered 
significant. 

Foothill2-152 The comment asks that a mitigation measure be included to require fee payment to 
Amador County Transit for operating costs and increased capacity to meet the needs of 
new projects. The measures suggested by the comment would be appropriate in a highly 
developed and densely populated urbanized area, such as San Francisco. However, for 
the sparsely populated and largely rural/agricultural Amador County, such measures 
would be excessive, would not be “roughly proportional” to the impacts from 
development projects, and would not be feasible. Further, the comment presents no 
evidence that fees paid for transit would substantially lessen the Draft General Plan’s 
significant air quality impacts. 

Foothill2-153 The comment requests that a reference for the location of Program D-7 be 
provided. Program D-7 is included in the Implementation Plan chapter of the Amador 
County General Plan. 

Foothill2-154 The comment requests that point 2 from Program D-7 on page P-23 of the 
Implementation Program be added to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b, “Implement Program 
D-7, Air Emissions and Sensitive Receptors.” The text has been amended to include the 
following:  

In the review of development proposals, the County will reference the guidelines 
presented in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, or the Amador Air District 
guidelines and recommendations available at the time, when establishing buffers 
around existing or proposed sources of toxic air contaminants or odorous 
emissions. During future environmental CEQA review for individual projects, 
projects that would result in substantial TAC emissions directly or indirectly 
(e.g., industrial sources), or for land use projects that would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial TAC concentrations (e.g., residential land uses located 
near existing TAC sources), the County will require an HRA to be performed by 
project applicants to determine whether existing or proposed on-site sensitive 
receptors will be exposed to significant levels of TAC emissions. An HRA would 
only be required for those projects that would be anticipated to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial TAC concentrations based on the project description or 
other relevant characteristics as determined by County Planning staff during the 
environmental review process. If the results of the HRA indicate a significant 
impact, the individual project applicant shall employ measures (e.g., air filters, 
project redesign) to reduce exposures to levels below the acceptable limits (e.g., 
10 in a million excess cancer risk, 1.0 health hazard index). 

Foothill2-155 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on CEQA 
mitigation measure requirements. Because this is a general comment unrelated to specific 
DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 
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Foothill2-156 Comment suggests that additional mitigation measures suggested could change the 
significant and unavoidable conclusions in the DEIR. See responses Foothill2-157 
through Foothill2-172 for responses to each of suggested mitigation measures. 

Foothill2-157 Comment suggests implementation of an Amador Air Quality Plan and establishment of 
thresholds of significance. Developing an air quality plan would be in the purview of the 
AAD and not the County. The AAD is a separate governmental entity from the County. 
Furthermore, AAD has no available funding to develop a comprehensive air quality plan.  

Foothill2-158 Comment suggests that the County use best efforts to minimize motor vehicle emissions 
through promotion of alternative fuels. The County will develop a streamlined approach 
for permitting alternative fuel vehicle service stations. Strategies and measures pertaining 
to the transportation sector in the Climate Action Plan would also help reduce long-term 
mobile-source air quality emissions. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a on page 
4.3-17 of the DEIR has been modified as shown below: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a: Implement Reduction Measures for Discretionary 
Projects 

a. The County will require each project applicant, as a condition of 
development project discretionary approval, to implement measures to 
reduce operational emissions of criteria air pollutants. Measures to reduce 
operational emissions will only be required for projects that exceed the 
applicable thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx, PM10, or PM2.5 
emissions, as demonstrated by project-level CEQA analysis. It should be 
noted that measures and programs implemented as a result of the climate 
action plan would also reduce air quality emissions from new and existing 
projects. Example measures include:… 

Foothill2-159 Comment suggests that the local government should initiate energy efficiency and 
emission reduction programs to set an example for projects. The County is currently 
setting an example for energy efficiency by utilizing controlled lighting for interior and 
exterior lighting of County buildings, timed irrigation systems, energy-efficient bulbs, 
and installation of photovoltaic cells on County facilities. Strategies and measures 
pertaining to energy consumption/efficient and municipal operations in the Climate 
Action Plan would also strengthen the County’s energy efficiency and emission reduction 
programs. 

Foothill2-160 Comment suggests that state, federal, and local governments have lists of energy 
efficiency programs. Comment is noted. This comment does not identify any specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-161 Comment suggests that the County could set purchasing requirements for low- or zero-
emissions vehicles and alternative fuels for its fleet. At the moment, it would be 
logistically and cost prohibitive for the County to establish a rigid purchasing 
requirement for low- or zero-emission vehicles and alternatively-fueled vehicle for its 
fleet. However, the County currently and will continue to pursue and consider best 
available technology with respect to emissions and alternative fuel types when 
purchasing new vehicles. These decisions, for financial management and budget reasons, 
must still be made on a case-by-case basis to avoid over committing resources. As part of 
the Climate Action Plan, this type of measure would be further evaluated for its economic 
and emission reduction feasibility. 
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Foothill2-162 Comment states that purchasing requirements for low- or zero-emissions vehicles and 
alternatively-fueled vehicles could apply to transit vehicles and vehicles used by the 
County-contracted businesses (e.g., waste collection, recycling, and green waste). The 
County does not have jurisdiction or authority over what vehicles are purchased for 
transit and waste collection services. Although it is possible that new contracts could 
include a requirement for low- or zero-emission vehicles and alternatively-fueled 
vehicles, similar to Response Foothill2-161, a rigid requirement such as that could be 
logistically and cost prohibitive for the County. This type of requirement will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. As part of the Climate Action Plan, this type of 
measure would be further evaluated for its economic and emission reduction feasibility. 

Foothill2-163 Comment states that the County could require access roads, driveways, and parking areas 
for commercial sites, industrial sites, and new projects to be constructed with materials 
minimizing particulate emissions, permeable, and appropriate for scale and intensity of 
use. The mitigation measure was added on page 4.3-17 of DEIR Section 4.3, “Air 
Quality.” See response to comment Foothill2-125. 

Foothill2-164 Comment suggests that industrial projects should be required through the Amador Air 
Quality Plan to implement best management practices and control technology to reduce 
PM emissions. See response to comment Foothill2-157. 

Foothill2-165 Comment suggests that the County could reduce air quality emissions from energy 
consumption. See response to comment Foothill2-159. In addition, the County currently 
implements the suggested mitigation measure through its current Building Code. Please 
see the following link for more information and contact information: 
http://www.co.amador.ca.us/departments/building. It should be noted that energy-related 
strategies and measures in the Climate Action Plan would also help reduce air quality 
emissions from energy consumption. 

Foothill2-166 Comment suggests that the County provide rebates, discounts, and other incentives for 
residential and commercial uses to use energy efficiency and low-emissions products. At 
the moment, the County is not able to provide these subsidy programs for energy 
efficiency and low-emissions products because it not economically feasible. Although the 
County does not have the resources available to supply these incentives for residents and 
business owners, there are other incentive programs for County residents and business 
owners. Furthermore, current rules and regulations require new and replacement 
equipment to meet the most current energy efficiency standards. As part of the Climate 
Action Plan, this type of measure would be further evaluated for its economic and 
emission reduction feasibility. 

Foothill2-167 Comment suggests that the County require all curbside collection and drop-off programs 
for green waste to be sent to composting or biomass facilities. Due to the rural nature of 
the County, requiring that all curbside collection and drop-off programs send green waste 
to composting or biomass facilities is not feasible. The air quality and greenhouse gas 
impacts associated with vehicle miles traveled for heavy-duty collection trucks could 
outweigh the reductions associated with composting or biomass processes, which 
themselves also generate emissions. In addition, in order to send green waste to these 
types of facilities, additional sorting would be required by individual users or the County, 
which could add an additional costs and processes to the measure. Furthermore, the 
amount of “acceptable” waste would be further reduced, which could make the program 
infeasible based on emissions produced compared to those reduced. As part of the 
Climate Action Plan, this type of measure could be further evaluated for its economic and 
emission reduction feasibility. 
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Foothill2-168 Comment suggests that the County could promote implementation of best management 
practices for agricultural and industrial operations. Best management practices for 
agricultural and industrial operations are in the purview of the AAD and not the County. 
The AAD currently requires both agricultural and industrial operations to follow best 
management practices to minimize pollutant emissions.  

Foothill2-169 Comment suggests the County could pave and maintain roads to minimize PM emissions. 
At the moment, due to limited funding sources, maintenance of existing paved County 
road is a priority over paving County roads that are currently unpaved. 

Foothill2-170 Comment suggests that the County could institute smog checking. The State of California 
currently implements a smog check program that covers all vehicles registered in the 
state and County. It would be financially infeasible for the County to develop a smog 
check program independent of the State.  

Foothill2-171 Comment suggests that the County could partner with neighboring jurisdictions to 
address air quality issues and develop programs to reduce emissions. Working with 
neighboring jurisdictions to address air quality issues and develop programs to reduce 
emissions would be in the purview of the AAD and not the County, and air quality 
benefits of such activities are speculative. During and following the Climate Action Plan 
process, it is possible that creating partnerships with neighboring entities would increase 
the economic feasibility and implementation of certain measures, which would in turn 
reduce air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Foothill2-172 Comment suggests that the County should implement ways to connect people and goods 
to their destinations. This suggestion is vague, and its air quality benefits are speculative. 
There are currently ride share programs available within the County (e.g., Foothill 
Rideshare); however, additional programs sponsored by the County would need to be 
approved and budgeted on a case-by-case basis. The Climate Action Plan would evaluate 
transportation systems within the County and consider methods to more efficiently 
connect people and goods. 

Foothill2-173 The comment restates the text of DEIR Impact 4.3-3 verbatim. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-174 The comment asks which intersections are operating at Level of Service (LOS) E and F. 
As stated in the DEIR, the specific intersections operating at LOS E and F can be found 
in Section 4.14, “Transportation.” The analysis in the air quality section is intended to be 
a screening analysis, to determine whether any intersections operate at LOS E or F. 
Please see DERI Section 4.14, “Transportation” for additional detailed LOS data. 

Foothill2-175 The comment provides text from page 4.3-19 of the DEIR. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-176 The comment asks why heavy-duty truck percentages would not increase with population 
and jobs growth. The screening analysis is intended to evaluate the percent of heavy-duty 
trucks out of the total County vehicles. Although increases in population and jobs would 
be likely to result in an increase in heavy-duty trucks to serve additional commercial 
and/or industrial growth, this growth also would result in an increase in passenger vehicle 
activity. Therefore, the relative percent of heavy-duty trucks of the total County vehicles 
would likely remain similar to current conditions because the projected growth would not 
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overly skew development to commercial and industrial land uses. For example, any 
increase in garbage trucks would be a result of increased residents and commercial land 
uses, which also would increase passenger vehicle activity that would be anticipated to 
maintain heavy-duty truck percentages similar to current conditions. 

Foothill2-177 The comment provides text from page 4.3-18 of the DEIR. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-178 The comment asks whether Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) guidelines are appropriate to use for the DEIR analysis. Although 
Sacramento County and Amador County have different topographical settings, the carbon 
monoxide (CO) hotspot screening analysis was developed using conservative 
assumptions, such as lowest meteorological conditions (i.e., low wind speeds and 
dispersion). Therefore, if projects in other air basins or counties would not exceed the 
screening threshold, it would be highly unlikely that, even considering the different 
topographical locations, a CO hotspot would occur. Furthermore, part of the screening 
analysis considers the topography of the area. 

Foothill2-179 and 180 The comment states that the CO hotspot analysis only analyzes mobile source emissions 
and that is should also include long-term operational emissions. Mobile source emissions 
make up a majority of land use development projects’ long-term operational emissions. 
On a statewide level, CO emissions from mobile sources account for 83 percent of total 
statewide CO emissions (ARB 2013).The reason CO hotspots from mobile sources are 
evaluated is because sensitive receptors often are exposed to these potential emission 
sources (e.g., sidewalks). Other sources of CO from long-term operational emissions 
would not be as concentrated and would not have the potential to exceed ambient air 
quality standards as congested intersections. 

Foothill2-181 through 184 The comment summarizes other sources of CO in Amador County. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-185 The comment asks for the analysis to address indoor and outdoor air quality from long-
term operational emissions. The emissions that are estimated and presented in DEIR 
Table 4.3-4 are long-term operational emissions that would occur outdoors. The EIR air 
quality impact analyses include outdoor air emissions from fireplaces and wood stoves, 
emissions which affect the public at large. Indoor air quality impacts on individuals are is 
regulated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) for commercial 
and industrial land uses, and by the California Department of Public Health (DPH) for 
residential land uses. 

Foothill2-186 The comment restates Impact 4.3-4 verbatim. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-187 The comment asks for a definition of the term “short period of time.” As explained in the 
second paragraph in the impact analysis for Impact 4.3-4 regarding exposure periods and 
health risk assessments, short-term emissions are generally related to construction 
activities which are anticipated to last approximately 6 months to 1 year. Please see DEIR 
page 4.3-19 for a more detailed explanation. 
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Foothill2-188 The comment quotes text from page 4.3-19 of the DEIR related to construction activities. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-189 The comment states that the TAC significance conclusion is unclear because diesel 
particulate matter (PM) is a carcinogen that has no safe exposure threshold. Although 
ARB and the air districts understand that diesel PM is a carcinogen and any exposure 
could result in some health risk impacts, it is necessary to establish a health risk 
threshold(s) to evaluate diesel PM and TAC emissions, without concluding that any 
exposure would result in cancer to the exposed individual. Therefore, based on Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s (OEHHA) health risk assessment guidelines, 
the analysis anticipates potential exposure periods for typical land use development 
projects (i.e., 6 months to a year) would not be a substantial proportion of required 
exposure periods for health risk assessments (i.e., 70 years) and discusses the intermittent 
and temporary nature of construction emissions. 

Foothill2-190 The comment asks what quantity of TACs is harmful to receptors. The comment does not 
pertain to the adequacy of the analysis. Please see OEHHA’s health risk assessment 
(HRA) Guidance Manual for Preparation of Risk Assessments for how TAC emissions 
should be modeled and health risks should be calculated (OEHHA 2015). Many air 
districts consider 10-in-one million cancer risks and health hazard indices over 1.0 as 
significant exposures (SMAQMD 2014). 

Foothill2-191 The comment asks at what point does a TAC impact become cumulatively significant if 
there are on-going projects in the area of sensitive receptors. Air quality is inherently a 
cumulative impact. Therefore, the same significance thresholds are typically used for 
project-specific and cumulative impacts. (See the DEIR air quality cumulative impact 
analysis starting on pages 6-4 and 6-5.) Cumulative impacts are presented in DEIR 
Chapter 6, “Other CEQA Considerations.” 

Foothill2-192 The comment requests that DEIR page 4.3-20 provide the location of Mitigation Measure 
4.3-2b and Program D-7 (2). A reference for Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b in Impact 4.3-2, 
where the mitigation measure first appears in the analysis, has been added. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-4a has been removed because that measure is now included in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2a. The text has been amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b - Implement Program D-7, Air Emissions 
and Sensitive Receptors 

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b (above) in Impact 4.3-2 and Amador County Implementation Plan 
page 23 for full description of Program D-7. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a: Implement Program D-7 (2) Air Emissions and Sensitive Receptors 

a. In the review of development proposals, the County will reference the guidelines 
presented in the ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective, or the Amador Air District guidelines and recommendations available at 
the time, when establishing buffers around existing or proposed sources of toxic air 
contaminants or odorous emissions. During future environmental CEQA review for 
individual projects, projects that would result in substantial TAC emissions directly 
or indirectly (e.g., industrial sources), or for land use projects that would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations (e.g., residential land uses 
located near existing TAC sources), the County will require an HRA to be performed 
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by project applicants to determine whether existing or proposed on-site sensitive 
receptors will be exposed to significant levels of TAC emissions. An HRA would 
only be required for those projects that would be anticipated to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial TAC concentrations based on the project description or other 
relevant characteristics as determined by County Planning staff during the 
environmental review process. If the results of the HRA indicate a significant impact, 
the individual project applicant shall employ measures (e.g., air filters, project 
redesign) to reduce exposures to levels below the acceptable limits.  

 

Foothill2-193 The comment restates Impact 4.3-4 verbatim. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-194 The comment summarizes the odor discussion on page 4.3-10 of the DEIR. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-195 The comment states that odors are indicators of potential air quality problems. DEIR 
Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” has addressed the sources of odors that could affect sensitive 
receptors. In addition, the DEIR has separately addressed regional air quality emissions 
that contribute to ambient air quality, which are standards used to gauge healthful air. 
Furthermore, the DEIR has evaluated localized air quality impacts from criteria air 
pollutants and TACs. 

Foothill2-196 The comment quotes text from page 4.3-22 of the DEIR. This comment does not identify 
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no 
further response is required. 

Foothill2-197 The comment asks for a definition of the term “broadly similar” air conditions as used on 
page 4.3-22 of the DEIR. The statement has been removed from the DEIR because it was 
not necessary to describe how the SMAQMD screening distances are used. The screening 
distances are based on the odor source and its general ability to affect receptors at certain 
distances. The third sentence of the second paragraph of impact discussion 4.3-6 has been 
amended as follows: 

In the absence of local thresholds, SMAQMD screening distances have been used 
based on the broadly similar air conditions in the SMAQMD region and Amador 
County to evaluate the proposed project’s odors. 

Foothill2-198 The comment states that Amador Air District should establish its own odor 
thresholds. The DEIR is not able to establish thresholds of significance for Amador Air 
District. 

Foothill2-199 The comment states that the analysis only evaluates construction and 
commercial/industrial odor sources. The DEIR evaluates these odor sources because they 
are the primary sources of odors that could affect receptors. 

Foothill2-200 The comment states that the FEIR should further address odors and healthy air quality. 
See response to comment Foothill2-195. The comment does not explain a correlation 
between odors and healthy air quality. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement 
Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 
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Foothill2-201 The comment refers to a scoping comment that the regulatory setting section must 
discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and existing general and 
regional plans. The purpose of the regulatory setting section is to present the plans, 
policies, regulations, and laws that are relevant to the protection of biological resources 
that occur in, or have the potential to occur in Amador County. Analysis of consistencies 
between the General Plan and existing plan policies or ordinances should go in the impact 
analysis section of the DEIR; however, as noted on page 4.4-34 of the DEIR, 
implementing the Draft General Plan would not conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources in the County because no specific policies (other than 
General Plan policies that will be superseded by this General Plan Update) or ordinances 
exist. 

Foothill2-202 The comment states that the DEIR omitted an important statewide program, the 
California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project, from the list of state plans, programs, 
and policies that would inform decisions on biological resources. The California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project provides a broad-scale overview of potential connectivity 
areas between large, intact blocks of natural habitat and is not a regulatory document and 
does not represent a legal designation of essential habitat connectivity areas or critical 
linkage areas. It is not intended to be a California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) response to biological impacts in project-specific CEQA documents.1 

The Essential Habitat Connectivity Project produced GIS layers, identifying large 
essential connectivity layers. For Amador County, the essential habitat connectivity areas 
that were identified cover approximately one-third of the County’s land mass, primarily 
in one large, concentrated block, connecting north–south near the middle of the County. 
It is unclear what portion of this large area must be retained, or how it should be 
managed, to continue to function as a habitat connection. As described on page 4.4-34 of 
the DEIR, implementing the Draft General Plan would not interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species because it would not 
eliminate important connections between any areas of natural habitat that otherwise 
would be isolated. Most of the developed land uses under the Draft General Plan are 
located around existing population centers and industrial areas, and would occur on a 
relatively small fraction of the existing land in the County. Most of the County would 
continue to be designated for agricultural uses, providing ample open space for wildlife 
movement. The Draft General Plan also includes the following policy for the protection 
of wildlife movement corridors: 

Policy OS-3.2: Encourage the conservation of corridors for wildlife movement, 
particularly in oak woodland areas and along rivers and streams. 

See also response to comment Foothill2-257. 

Foothill2-203 The comment states that in addition to the California Essential Habitat Connectivity 
Project, the Sierra Nevada Foothills Wildlife Connectivity Modeling Project provided 
more detailed habitat connectivity modeling and maps, accessible from CDFW’s BIOS 
viewer, and should be included in the FEIR and used to determine critical habitat 
corridors for biological resources. The Sierra Nevada Foothills Wildlife Connectivity 
Modeling Project connectivity map is not a regulatory document and does not represent a 
legal designation of essential habitat connectivity areas or critical linkage areas. The fact 
that CDFW has attempted to model essential habitat connectivity corridors does not mean 
that Amador County, when acting as lead agency, is required to identify these areas as 

                                                      
1 https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18486&inline, accessed December 14, 2015. 
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critical habitat corridors or treat them as sensitive habitats in CEQA documents because 
CDFW has not officially designated these as sensitive habitats nor issued guidelines 
regarding the use or management of these areas or how to determine significant effects on 
these areas. These areas are not the same as established movement corridors because they 
are modeled least-cost corridors between modeled suitable habitat areas and are not based 
on observed/documented wildlife use. The connectivity corridors identified through the 
modeling project are large areas, and implementing the Draft General Plan would not 
eliminate any of these areas or make them unusable for wildlife movement. See responses 
to comments Foothill2-202 and Foothill2-257.  

Foothill2-204 The comment states that maps of natural landscape blocks and critical linkage areas are 
accessible from CDFW’s BIOS viewer and should be included in the FEIR. The County 
has reviewed the natural landscape blocks, essential connectivity, and critical linkage 
areas layers on BIOS, and implementing the Draft General Plan would not eliminate any 
of these areas or make them unusable for wildlife movement because growth would be 
concentrated around existing population centers and industrial areas and would occur on 
a relatively small fraction of the existing open land within the County. Most of the 
County would continue to be designated for agricultural or open space uses, providing 
ample open space for wildlife movement. See response to comment Foothill2-202 and 
Foothill2-257. 

Foothill2-205 The comment states the DEIR eliminates an informative section on regional habitat 
conservation planning that was included in the Biological Resources General Plan Update 
Working Paper (Exhibit 4.4.1-3). As stated on page 4.4-34 of the DEIR, no regional 
habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans have been adopted 
for Amador County or any areas within Amador County. Therefore, the information 
about regional habitat conservation planning is not relevant to this CEQA document. 

Foothill2-206 The comment states that conservation planning in neighboring counties could increase 
the value of conservation acquisitions and easements in Amador County. No regional 
habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans have been adopted 
for neighboring counties, with the exception of San Joaquin County. This comment does 
not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 
DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-207 The comment suggests that the FEIR should include an updated description of regional 
habitat conservation planning efforts, as provided in Biological Resources General Plan 
Update Working Paper, including a lengthy description of what habitat conservations 
plans and natural community conservation plans are, how they were established, their 
purpose, and giving descriptions of specific comprehensive conservation planning efforts 
that are “underway” in surrounding areas. The San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat 
Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) is the only adopted habitat conservation 
plan in neighboring counties. Because the SJMSCP does not identify specific 
conservation areas, it is not possible for Amador County to plan habitat conservation 
areas specifically to connect with SJMSCP conservation areas and the level of regional 
planning the comment suggests is not required under CEQA. Because none of the other 
HCPs noted in the comment have been completed or adopted, they do not provide a 
reliable framework for regional conservation planning, and they are not relevant to this 
CEQA document. 

Foothill2-208 The comment expresses the importance of the environmental setting to the analysis of 
significant effects and states that one of the most relevant aspects of the environmental 
setting is the divulgence of harm to the environment caused by current and past 
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mismanagement and any efforts being made to remedy that harm that might affect the 
proposed project. The DEIR includes a description of the existing biological resources 
conditions at the time the NOP was prepared, as required under CEQA. CEQA does not 
require an analysis of past environmental harm caused by mismanagement to be carried 
out as part of the environmental setting of an EIR and does not require an EIR to identify 
remedies for past environmental harm. (See, e.g. Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 
Cal.App. 4th 1270.) The purpose of an EIR is to disclose potential environmental effects 
of the project being proposed compared to existing environmental conditions. 

Foothill2-209 The comment references Table 4.4-1 of the DEIR, noting it indicates that 16,000 acres in 
Amador County have not yet been mapped for habitat type. The comment is correct. See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” regarding 
the level of detail and degree of specificity appropriate for this Program EIR. 

Foothill2-210 The comment notes that Table 4.4-1 of the DEIR uses data from the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) and the U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) from nearly a decade ago and asks whether more recent data is available to 
determine habitat types in the unmapped areas. As described on page 4.4-4 of the DEIR, 
the Fire Resource and Assessment Program (FRAP) data (CAL FIRE and USFS 2005) 
provide the most accurate and comprehensive source of habitat information currently 
available for Amador County. Although small acreages of habitat may have been 
converted to other types between 2005 and the baseline year of 2009, these changes were 
very small and the FRAP data provide the best available baseline for vegetation and 
habitat in the County. The DEIR baseline is required to disclose existing conditions at the 
time of the NOP. No more current comprehensive habitat data are available for the 
County. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures” regarding the level of detail and degree of specificity appropriate for this 
Program EIR. 

Foothill2-211 The comment states that unmapped areas seem to include areas identified in Exhibit 4.4-1 
as critical habitat for vernal pool ecosystems and California tiger salamander habitat. The 
vernal pool ecosystem and California tiger salamander habitat in Amador County is 
shown in Exhibit 4.4-1 of the DEIR. Therefore, although these areas are shown as “Not 
Yet Mapped” on Exhibit 4.4-2, “Vegetation Map,” they are shown as vernal pool critical 
habitats in Exhibit 4.4-1. 

Foothill2-212 The comment asks whether vernal pool ecosystem acreage should be included in Table 
4.4-1 and identified as sensitive habitat. Northern hardpan vernal pools are described as 
sensitive natural communities occurring within Amador County on pages 4.4-29 and 4.4-
30 of the DEIR. No acreage total is given for vernal pools, and they are not included in 
the figures because their seasonal nature makes them difficult to quantify and map at the 
programmatic scale used for the DEIR. The extent of some of the wetland and riparian 
features can be derived from the data in the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (Exhibit 
4.4-5). On this map, some of the features identified as freshwater emergent wetland are 
northern hardpan vernal pools; however, the accuracy of NWI mapping makes it 
unreliable as a tool for providing a reasonable estimate of the acreage of vernal pools in 
the County. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures” regarding the level of detail and degree of specificity appropriate for this 
Program EIR. 

Foothill2-213 The comment asks why Table 4.4-1 of the DEIR does not include acreage for freshwater 
marsh wetlands, which are mapped on Exhibit 4.4-5. The freshwater emergent wetland 
shown in Exhibit 4.4-5 of the DEIR is from the NWI. The NWI is not a reliable reference 



Amador County General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
County of Amador 10-421 Comments and Responses 

for providing a good estimate of the acreage of this habitat type in the County. It is 
probable that a great deal more wetland habitat exists in the County than is captured in 
the NWI. As explained on page 4.4-30 of the DEIR, many of the features identified in 
Exhibit 4.4-5 as freshwater emergent wetland actually are northern hardpan vernal pools, 
but many of them may be cattail, bulrush marsh, or other freshwater emergent wetland 
community types. When considering discretionary development proposals implementing 
the Draft General Plan, the County, through project-specific CEQA reviews, will require 
inventory and assessment of all wetland habitats within the proposed project boundary. 

Foothill2-214 The comment states that the DEIR does not provide descriptions for wet meadows and 
freshwater emergent wetlands and they need to be added. The discussion on page 4.4-29 
of the DEIR includes wet meadows and freshwater emergent wetlands in reference to 
sensitive natural communities occurring in the County. As stated therein, wet meadow 
habitats are found primarily on National Forest lands in higher elevations of the County 
that are not subject to County planning, and some of the features identified as freshwater 
emergent wetland are northern hardpan vernal pools, which already are described in 
detail on page 4.4-30 of the DEIR. Other freshwater emergent wetland types present in 
the County include cattail and bulrush marsh types, characterized by species such as 
broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia), hard-stemmed bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus var. 
occidentalis), Pacific rush (Juncus effusus var. pacificus), and umbrella sedge (Cyperus 
eragrostis). However many different species associations may be included in the features 
mapped as freshwater emergent wetland, and a specific description of each would differ 
for each specific project (project level analysis). When considering discretionary 
development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, the County, through 
project-specific CEQA reviews, will require inventory and assessment of all wetland 
habitats within the proposed project boundary. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of 
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” regarding the level of detail and degree of 
specificity appropriate for this Program EIR. 

Foothill2-215 and -216 The comments state that the descriptions of habitats in the County fall short of informing 
the reader of important planning decisions, and that existing conditions must be 
determined in the EIR so that impacts can be measured against real conditions on the 
ground. The DEIR includes a description of the existing biological resources conditions 
at the time of the NOP as required under CEQA. Also, it is unclear how environmental 
setting descriptions could provide information on “important planning decisions.” These 
comments do not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. See Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” regarding the level of detail 
and degree of specificity appropriate for this Program EIR. 

Foothill2-217 through -219 The comments list several “data gaps” in the existing conditions that would aid 
planning efforts (the listed data gaps are: extent and type of habitat protected under 
conservation easements; conversions of habitat that have occurred since the last General 
Plan; and whether past efforts by the County to protect natural habitats were 
successful). Since this information is not related to impacts of the Draft General Plan, 
there is no need for it to be included in the Environmental Setting section of the Program 
EIR. However, the Environmental Setting section for sensitive biological resources (see 
page 4.4-15 of the DEIR), does discuss existing environmental conditions for resources 
such as Ione chaparral, vernal pools, and oak woodlands. Some information about 
historic habitat losses is provided in the individual impact discussions for each sensitive 
habitat type.  
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Foothill2-220 The comment states that the existing conditions should include information on whether 
habitats not deemed sensitive are in jeopardy of significant reductions in size or 
quality. The Environmental Setting section describes existing conditions, or baseline 
data, not impacts, such as loss of habitat resulting from a proposed project. In Section 
4.4.3 “Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” potential effects of growth and associated land 
use conversion anticipated with implementation of the Draft General Plan were 
determined by comparing the Land Use Diagram (Exhibit 3-2 in Chapter 3, “Project 
Description”) with the countywide vegetation map (Exhibit 4.4-2), and by identifying 
habitats that could be converted because of construction of new residential dwellings, 
nonresidential facilities, and other improvements that would occur under the Draft 
General Plan. An impact on a biological resource is considered significant if it would 
meet any of the thresholds listed on page 4.4-33 of the DEIR. As discussed under Impact 
4.4-1, the greatest amount of habitat conversion resulting from implementation of the 
Draft General Plan would occur in the western portion of the County, characterized 
primarily by oak woodland, montane hardwood, annual grassland, and chaparral 
communities. This potential for substantial reduction in habitat in the County could result 
in loss of occurrences of species that are already vulnerable or imperiled statewide and 
would be a significant impact on special-status species.  

Foothill2-221 and -222 The comments state that the setting section should include data on what critical changes 
are likely to occur in habitats in the County because of climate change, with descriptions 
identifying critical changes that could occur in these habitats in the foreseeable future. In 
general, climate change would likely exacerbate the Draft General Plan’s impacts on 
many biological resources. Specific changes to habitats and shifts in distribution of plants 
and animals in Amador County that may occur as a result of climate change within the 
year 2030 time frame of the Draft General Plan are too speculative for meaningful 
evaluation. Global climate change is addressed in Section 4.7 “Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions” of the DEIR, as required under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4). 
On page 4.7-6 of the DEIR, impacts of climate change are discussed, including rising sea 
levels, changes in precipitation levels, rising snowlines, and changes in snowpack, runoff, 
water storage, and increased risk of wildfire. These climate change effects have the 
potential to indirectly affect biological resources. Mitigation Measures 4.7-1a and 4.7-1b 
would reduce impacts from GHG emissions, but this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable, as described on page 4.7-13 of the DEIR. 

Foothill2-223 The comment states that some natural systems are more vulnerable to climate change 
than others and cites a vulnerability assessment of seven Sierra Nevada ecosystems and 
12 Sierra Nevada species (Exhibit 4.4.2-2 attached to comment). The comment also cites 
a document enumerating adaptation strategies for vulnerable resources (Exhibit 4.4.2-3 
attached to comment). Vulnerability assessments of species and habitats to climate 
change are not directly related to impacts of the Draft General Plan. See also response to 
comments Foothill2-221 and -222. 

Foothill2-224 The comment states that some of the adaptation strategies presented in Exhibit 4.4.2-3 
(attached to comment) are suited for public forest lands; however, many also are 
applicable to private forest lands and could be used as mitigation for impacts associated 
with the General Plan. The adaptation strategies, which extend to the year 2099, were 
developed for a purpose different than mitigating impacts of growth under a General 
Plan. The comment does not indicate which specific adaptation strategies are potentially 
feasible mitigation measures that would serve to mitigate specific impacts of the Draft 
General Plan within a year 2030 timeframe. Also, see response to comment Foothill2-
223. 
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Foothill2-225 through -227 The comments state that many approaches to climate change vulnerability 
assessment are available and have been used for protection natural resources (the 
comment provides an attachment document, Exhibit 4.4.2-4, which provides case studies 
of various vulnerability assessments), and add that the DEIR falls short of a reasonable 
analysis of the environmental setting without assessing vulnerability of dominant habitat 
types, sensitive communities, and focal species to climate change, and the FEIR should 
include those vulnerability assessments. See response to comment Foothill2-223. The 
purpose of the environmental setting section of the biological resources chapter of the 
DEIR is to describe existing conditions of biological resources at the time of the NOP, 
and use existing environmental conditions as the baseline for impact analysis. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a). The Environmental Setting section is not required to 
describe alternative biological baselines under varying climate scenarios. 

Foothill2-228 through -230 The comments state that models of current versus projected vegetation under 
different climate change models are available online, and that the FEIR should include a 
discussion of what impacts the General Plan will have on habitats because of changes in 
habitats in response to climate change. In general, climate change would likely 
exacerbate the Draft General Plan’s impacts on many biological resources. What specific 
changes to habitats and shifts in distribution of plants and animals in Amador County 
may occur because of climate change within the year 2030 time frame of the Draft 
General Plan is too speculative for meaningful evaluation. Global climate change is 
addressed in Section 4.7 “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” of the DEIR. See also response to 
comment Foothill2-223.  

Foothill2-231 The comment states that it is critical to evaluate the cumulative impacts of climate change 
and development. In general, climate change would likely exacerbate the Draft General 
Plan’s impacts on many biological resources. Section 6.1, “Cumulative Effects” of the 
DEIR already finds that the Draft General Plan would have cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative biological resources impacts. The DEIR (page 6-
5) already concludes that the Draft General Plan’s biological impacts are cumulatively 
considerable, and the comment does not identify any specific significant cumulative 
impacts related to climate change that are omitted from the DEIR. 

Foothill2-232 and -233 The comments cite a study included as an exhibit to the comment letter that concluded 
several species of oak, including blue oak, may not be naturally regenerating at rates that 
would maintain oak woodlands, suggesting the extent of blue oak woodlands may decline 
in the future over large portions of its existing range. These comments do not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-234 through -237 The comments state that factors negatively affecting blue oak regeneration have 
been studied and cite a study (Exhibit 4.4.2-6 attached to the comment letter) that also 
lists management decisions supporting regeneration of blue oaks. The comments also 
state that the DEIR fails to describe whether blue oaks are regenerating in Amador 
County and does not address factors that may inhibit recruitment of blue oaks. The 
comments further state that the FEIR should address blue oak regeneration, identify 
impacts on natural regeneration, and recommend mitigation that would improve natural 
regeneration. The discussion on page 4.4-3 and under Impact 4.4-4 of the DEIR 
acknowledges that incremental loss of oak woodlands from lack of natural regeneration is 
a potential concern; however, disagreement exists among experts as to whether or not oak 
regeneration is declining from historic rates and if it is truly a problem for the long-term 
sustainability of oak woodlands (Barrett and Waddell 2008). The oak regeneration 
problem mostly has been inferred from current stand structure rather than by long-term 
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demographic analyses (Tyler et al. 2006). A study by Tyler et al. (2006) found that blue 
oak woodlands showed limited recruitment during short-term (less than 3 years) studies, 
but that longer term studies did not indicate a decline in tree density, presumably because 
low recruitment still is sufficient to offset the low mortality rate of mature individuals. 
Therefore, oak regeneration possibly occurs on a naturally slow time scale, and therefore 
it may be natural that only a very small percentage of seedlings or saplings are recruited 
to mature trees. The EIR is not required to resolve these disagreements among experts.  

Furthermore, declining blue oak woodlands regeneration is not a result of implementing 
the Draft General Plan. As described on page 4.4-3 of the DEIR, the County is required 
under California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21083.4, to determine whether 
projects “may result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant effect 
on the environment.” When it is determined that a project may have a significant effect 
on oak woodlands, mitigation is required. Therefore, when considering discretionary 
development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, the County, through CEQA 
reviews, will require that project applicants map oak woodlands resources on the project 
site and, where feasible, establish buffers around existing oak woodland stands to prevent 
adverse effects. For those effects on oak woodlands that cannot be avoided, the County 
will require the project applicant to minimize adverse effects and will require 
compensatory mitigation measures for conversion of oak woodlands, as listed on page 
4.4-41 of the DEIR. In other words, the DEIR identifies mitigation for impacts that result 
from implementing the General Plan, not for potential trends resulting from natural 
phenomena. 

Foothill2-238 The comment states that the effectiveness of past mitigation measures in Amador County 
are not discussed in the DEIR and, therefore, it is uncertain whether Mitigation Measures 
4.4-4a and 4.4-4b on page 4.4-41 of the DEIR will avoid significant impacts. The 
comment does not include any evidence that past oak woodland mitigation has been 
ineffective, or that any alleged ineffectiveness of past oak wood and mitigation is relevant 
to the effectiveness of the DEIR’s proposed mitigation measures.  

Most of the developed land use designations in the Draft General Plan are located away 
from oak woodlands. Per Program D-4 of the Draft General Plan, the County’s primary 
objective is to avoid adverse effects on oak woodlands when considering discretionary 
development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan. Draft General Plan policies 
OS-3.1 and OS-3.3 encourage preservation of oak woodlands and support voluntary 
conservation easements. Compensatory mitigation will be required for any unavoidable 
loss of oak woodlands and will consist of preserving existing oak woodlands under a 
conservation easement and/or planting acorns; however, planting cannot account for 
more than 50 percent of the compensatory mitigation. With the requirement to follow the 
guidelines in the General Plan and commitment to the mitigation measures presented in 
the FEIR, impacts on oak woodlands would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Foothill2-239 and -240 The comments state that the FEIR should address the effectiveness of past actions and 
should answer how many oak woodland conservation easements have been enacted and 
what the acreage is of those easements. See response to comment Foothill2-238. The 
number of conservation easements enacted in the past and their acreage is not necessary 
for evaluating the potential impacts of implementing the Draft General Plan. As noted on 
page 4.4-40 of the DEIR, potential losses of oak woodlands because of developed land 
uses under the Draft General Plan would be a tiny fraction of the existing oak woodland 
in the County. Therefore, the overwhelming majority of the oak woodlands in the County 
would not be subject to conversion as a result of implementing the Draft General Plan, 
regardless of whether they are protected under conservation easements. 
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Foothill2-241 through 243 The comments ask about the success of oak trees planted as part of mitigation for 
past projects, whether trees that have died have been replaced, and if Amador County 
ensures mitigation success by requiring appropriate maintenance. This information is not 
necessary for evaluating the potential impacts of implementing the Draft General Plan. 
See response to comment Foothill2-238. Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b requires that planted 
oak trees be maintained for 7 years after planting. 

Foothill2-244 The comment asks what the success has been for oaks planted as part of the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway 49 bypass project and whether 
Caltrans has maintained its mitigation effectively. This information is not necessary for 
evaluating the potential impacts of implementing the Draft General Plan. See response to 
comment Foothill2-238. With the requirement to follow the guidelines in the General 
Plan, commitment to the mitigation measures presented in the EIR, and any required 
conditions of environmental permits for any specific project, impacts on oak woodlands 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level regardless of whether Caltrans has been 
successful in maintaining planted oak trees as part of mitigation under the purview of 
another lead agency. 

Foothill2-245 through 247 The comments ask whether any projects have attempted restoration of oak 
woodlands, if they were successful, and if Amador County ensured restoration met 
appropriate goals. This information is not necessary for evaluating the potential impacts 
of implementing the Draft General Plan. See response to comment Foothill2-238. 

Foothill2-248 and -249 The comments ask how much money has been contributed to the Oak Woodland 
Preservation Fund as part of mitigation for oak woodland impacts in Amador County and 
whether that money has been used to purchase oak woodland easements in the 
County. This information is not necessary for evaluating the potential impacts of 
implementing the Draft General Plan. See response to comment Foothill2-238. 

Foothill2-250 and -251 The comments ask whether Amador County approved any Natural Community 
Conservation Plans that include oaks as covered species and, if so, to locate these on a 
map and evaluate their success. The County has not approved any Natural Community 
Conservation Plans that include oaks as covered species. 

Foothill2-252 The comment asks whether Amador County has implemented any other mitigation 
measures to address conservation of oak woodlands. Impacts on oak woodlands would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the goals and policies in 
the General Plan and commitment to the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-253 The comment asks whether Amador County has engaged with the University of 
Cooperative Extension in educational outreach to promote actions by private landowners 
that will protect oak woodlands and encourage regeneration. This information is not 
necessary for evaluating the potential impacts of implementing the Draft General Plan. 
See response to comment Foothill2-252. 

Foothill2-254 The comment states that oaks are not only a species-rich ecosystem, they also provide 
visual appeal and shade that can increase property value and reduce home energy costs, 
and are one of our most significant aesthetic and biological resources. This comment does 
not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 
DEIR; no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-255 and -256 The comments reference the DEIR’s acknowledgement of a complex array of habitats in 
Amador County supporting diverse and abundant fauna, with examples of species 
occurring in different habitat types, but state that important information on the status and 
trends of wildlife species and value of habitat and connectivity for wildlife is lacking. 
The comments further state that the FEIR needs to evaluate current data, determine data 
gaps, and provide best available information on wildlife status and trends and habitat 
connectivity. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures” regarding the level of detail in the DEIR. See responses to comments 
Foothill2-202 and 204 regarding wildlife connectivity. The DEIR already provides 
information about the status and rarity of the sensitive biological resources in the 
Environmental Setting section and in the individual impact discussions (in particular, see 
Impact 4.4-1). 

Foothill2-257 The comment states that the CEQA guidelines require an evaluation of impacts on 
biological resources that would substantially reduce habitat for fish or wildlife species or 
interfere with movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. 
Interference with wildlife movement was included as an issue not discussed further on 
page 4.4-34 of the DEIR because implementing the Draft General Plan would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife 
species because it would not eliminate important connections between any areas of 
natural habitat that would otherwise be isolated. To clarify the reasons that impacts on 
wildlife movement would be less than significant, Impact 4.4-6, “Potential interference 
with wildlife movement” has been added to the impact analysis as follows: 

IMPACT 
4.4-6 

Potential interference with wildlife movement. Implementation of the Draft General Plan would include 
new development in the planning area, including buildings, structures, paved areas, roadways, utilities, and 
other improvements. Proposed new uses could interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory 
wildlife species or with native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. However, proposed new uses would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species because it would 
not eliminate important connections between any areas of natural habitat that would otherwise be isolated. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

 

Wildlife corridors are features that provide connections between two or more areas of 
habitat that would otherwise be isolated and unusable. Often drainages, creeks, or 
riparian areas are used by wildlife as movement corridors as these features can provide 
cover and access across a landscape. Implementation of the Draft General Plan would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife 
species because it would not eliminate important connections between any areas of 
natural habitat that would otherwise be isolated. The Mokelumne River corridor provides 
a link between the Salt Springs deer herd summer and winter range in Amador County 
and would continue to link these critical ranges following General Plan implementation. 
Overall, riparian habitat losses resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan 
would be relatively small because major land use changes and development are not 
proposed in river and stream corridors and regionally common wildlife species such as 
coyote, fox, raccoon, skunk, and deer, would continue to use these corridors after project 
implementation. There are no established migratory routes through the County that are 
vital for the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or population 
and no migratory routes would be eliminated by Draft General Plan implementation. In 
addition, deer may move through any suitable open space habitat areas between their 
summer and winter ranges. Most of the developed land uses under the Draft General Plan 
are located around existing population centers and industrial areas and would occur on a 
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relative small fraction of the existing land within the County. Most of the County would 
continue to be designated for agricultural uses, providing ample open space for wildlife 
movement. Therefore, the impact on wildlife movement would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

The following text was deleted from page 4.4-34 of the DEIR: 

Wildlife nursery sites or migratory routes: No native wildlife nursery sites or 
established migratory routes have been identified in Amador County. Implementation of 
the Draft General Plan would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory wildlife species because it would not eliminate important 
connections between any areas of natural habitat that would otherwise be isolated. Most 
of the developed land uses under the Draft General Plan are located around existing 
population centers and industrial areas and would occur on a relative small fraction of the 
existing land within the County. Most of the County would continue to be designated for 
agricultural uses, providing ample open space for wildlife movement. Therefore, 
implementation of the Draft General Plan would not have a significant impact on wildlife 
movement or nursery sites. 

Foothill2-258 The comment references the description on page 4.4-13 of the DEIR, regarding annual 
grasslands as supporting lower wildlife diversity than woodland and shrub-dominated 
habitats. The comment further states that grassland bird species have been in decline 
across America for years and that loss of grassland habitat is significant. The discussion 
on page 4.4-13 of the DEIR states that annual grasslands generally support lower wildlife 
diversity than woodland and shrub-dominated communities, but are invaluable to the 
grassland-dependent species found in the County. Under CEQA, the lead agency has the 
discretion to determine the appropriate thresholds of significance. Whether or not an 
impact on biological resources is significant is based on Amador County’s thresholds of 
significance listed on page 4.4-33 of the DEIR. Although the loss of grasslands per se is 
not considered a significant biological impact, as discussed under Impact 4.4-1 in the 
DEIR, the loss of annual grassland habitat has the potential to result in significant 
impacts on special-status species associated with this habitat, such as California tiger 
salamander, western spadefoot, burrowing owl, and Swainson’s hawk.  

Foothill2-259 The comment states that Amador County supports large expanses of grasslands, once 
common in the Central Valley, but now replaced by urban environments and intense 
agriculture. The comment further mentions that rangeland can provide critical habitat to 
wildlife while supporting cattle production. The comment is noted. This comment does 
not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 
DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-260 The comment asks whether Amador County has promoted conservation easements in 
grasslands as beneficial to wildlife and to ranchers. This information is not necessary for 
evaluating the potential impacts of implementing the Draft General Plan. Nevertheless, it 
should be noted that Mitigation Measure 4.2-1c calls for agricultural conservation 
easements to mitigate for the loss of Farmland exceeding 5 acres.  

Foothill2-261 The comment asks whether Amador County has engaged with the University of 
Cooperative Extension in educational outreach to promote ranching and wildlife 
protection. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-262 The comment asks whether Amador County participates in the California Rangeland 
Conservation Coalition’s efforts to provide payment for environmental services to 
ranchers. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-263 The comment states that the DEIR neglects to discuss the National Marine Fisheries 
Service’s (NMFS) recovery plan for salmonids in the Central Valley, which identifies the 
Mokelumne River above Pardee Reservoir as a candidate for possible reintroduction of 
spring-run Chinook salmon and steelhead, and that specific actions for the recovery of 
these fisheries should be included in the FEIR. Recovery plans are advisory and have no 
legal effect. Restoration actions in the Central Valley salmonids recovery plan focus on 
federal and state actions, not local government or private actions. Nevertheless, 
implementation of the Draft General Plan would not impair the recovery plan for 
salmonids in the Central Valley because it would not prohibit reintroduction of salmonids 
to the Mokelumne River or interfere with implementation of any other specific actions 
proposed under the plan. However, as described under Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, the 
County would require assessments of potential habitat for special-status species on 
proposed specific project sites, and avoidance or substantial reduction of impacts on that 
habitat through feasible alternatives or mitigation measures would be developed 
consistent with applicable State and federal requirements. Mitigation would be developed 
in consultation with NMFS for any significant impacts on listed anadromous fish species. 

Foothill2-264 and -265 The comments state that participation in landowner education, outreach, and restoration 
actions could be used as mitigation measures for significant impacts and requests these 
measures be added to the FEIR. These measures could be included as project specific 
mitigation for project-specific significant impacts on listed anadromous fish species. See 
response to comment Foothill2-263. 

Foothill2-266 and -267 The comments state that the DEIR identifies several fish assemblages that are likely most 
abundant in Amador County, but lacks any information on the condition, status, or trends 
in those fish assemblages. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures” regarding the level of detail in the DEIR. The adequacy of an EIR 
is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. Assessing the status and trends of 
fish assemblages that occur in Amador County is not necessary to understand the impacts 
of the Draft General Plan, and is not reasonably feasible. For purposes of the DEIR, the 
status of fish species, and all species in the county, is assessed based on whether they are 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species by CDFW or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). It generally is the responsibility of the scientific community 
and these resource agencies charged with the protection of these resources to monitor 
status and trends, and to identify species, habitats, or communities that may be vulnerable 
or imperiled so that lead agencies may use their guidance to identify species that may be 
subject to significant impacts under CEQA. 

Foothill2-268 The comment asks whether streams and lakes in the County meet water quality standards 
for fisheries per the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and Clean Water Act 
(CWA), and also asks what land uses are affecting water quality. Existing water quality 
conditions are described in Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 4.9-19 
of the DEIR, and Impact 4.9-1 describes potential impacts on water quality from 
implementation of the Draft General Plan land uses. 

Foothill2-269 The comment asks whether the fisheries are sufficient to provide recreational 
opportunities to the County. Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the DEIR evaluates 
impacts on fish species as a biological resource. The waterbodies in Amador County do 
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not provide opportunities for commercial fishing operations. Recreational fishing 
opportunities are available on waterbodies throughout the County, and those 
opportunities would not be affected by implementation of the Draft General Plan. 
Furthermore, the commenter does not provide any evidence that an adverse effect related 
to recreational fishing would occur. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-270 and -271 The comments state that most foothill creeks dry up during summer months and ask 
whether fish populations have been eliminated or substantially reduced because of 
reduced flows and/or water diversions. Amador County contains numerous intermittent 
streams that naturally dry up seasonally. Fish that occur naturally in intermittent streams 
are adapted to survive in small pools that remain when the majority of the channel is dry. 
However, many streams have altered hydrological regimes as a result of dams, 
diversions, and water regulation, and this has affected fisheries in Amador County and 
throughout California. These comments do not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-272 and -273 The comments state that the Mokelumne River has numerous diversions, dams, and 
hydroelectric facilities, and asks what impacts these have had on fish populations. See 
response to comments Foothill2-270 and -271. 

Foothill2-274 The comment asks what the status is of fish assemblages in the Cosumnes River. See 
response to comments Foothill2-266 and -267. 

Foothill2-275 The comment states that the DEIR identifies 1,196 acres of Ione chaparral in Amador 
County, but that Appendix C of the DEIR states that consultant Tiffany Meyer identified 
4,700 acres of Ione chaparral using aerial photographs, and requests an explanation for 
the discrepancy. The DEIR estimate of 1,196 acres is accurate and supported by 
substantial evidence. The GIS layer used to create Exhibit 4.4-3 is the same layer used to 
calculate the acreage of Ione chaparral reported in the DEIR, and that is 1,196 acres. As 
noted on page 4.4-17 of the DEIR, the GIS layer used in the DEIR was provided by 
CDFW, based on work carried out on its behalf by researchers at San Francisco State 
University. In addition, CDFW’s Final Report on the Conservation and Recovery of Ione 
Endemic Plants (CDFW 2004), which cites the same work by Tiffany Meyer, also reports 
that 1,196 acres of Ione manzanita were mapped. The location and extent of Ione 
chaparral in Exhibit 4.4-3 of the DEIR appears to be the same or at least very similar to 
that shown in the Nature Conservancy’s report in Appendix C of the DEIR, and thus it is 
unclear where the calculation of 4,700 acres originated. It would appear that the 
discrepancy is between the acreage of the actual area on which Ione chaparral was 
identified and the area of the entire properties identified as Target Acquisition Tier One 
and Two parcels.  

Program D-4 directs the County to avoid or substantially reduce impacts on Ione 
chaparral when considering discretionary development proposals through project design 
and modification, to the extent feasible. As described under Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, 
the County would require habitat assessments that would identify and more precisely 
quantify all habitats on a proposed project site, including Ione chaparral. The analysis 
presented in the DEIR appropriate for a Program EIR for a General Plan covering 
approximately 605 square miles (i.e., 387,200 acres). See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 
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Foothill2-276 and -277 The comments state that the DEIR does not indicate how much Ione chaparral potentially 
would be threatened by incompatible land uses and requests the current and proposed 
acreage of Ione chaparral that is designated as Mineral Resource Zone, Residential, 
Agricultural, Industrial, and Commercial. The discussion on page 4.4-39 of the DEIR 
states that land uses allowed under the Draft General Plan could result in loss of Ione 
chaparral through mining and development of new uses and associated infrastructure 
improvements, and that this impact would be significant. The location and extent of the 
effects on Ione chaparral cannot be analyzed in detail until specific projects with specific 
development footprints are proposed. On page 4.4-40, the discussion concludes that this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation because distribution of 
this sensitive natural community is extremely limited and mining activities directly 
depend on the same substrates where this plant community grows; thus avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation options would be very limited. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-278 The comment suggests that within the analysis, acreage designated as Tier One and Tier 
Two Ione Chaparral (as defined in Appendix C of the DEIR) should be noted. The Ione 
Chaparral Focus Plan provided in Appendix C of the DEIR is not a regulatory document 
and does not represent a legal designation of priority areas. Loss of Ione chaparral in the 
Nature Conservancy’s Tier One and Tier Two priority areas each would be considered a 
significant impact on this sensitive community and would require equal mitigation, 
including avoidance to the extent feasible, as a top priority in design and planning. The 
report was provided as an appendix to the DEIR for informational purposes and was 
reviewed for relevant information about Ione chaparral to be considered during 
development of the Draft General Plan. The fact that the Nature Conservancy has 
attempted to prioritize areas for Ione chaparral conservation does not mean that the 
County, in its role as lead agency, is required to adopt the Nature Conservancy 
prioritization.  

Foothill2-279 The comment states that an EIR must describe the physical conditions and environmental 
resources within the project site and in the project vicinity, and evaluate all potential 
effects on those physical conditions and resources. This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required.  

Foothill2-280 The comment references the six federally listed threatened or endangered animals that are 
listed on page 4.4-18 of the DEIR and requests addition of discussion regarding the status 
and distribution of valley elderberry longhorn beetle, California red-legged frog, and 
Central Valley steelhead. The status and distribution of these species is provided in Table 
4.4-3. Locations of documented occurrences of special-status wildlife species in Amador 
County are shown in Exhibit 4.4-4. 

Foothill2-281 and -282 The comments ask what is being done to protect the six federally listed threatened or 
endangered species listed in the DEIR on page 4.4-18 and about the success of current 
mitigation measures in avoiding the incidental take of the listed species and protecting 
their habitat. This information is not necessary for evaluating the impacts of the Draft 
General Plan. The County acts in accordance with State and federal laws protecting these 
species when exercising its discretionary authority, operates in compliance with the terms 
of any incidental take permits issued under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
and implements all associated mitigation in good faith. In its discretionary capacity, the 
County assures that project applicants comply with ESA requirements. To ensure that the 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR are implemented, including mitigation 
measures for impacts to special-status species, the County will adopt a Mitigation 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to clearly identify responsible parties for 
implementation and monitoring of each EIR mitigation measure. 

Foothill2-283 The comment states that without accurate and complete information pertaining to the 
setting of the project and surrounding uses, the EIR cannot be determined to adequately 
have investigated and discussed the environmental impacts of the project. See Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” regarding the level 
of detail provided in the DEIR. The DEIR’s environmental setting information for special 
-status species is sufficient to allow meaningful impact analysis.  

Foothill2-284 The comment references the discussion on page 4.4-18 of the DEIR regarding California 
tiger salamander inhabiting vernal pools and adjacent upland areas in western Amador 
County. The comment further suggests that the County could benefit from the planning 
efforts of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP), which includes 
significant efforts in mapping special-status species, including California tiger 
salamander, and asks whether the County has contacted the municipalities involved in the 
SSHCP to coordinate and enhance conservation measures across the county line. See 
responses to comments Foothill2-205 through -207. Because the SSHCP has not been 
adopted and conservation commitments for the SSHCP have not been secured, it would 
be speculative to attempt to design mitigation orchestrated with other proposed 
acquisitions, and the level of regional planning that the comment suggests is not required 
under CEQA. 

Foothill2-285 The comment asks what measures currently are being undertaken to avoid the take of this 
federally listed species (California tiger salamander). Information on current efforts to 
protect California tiger salamander is not necessary for evaluating impacts of the Draft 
General Plan. The DEIR identifies Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b to reduce 
impacts on special-status species, including California tiger salamander, resulting from 
implementation of the Draft General Plan by requiring the consideration of special-status 
species habitat in site selection, and by implementing mitigation in accordance with 
regulatory guidance and the best available science. 

Foothill2-286 The comment asks whether the County has worked with landowners, resource agencies, 
or environmental organizations to acquire and preserve critical habitat for the California 
tiger salamander. The County currently does not hold critical habitat for California tiger 
salamander in public ownership as preserve lands and does not hold conservation 
easements within designated critical habitat. Designated critical habitat lands for 
California tiger salamander within Amador County currently are under private 
ownership. 

Foothill2-287 The comment asks whether increased traffic on Highway 88 will affect migration of 
juvenile California tiger salamander. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” Impacts on special-status species, including 
California tiger salamander, have been found to be significant and unavoidable in the 
DEIR. The discussion on page 4.4-35 of the DEIR states that special-status species could 
be affected through take or loss, or modification of their habitat. The DEIR acknowledges 
that special-status wildlife species, including California tiger salamander, could be 
adversely affected by land-use changes and land conversion adjacent to occupied habitat, 
and that increased human presence and disturbance from roads and other infrastructure 
would decrease habitat suitability. The text on page 4.4-36 of the DEIR has been revised 
as follows: 
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 Impacts could result from land use changes, agricultural activities, mineral 
mining, development activities, infrastructure improvements, increased traffic, 
and similar activities. 

Foothill2-288 through 289 The comments ask whether Caltrans has been consulted on possible mitigation 
for effect of Highway 88 on California tiger salamander because it transects critical 
habitat for the species, and the comments recommend addressing this in the FEIR. Effects 
of existing Highway 88 traffic on California tiger salamander are part of the 
environmental baseline. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” At the time a future specific Highway 88 improvement project is 
proposed, the specific impacts of such project would be analyzed and specific mitigation 
measures required to reduce impacts of the project to a less-than-significant level would 
be identified. 

Foothill2-290 The comment asks to what extent activities in the General Plan Update will impact 
California tiger salamander and vernal pools. See response to comment Foothill2-287. 
Impacts on vernal pools and California tiger salamander are described under Impact 4.4-
1, beginning on page 4.4-34 of the DEIR. 

Foothill2-291 The comment references the discussion on page 4.4-34 of the DEIR, regarding tiger 
salamanders having been documented in vernal pool grasslands in areas of the 
community slated for mixed use development in the Camanche Village Specific Plan 
Area (SPA), along the western county line, and in areas immediately north of Highway 
104 proposed for industrial and mining land uses. The DEIR identifies locations where 
impacts could occur (see Table 4.4-3, the discussion in the Environmental Setting under 
“Special-Status Wildlife,” and Impact 4.4-1). This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-292 The comment references discussion in the DEIR regarding the significance of the General 
Plan Update impact on special-status species from industrial development and mining in 
their special habitats. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-293 The comment asks how many acres of vernal pool grassland would be affected from 
mining, industrial activities, or mixed-used development in the Camanche Village SPA. 
Until a specific project is proposed implementing the Draft General Plan, specific 
impacts, such as acreage of particular habitat types that would be affected, cannot be 
quantified. When considering discretionary development proposals implementing the 
Draft General Plan, the County, through project-specific CEQA reviews, would require 
inventory, quantification, and assessment of all habitats within the proposed project 
boundary. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-294 and -295 The comment asks to what extent the conversion of rangeland to intensive agriculture 
such as orchards or vineyards would affect vernal pool habitat and how such impacts 
would be mitigated. When considering discretionary development proposals 
implementing the Draft General Plan, the County, through CEQA reviews, would require 
project applicants to map and assess all habitats on the project site and to quantify 
impacts on sensitive habitats. The County would require avoidance or substantial 
reduction of impacts on special-status species habitat and waters of the United States, 
including vernal pools, through feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including 
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compensatory mitigation where unavoidable losses of habitat would occur. These 
measures are outlined in the DEIR, under Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, and 4.4-5. 

Foothill2-296 The comment remarks that the County has not evaluated an alternative that would acquire 
vernal pool acres and provide permanent protection in a vernal pool preserve, and it 
references the USFWS providing grant funds annually, under the Cooperative 
Endangered Species Conservation Fund, for the acquisition of lands that would protect 
federally listed species. The comment further requests that more detailed information on 
impacts and an alternative be included in the FEIR that creates vernal pool preserves or 
provides a mechanism for creation of vernal pool preserves. The DEIR analyzes a 
reasonable range of alternatives, as required under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 
151526.6[a]). An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). The DEIR includes Alternative 2, which 
would focus future residential, commercial, and industrial growth within the Martell 
Regional Service Area (RSC), the Town Centers, and city spheres of influence and would 
eliminate the Camanche Village SPA, which is located mainly within designated habitat 
for California tiger salamander. This alternative would reduce the potential development 
impacts within vernal pool habitat areas. Alternative 3, Restricted Growth, also is 
evaluated in the DEIR. This alternative would restrict new building permits to 50 per 
year, resulting in a total of 750 new units in the County through 2030 rather than the 
1,685 new units under the Draft General Plan. This alternative also would reduce impacts 
from the loss of vernal pool habitat. Because the DEIR already includes alternatives that 
would reduce impacts on vernal pool habitats as compared to the Draft General Plan, and 
already proposes mitigation for vernal pool impacts (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, 
and 4.4-5), it is not necessary to analyze another alternative that would reduce these 
impacts through the acquisition and permanent protection of vernal pool acreage With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, and 4.4-5, conversion of vernal 
pools would be avoided through project design and modification to the extent feasible, 
and unavoidable losses of this habitat would be compensated on a no-net loss basis.  

Foothill2-297 The comment refers to a list of special-status wildlife species known to occur or 
potentially occur in Amador County, in Table 4.4-3 in the DEIR, and states that the list 
needs to include additional species from CDFW’s list of state and federally listed 
threatened and endangered animals of California and California Bird Species of Special 
Concern. The list of known or potentially occurring special- wildlife species is based on 
previously prepared biological resource reports for the County and occurrence records 
documented in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California 
Native Plant Society Inventory for Amador County. In addition, a list of endangered and 
threatened species that occur in, or may be affected by projects within Amador County 
was obtained from USFWS. The results of these database searches are provided in 
Appendix C of the DEIR. The lists of species generated by these sources were compared 
against the species’ current known range and distribution, and the habitat and elevation 
ranges found in the County, to compile the species listed in Table 4.4-3 of the DEIR. 
These are standard, professionally-accepted methods for creating a list of special-status 
species that potentially could be affected by a project. As noted on page 4.4-15 of the 
DEIR, additional special-status species are likely present in Amador County that had not 
been discovered or reported at the time of the database searches. The comment does not 
specify which special-status wildlife species from CDFW’s lists of threatened and 
endangered species and species of special concern could be significantly affected by 
implementation of the Draft General Plan, but are not included in the DEIR. The lists the 
comment references are lists of species for the entire state and include numerous species 
that are restricted to habitats that are not found in Amador County or whose range of 
distribution does not include Amador County. 
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Foothill2-298 The comment references observations of bird species in Amador County that have been 
added to Cornell’s public access, online database, eBird. See response to comment 
Foothill2-297. The potentially occurring special-status species list is focused on species 
that could be significantly affected by the project and does not include every bird species 
that might forage, roost, or fly through Amador County at some point in time. Many bird 
species are considered species of concern only during breeding or nesting. Therefore, if 
the species is unlikely to nest in Amador County because no suitable nesting habitat 
exists or the County is outside the species’ nesting range, then the species was not 
included in the list of species with potential to occur in the County because it would not 
be present during its season of concern and would not be a part of the impact analysis. 
For example, Barrow’s goldeneye, common loon, and American white pelican are 
California species of special concern when breeding; however, these species do not breed 
in Amador County, and therefore they are not considered in the DEIR. 

Foothill2-299 The comment requests that USFS and Sierra Pacific Industries be consulted to determine 
the status and distribution of listed species in the montane sections of Amador County. 
See responses to comments Foothill2-297 and -298. National Forest lands in the County 
are not subject to County planning and would not be affected by General Plan 
implementation. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-300 The comment asks whether current land use practices, best management practices 
(BMPs), and mitigation measures protect special-status species on private forest lands. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-301 through -303 The comments state that Barrow’s goldeneye, common loon, and American white 
pelican should be addressed in the DEIR. See response to comment Foothill2-298. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b requires assessments of potential habitat for any special-status 
species on proposed project sites, not just special-status species identified in Tables 4.4-2 
and 4.4-3, because it is acknowledged in the DEIR on page 4.4-15 that additional special-
status species are likely to be present in Amador County. Barrow’s goldeneye, common 
loon, and American white pelican are California species of special concern when 
breeding; however, these species do not breed in Amador County, and therefore they are 
not considered in the DEIR. 

Foothill2-304 The comment states that California spotted owl is present in conifer forests and Protected 
Activity Centers (PACs) have been identified by USFS in Amador County. PACs for 
spotted owl are identified on National Forest lands in the County that are not subject to 
County planning. As noted on page 4.4-15 of the DEIR, additional special-status species 
are likely to be present in Amador County that had not been discovered or reported as of 
the baseline date for the DEIR. California spotted owl, which was not reported in the 
CNDDB database search or other baseline information sources, has been added to Table 
4.4-3 of the DEIR and the first sentence of Impact 4.4-1 (DEIR page 4.4-35) has been 
revised as shown below:  

California spotted owl 
Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis 

_ CSC 

Occurs in several forest vegetation types including mixed conifer, 
ponderosa pine, red fir, and montane hardwood. Nesting habitat is 
generally characterized by dense canopy closure (i.e., greater than 70 
percent) with medium to large trees and multistoried stands (i.e., at 
least two canopy layers). Foraging habitat can include intermediate to 
late-successional forest with greater than 40 percent canopy cover. 

 



Amador County General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
County of Amador 10-435 Comments and Responses 

Twelve special-status plant species and 31 40 special-status wildlife species are 
known to occur or potentially occur in Amador County. 

(Note that the additional information on special-status species being added to the FEIR 
does not represent “significant new information” requiring DEIR recirculation; it 
amplifies special-status species information but does not represent a new or substantially 
more severe special-status species impact. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.) 

Foothill2-305 The comment states that Vaux’s swift should be added to the DEIR. Vaux’s swift is a 
California species of special concern when breeding. Amador County is within the 
published breeding range of this species, but breeding has not been documented in the 
County; therefore, it was not included in the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b requires 
assessments of potential habitat for any special-status species on proposed projects sites, 
not just special-status species identified in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3, because it is 
acknowledged in the DEIR on page 4.4-15 that additional special-status species are likely 
to be present in Amador County. Vaux’s swift has been added to Table 4.4-3 of the 
DEIR, as shown below, because the County is within its breeding range; however, this 
species has not been previously documented breeding in the County. 

Vaux’s swift 
Chaetura vauxi 

_ CSC 
Nests in cavities in a variety of trees and less frequently in artificial 
structures in coniferous forests. 

 

Foothill2-306 The comment states that olive-sided flycatcher should be added to the DEIR. Olive-sided 
flycatcher is a California species of special concern when breeding. Amador County is 
within the published breeding range of this species, but breeding has not been 
documented in the County; therefore, it was not included in the DEIR. Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1b requires assessments of potential habitat for any special-status species on 
proposed projects sites, not just special-status species identified in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3, 
because it is acknowledged in the DEIR on page 4.4-15 that additional special-status 
species are likely to be present in Amador County. Olive-sided flycatcher has been added 
to Table 4.4-3 of the DEIR, as shown below, because the County is within its breeding 
range; it was not included in the DEIR because breeding by this species has not been 
previously documented in the County. 

Olive-sided flycatcher 
Contopus cooperi 

_ CSC 
Nests primarily in late-succession conifer forest with open canopy. 
Prefers to forage near forest openings or edges. 

 

Foothill2-307 The comment states that yellow warbler should be added to the DEIR. Yellow warbler is 
a California species of special concern when breeding. Amador County is within the 
published breeding range of this species, but breeding has not been documented in the 
County; therefore, it was not included in the DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b requires 
assessments of potential habitat for any special-status species on proposed projects sites, 
not just special-status species identified in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3, because it is 
acknowledged in the DEIR on page 4.4-15 that additional special-status species are likely 
to be present in Amador County. Yellow warbler has been added to Table 4.4-3 of the 
DEIR, as shown below, because the County is within its breeding range; it was not 
included in the DEIR because breeding by this species has not been previously 
documented in the County. 
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Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechial 
brewsteri 

_ CSC Nests in dense riparian vegetation such as willows and alders. 

 

Foothill2-308 The comment states that northern goshawk is present in conifer forests and PACs have 
been identified by the USFS in Amador County. PACs for northern goshawk are 
identified on National Forest lands in the County that are not subject to County planning. 
As noted on page 4.4-15 of the DEIR, additional special-status species are likely to be 
present in Amador County that had not been discovered or reported as of the baseline 
date for the DEIR. Northern goshawk, which was not reported in the CNDDB database 
search or other baseline information sources, has been added to Table 4.4-3 of the DEIR 
as shown below: 

Northern goshawk 
Accipiter gentilis 

_ CSC 

Generally requires mature conifer forests with large trees, snags, 
downed logs, dense canopy cover, and open understories for nesting; 
aspen stands also are used for nesting. Foraging habitat includes 
forests with dense to moderately open overstories and open 
understories interspersed with meadows, brush patches, riparian areas, 
or other natural or artificial openings.  

 

Foothill2-309 The comment states that yellow-breasted chat is a neotropical migrant nesting along 
major drainages like the Mokelumne River and should be added to the DEIR. Yellow-
breasted chat had not been documented nesting in Amador County at the time the 
baseline information was prepared for the DEIR. It has subsequently been documented in 
the CNDDB and has been added to Table 4.4-3 as shown below: 

Yellow-breasted chat 
Icteria virens 

_ CSC 
Forages and nests in riparian thickets of willow, blackberry, and wild 
grape within 10 feet of the ground. 

 

Foothill2-310 The comment states that yellow-headed blackbird individuals have been uncommonly 
observed in flocks of other blackbirds and it should be added to the DEIR. Yellow-
headed blackbird is a California species of special concern when breeding. This species 
has never been documented breeding in Amador County and only the very western edge 
of the county is within this species’ breeding range. However, it has been added to Table 
4.4-3 as shown below because limited potential exists for it to breed in the western 
portion of the county. 

Yellow-headed blackbird 
Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus 

_ CSC 
Breeds in marshes with tall emergent vegetation, such as cattails or 
tules, generally in open areas over relatively deep water. 

 

Foothill2-311 The comment states that willow flycatcher migrates through Amador County and should 
be added to the DEIR. Willow flycatcher is State-listed as endangered where breeding 
and migrating individuals would not be affected by implementation of Draft General 
Plan. This species has not been documented breeding in Amador County, but the central 
portion of the County is within its breeding area. Therefore, this species has been added 
to Table 4.4-3 of the DEIR, as shown below, as a species that could potentially occur in 
the County even though it there are no known breeding record in the County. 
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Willow flycatcher 
Epidonax traillii 

_ E 

In the Sierra Nevada, suitable habitat typically consists of montane 
meadows that support riparian deciduous shrubs (particularly willows) 
and remain wet through the nesting season (i.e., midsummer). 
Important characteristics of suitable meadows include a high water 
table that results in standing or slow-moving water, or saturated soils 
(e.g., “swampy” conditions) during the breeding season; abundant 
riparian deciduous shrub cover (particularly willow); and riparian 
shrub structure with moderate to high foliar density that is uniform 
from the ground to the shrub canopy. Most breeding occurrences are in 
meadows larger than 19 acres, but the average size of occupied 
meadows is approximately 80 acres. Although less common in the 
Sierra Nevada, riparian habitat along streams also can function as 
suitable habitat for willow flycatcher. However, those areas must 
support the hydrologic and vegetation characteristics described for 
suitable meadows (e.g., standing or slow-moving water, and abundant 
and dense riparian vegetation). 

 

Foothill2-312 The comment states that grasshopper sparrow is a secretive species that has never been 
documented in Amador County, but should be added to the DEIR because it has been 
documented in rangeland in Sacramento and Calaveras counties.  Grasshopper sparrow is 
a California species of special concern when breeding. As noted in the comment, this 
species currently is not known to breed in Amador County; however, western Amador 
County is within the published breeding range of this species, and it has been added to 
Table 4.4-3 as shown below: 

Grasshopper sparrow 
Ammodramus savannarum 

_ CSC 
Nests and forages in dense grasslands; favors a mix of native grasses, 
forbs, and scattered shrubs. Nests are built on the ground at the base of 
grass clumps. 

 

Foothill2-313 and -314 The comments reiterate information contained in the DEIR identifying critical mule deer 
winter and summer range in Amador County and noting that no established migration 
corridors have been identified in Amador County. These comments do not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-315 The comment states that CDFW modeled habitat connectivity using mule deer as one of 
its focal species and reports the foothills ecoregion is an important movement corridor 
between the Central Valley and the Sierra Nevada mountains. See responses to comments 
Foothill1-202 through -204. The Draft General Plan does not propose to eliminate 
connectivity through the foothills ecoregion from the Central Valley to higher mountain 
elevations. As noted on page 4.4-30 of the DEIR, deer may move through any suitable 
open space habitat areas between their summer and winter ranges.  

Foothill2-316 through -318 The comments note riparian habitat could benefit mule deer that appear to follow 
stream drainages throughout the County, and suggest that the FEIR should evaluate 
impacts on these corridors as well as develop mitigation measures that avoid significant 
impacts on riparian habitat and mule deer corridors. As noted on page 4.4-30 of the 
DEIR, the biological importance of riparian vegetation and the dependence of many 
declining animal species on riparian habitat have made this habitat type a focus of many 
conservation efforts. As described on page 4.4-37, the most extensive riparian habitat 
occurs along the County’s largest rivers, the South Fork of the Cosumnes River and the 
North Fork of the Mokelumne River. Because changes in land use and new development 
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along these rivers is not proposed under the Draft General Plan, except within the River 
Pines Town Center, substantial impacts on riparian habitat along these rivers would not 
occur as a result of implementing the Draft General Plan, and these riparian corridors still 
would function as movement corridors for mule deer. The Draft General Plan and DEIR 
identify policies and mitigation measures to protect riparian habitat and movement 
corridors, including Program D-4; Policies OS-3.2, OS-3.3, OS-3.4; and Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2. Implementation of these programs, policies, and mitigation measures 
would reduce potential significant impacts on riparian habitat to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Foothill2-319 through -322 The comments state that the DEIR fails to assess the status and distribution of 
mule deer on private forest land and suggests that the FEIR should include a 
determination as to whether private forest landowners have programs to protect these 
critical areas as well as add appropriate mitigation measures for protection of these areas 
on privately owned lands. The DEIR acknowledges, on page 4.4-29, the existence of 
critical summer range and fawning areas at elevations of 4,000 to 9,000 feet in the 
County and critical winter range between 2,000 and 4,000 feet, and the DEIR correctly 
states that the majority of critical mule deer habitat is on National Forest lands in the 
county that are not subject to County planning. As noted in the DEIR, mule deer is not a 
special-status species. As described on page 4.4-34 of the DEIR, implementing the Draft 
General Plan would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory wildlife species (including mule deer) because it would not eliminate 
important connections between any areas of natural habitat that would otherwise be 
isolated. Therefore, General Plan Implementation would not result in significant impacts 
on mule deer, and no requirement exists for the DEIR to identify mitigation measures 
where no significant impacts would occur. The DEIR is required to identify and focus on 
the significant environmental effects of the proposed project, which is implementation of 
the Draft General Plan; it is not required to evaluate impacts that are not a result of 
implementing the Draft General Plan or to identify mitigation measures for any such 
impacts. Private actions on private lands are not subject to CEQA unless the actions 
involve government participation, financing, or approval. The County evaluates the 
effects of actions on privately owned forest land and requires mitigation for such impacts 
when a private landowner applies for a permit or other approval from the County for 
discretionary development. See also responses to comments Foothill2-315 and Foothill2-
316 through -318 regarding programs, policies, and mitigation measures from the Draft 
General Plan and DEIR that would protect habitat in the County that may be important to 
mule deer. 

 See also response to Foothill2-257. 

Foothill2-323 through -328 The comments suggest that the DEIR’s thresholds of significance are so broad 
that they provide no meaningful measure for determining what impacts would be 
significant, does not provide quantitative thresholds, does not describe performance-
based thresholds, does not protect the County’s rich biological resources, and provides 
insufficient guidance. These comments do not recommend any additional thresholds of 
significance that should have been considered. The lead agency retains the discretion to 
determine what the appropriate thresholds of significance should be for any particular 
EIR. Per the CEQA guidelines, a threshold of significance can be an identifiable 
quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a particular environmental effect. For 
purposes of the CEQA impact analysis, Amador County has determined that the 
Appendix G checklist questions are appropriate for evaluating the significance of 
environmental effects on biological resources.  
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This is consistent with current professional standards in California for many other lead 
agencies and CEQA projects. See, for example, El Dorado County General Plan and EIR 
(El Dorado County Department of Planning Services 2004), Sacramento County General 
Plan and EIR (Sacramento County Department of Planning and Environmental 
Assessment 2011), 2025 L Street/2101 Capitol Avenue Mixed-Use Project EIR (City of 
Sacramento Community Development Department 2015), Joint Operations Center 
Relocation Project EIS/EIR [Sacramento] (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and California 
Department of Water Resources 2011a), City of Rancho Cordova General Plan and EIR 
(City of Rancho Cordova Planning Services 2006), Prairie City State Vehicular 
Recreation Area General Plan DEIR [Rancho Cordova] (California Department of Parks 
and Recreation 2015b), Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan EIR/EIS (City of Folsom 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010), Rio del Oro Specific Plan EIR/EIS (City of 
Rancho Cordova and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2006), SunCreek Specific Plan 
EIR/EIS (City of Rancho Cordova and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2012), Cordova 
Hills Master Plan EIS [Rancho Cordova] (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2014), Rancho 
Murrieta Recycled Water System Expansion Project IS/MND (Rancho Murrieta 
Community Services District 2014), Cosumnes River Elementary School EIR (Elk Grove 
Unified School District 2008), City of Elk Grove General Plan EIR (City of Elk Grove 
Development Services Department 2003), Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area 
General Plan and EIR (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2015a), North 
Sacramento Streams, Sacramento River East Levee, Lower American River, and Related 
Flood Improvements Project EIR (Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 2015), Local 
Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the 
Sacramento Area EIR (Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 2006), Feather-Bear 
Rivers Levee Setback EIR [Yuba County] (Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 
2004), Phase 3 of the Reclamation District 17 100-Year Levee Seepage Area Project 
EIR/EIS [Stockton/Manteca] (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Reclamation District 17 
2011), Yuba Goldfields 200-Year Flood Protection Project EIR [Marysville] (Three 
Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 2015), Sutter Point Specific Plan EIR (Sutter 
County Community Services Department 2008), Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan EIR (City 
of Stockton 2007), Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (City of Lathrop 2004), Modesto 
Redevelopment Master Plan EIR (Modesto Redevelopment Agency 2007), Hollister 
Urban Area Water and Wastewater Master Plan EIR (San Benito County Water District 
2010), San Joaquin River Restoration Project EIR/EIS (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and 
California Department of Water Resources 2011b), Ceres Water and Sewer Master Plan 
EIR (City of Ceres 2012), Solano County General Plan and EIR (Solano County 
Resource Management Department 2008), Woodcreek 66 Development Project EIR 
(Solano County Resource Management Department 2014), and Northeast Fairfield 
Specific Plan Train Station EIR (City of Fairfield Community Development Department 
2010). See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or 
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-329 through -331 The comments state that the FEIR needs to provide identifiable quantitative, 
qualitative, or performance-level measures of substantial adverse effects for sensitive 
species, and pose a series of related questions and references the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency’s (TRPA) environmental threshold carrying capacities (Exhibit 4.4.3-1 
attached to the comment) as an example to follow. The discussion on page 4.4-34 of the 
DEIR identifies a qualitative measure of the significance of environmental effects on 
sensitive species as follows: 

An impact on biological resources is considered significant if it would “have a 
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
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species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS.” 

Amador County has the discretion to determine that this threshold is appropriate to 
determine special-status species impacts of the Draft General Plan EIR. The TRPA 
carrying capacity examples referenced by the comments are for particular rare and 
special-interest species within the Tahoe Basin (five plant species and eight wildlife 
species), a considerably smaller and more intensively surveyed area than Amador 
County, whose number of remaining occurrences are roughly known and for which 
TRPA has identified a minimum number of population sites it believes must be retained 
to maintain significant scientific or natural value within its planning region (Lake Tahoe) 
(TRPA 2012). The TRPA already had identified existing problems with resource 
management and environmental planning in the region and an existing threat on the 
ecological values of the region from increasing urbanization. Amador County is not 
subject to an equal intensity of development pressures as the Lake Tahoe region, and 
what the TRPA has determined is appropriate for its planning region is not relevant to the 
goals and values of the citizens of Amador County. The comments provide no evidence 
that the environmental threshold carrying capacities adopted by the TRPA, or any other 
more quantitative thresholds for special-status species, would be more protective of 
special-status species in Amador County, and the comments do not provide substantial 
evidence to indicate the thresholds used in the DEIR are inadequate to identify a 
significant environmental effect on biological resources. The Amador County thresholds 
are actually more protective than the TRPA thresholds because any loss of a special-
status species or occupied habitat could be considered a significant effect, depending on 
the overall rarity or existing level of threat to the particular species statewide and within 
the county, whereas under the TRPA thresholds, loss of a population or occurrence of a 
special-status species may not be considered significant as long as the minimum number 
of population sites still is present. The comments do not offer specific quantitative 
thresholds supported by substantial evidence that the commenter believes would be more 
appropriate for determining significant effects that may result from implementing the 
Draft General Plan. The comments do not specify any significant impacts on sensitive 
species believed to have been overlooked in the DEIR because of inadequacy of the 
significance thresholds. Furthermore, the number of populations or occurrences of each 
special-status species known or expected to occur in Amador County has not been 
precisely quantified, and no scientific data exists to reliably determine the particular 
number of occurrences/populations/individuals of each special-status species that must be 
maintained in the county to sustain a viable regional population over the long term See 
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures and 
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-332 and -333 The comments state that the threshold of significance for sensitive plant communities, 
riparian habitat, wetlands, and meadows should be a nondegradation standard, and that 
this would ensure compliance with the CWA and CDFW and/or USFWS policies and 
regulations. Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Amador County has 
appropriately defined the significance thresholds for riparian and other sensitive natural 
communities and federally protected wetlands on page 4.4-33 of the DEIR as follows:  

 a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by 
CDFW or USFWS; and  
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 a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means. 

These thresholds are consistent with Sections 404 and 401 of the CWA and Section 1602 
of the California Fish and Game Code, as well as the State’s Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. As described under Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, the County will 
require project applicants to commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no-net-loss” 
basis (in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] Section 404 no-net-
loss requirements) the acreage of all wetlands and other waters of the United States that 
would be removed, lost, and/or degraded by discretionary projects. See also Master 
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-334 The comment gives an example of a nondegradation standard. The nondegradation 
standard suggested by the comment and cited from the TRPA Regional Plan is no more 
quantitative or specific than the Appendix G thresholds adopted by Amador County. The 
comment provides no evidence to support the presumption that the TRPA standard is 
more protective than the County’s thresholds for identifying significant effects to riparian 
habitat or other sensitive habitats or that the County threshold is inadequate for 
identifying potentially significant effects on sensitive habitats. See also Master Response 
2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-335 and -336 The comments state that the DEIR does not include quantitative thresholds of 
significance for oak woodlands, although conservation organizations and resource 
agencies have developed qualitative and quantitative standards for protection of oak 
woodlands. The comments further cite the California Oak Foundation’s Oak Woodland 
Conservation Ordinance. As discussed under Impact 4.4-4 of the DEIR, the County 
generally considers that any loss or fragmentation of oak woodlands, including loss of 
individual oak trees, stands of oak trees, and associated species, would be a potentially 
significant effect and prioritizes preservation of oak woodlands through Policies OS-3.1, 
3.2, and 3.3. Any conversion of oak woodland would require compensatory mitigation, as 
described under Mitigation Measure 4.4-4b. The fact that the California Oak Foundation 
has developed guidelines for determining significant impacts on oak woodlands does not 
mean that any lead agency in California is required to follow or adopt those guidelines, 
and the County has the discretion to adopt a more conservative and less complicated 
threshold for identifying significant effects to oak woodlands. Furthermore, until a 
specific project is proposed implementing the Draft General Plan, the specific variables 
suggested in the comment, such as percent of existing tree canopy that would be removed 
and the quality or quantity of nesting areas that would be affected, cannot be 
meaningfully analyzed. The metrics suggested by the California Oak Foundation 
document (referenced by the comments) are not feasible for identifying impacts at the 
program level. For example, one of the suggested criteria for a significant impact on oak 
woodlands is that the project would remove 50 percent or more of the existing tree 
canopy from a project site. By this measure, implementing the Draft General Plan would 
have a less-than-significant impact on oak woodlands because the project site is the 
whole county and implementing the Draft General Plan would certainly not remove 50 
percent or more of the tree canopy from Amador County. See also response to comments 
Foothill2-323 through -328. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis 
and Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the 
Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 
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Foothill2-337 through -339 The comments state that available guidance for determining thresholds of 
significance and appropriate mitigation measures was not used in development of the 
DEIR, and adding a decision matrix to the FEIR is recommended. The fact that the 
University of California (UC) Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program 
(referenced by the comments) has developed guidelines for determining significant 
impacts on oak woodlands does not mean that any lead agency in California is required to 
follow or adopt those guidelines, and the County has the discretion to adopt a more 
conservative and less complicated threshold for identifying significant effects to oak 
woodlands. Furthermore, until a specific project is proposed implementing the Draft 
General Plan, the specific variables suggested in the comment, such as the current 
condition of the site, the proportion of the woodland that would be removed, and the 
temporal extent of effects, cannot be analyzed and the metrics suggested by the UC 
guidelines cannot be feasibly measured at the program level. See also responses to 
comments Foothill2-323 through -328. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of 
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement 
Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-340 The comment refers to its previous remark that the environmental effects that must be 
considered in an EIR should include specific elements. This comment does not identify 
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no 
further response is required. 

Foothill2-341 The comment states that the DEIR does not indicate an environmentally superior 
alternative that would protect a greater portion of special-status species in Amador 
County from incompatible land uses. The comment does not propose a specific 
potentially feasible environmentally superior alternative that would accomplish this. The 
DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as required under CEQA. The DEIR 
analyzes two alternatives in Chapter 5 “Alternatives,” Alternative 2 – City- and 
Community-Centered Growth and Alternative 3 – Restricted Growth, which would each 
reduce the potential development impacts on special-status species either by focusing 
growth around existing communities or by reducing overall population growth through 
the duration of Draft General Plan implementation. Because the DEIR already includes 
alternatives that would reduce potential impacts on special-status species as compared to 
the Draft General Plan, it is not necessary to analyze another alternative that would 
reduce these impacts. See also response to comment Foothill2-296. 

Foothill2-342 through -369 The comments state that the DEIR fails to address impacts to numerous special-
status species. As noted, all of the species listed in the comment already are included in 
the DEIR table of special-status species known or potentially occurring in Amador 
County (Table 4.4-3), which constitutes the list of special-status species that could be 
adversely affected by implementation of the Draft General Plan. The proposed project for 
this Program EIR is the adoption of a Countywide General Plan. Development projects 
implementing the Draft General Plan could physically alter the environment in ways that 
would adversely affect special-status species. As discussed under Impact 4.4-1 on page 
4.4-35 of the DEIR, new uses envisioned under the Draft General Plan would result in 
direct impacts on special-status species inhabiting future growth areas or in indirect 
impacts resulting from loss or modification of suitable habitat, and this impact would be 
significant.  

The discussion on page 4.4-36 of the DEIR notes that any special-status wildlife species 
using affected habitats could be directly affected by changes in land use. This would 
include all species listed in the comment and in Table 4.4-3. Additional potential impacts 
on all special-status species are noted under Impact 4.4-1 as follows: “Special-status 
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species could also be affected indirectly through modification of suitable habitat caused 
by pollutants transported by urban runoff and other means; changes in vegetation as a 
result of changes in land use and management practices; altered hydrology from the 
construction of adjacent residential development and roadways; and, habitat 
fragmentation. In addition, special-status wildlife species could be adversely affected by 
land-use changes and land conversion adjacent to occupied habitat. Special-status fish 
species could be affected by water diversions and activities affecting water quality and 
rearing habitat.”  

The location and extent of potential effects on individual species cannot be analyzed in 
greater detail until specific projects are proposed implementing the General Plan. When 
considering discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, 
the County, through project-specific CEQA reviews, would require assessments of 
potential habitat for special-status species on proposed projects sites, and avoidance or 
substantial reduction of impacts on that habitat through feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures, including compensatory mitigation where unavoidable losses of occupied 
habitat would occur. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-370 The comment states that the DEIR does not address impacts on tricolored blackbird, an 
emergency listed species by the California Fish and Game Commission in December 
2014. The DEIR addresses impacts to all special-status species known or potentially 
occurring in Amador County, including tricolored blackbird, under Impact 4.4-1. The 
location and extent of potential effects on tricolored blackbird cannot be analyzed in 
greater detail until specific projects are proposed implementing the General Plan. On 
December 10, 2015, the California Fish and Game Commission voted 3-1 to advance the 
tricolored blackbird to candidate for listing as threatened or endangered under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Therefore, the species current status is 
candidate. Table 4.4-3 of the DEIR has been revised to reflect this change in status as 
shown below: 

Tricolored blackbird 
Agelaius tricolor 

- CSC 
Nests in dense cattails and tules, riparian scrub, and other low dense 
vegetation; forages in grasslands and agricultural fields. 

  

See also responses to comments Foothill2-342 through -369. 

Foothill2-371 through -374 The comments reference Amador County as hosting several locations of 
tricolored blackbird and state that the species location should be included in the FEIR. 
Exhibit 4.4-4 is provided to show the locations of known occurrences of special-status 
species that have been reported to the CNDDB, but it is not meant to represent a 
comprehensive inventory of special-status species occurrences or use in the County. The 
tricolored blackbird colony referenced in the comments is located on private property and 
has not been made available to the public. The County respects the landowner’s wishes 
not to publish nesting locations on his private property. A General Plan EIR is not 
required to disclose exact locations of special-status species occurrences. In some 
instances, CDFW may even suppress sensitive species locations because of concerns that 
species may be at risk if these locations become widely known. It is sufficient for the 
DEIR to disclose that this species is present in the County and has the potential to be 
present in suitable habitat anywhere in the County within its elevational range. See also 
responses to comments Foothill2-342 through -369 and -370. See also Master Response 
1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 
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Foothill2-375 and -376 The comments state that impacts regarding land use designations where tricolored 
blackbird colonies exist are not adequately addressed in the DEIR and need to be 
consistent with the species protection as required by the CESA. Potential impacts on all 
special-status species known or with potential to occur in Amador County, including 
tricolored blackbird, have been addressed at a program level under Impact 4.4-1. See also 
response to comment Foothill2-370. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-377 The comment references the discussion in the DEIR regarding the tricolored blackbird 
colony near Dave Brubeck Road that may be adjacent to or within a Mineral Resource 
Zone. As discussed under Impact 4.4-1 of the DEIR, new uses envisioned under the Draft 
General Plan would result in direct impacts on special-status species inhabiting future 
growth areas or indirect impacts resulting from loss or modification of suitable habitat, 
and this impact would be significant. Until a specific project is proposed within a Mineral 
Resource Zone near Dave Brubeck Road, the specific impacts of such a project on the 
tricolored blackbird cannot be analyzed in detail. See responses to comments Foothill2-
342 through -369. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-378 through -380 The comments state that every effort should be made to avoid the taking of 
tricolored blackbird and suggests how possible mitigation measures should be developed. 
When considering discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General 
Plan, the County, through project-specific CEQA reviews, would require assessments of 
potential habitat for special-status species on proposed project sites, and avoidance or 
substantial reduction of impacts on that habitat through feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures, including compensatory mitigation where unavoidable losses of occupied 
habitat would occur. As required under Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, mitigation measures 
would be developed consistent with applicable state and federal requirements and would 
be developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies responsible for protecting that 
particular species. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-381 and -382 The comments refer to the significant impacts on biological resources and sensitive 
species that are expected after implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b 
in the DEIR, and that this approach is likely to promote cumulative degradation to habitat 
protection. It is not possible to identify project-specific impacts on special-status species 
and mitigate accordingly until specific projects implementing the Draft General Plan are 
proposed. Although the DEIR mitigation measures may still allow substantial habitat 
degradation, they achieve net benefits for habitat and clearly do not promote cumulative 
degradation to habitat protection. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-383 The comment quotes the significance after mitigation statement provided on page 4.4-37 
of the DEIR. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy 
of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-384 The comment states surprise in the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion 
because the Biological Resources General Plan Update Working Paper suggested that 
regional habitat conservation planning may be particularly efficient at conserving 
sensitive species, and agrees with its recommendations for the protection of wetlands, 
riparian habitat, and other sensitive communities. Amador County is rural, having 
primarily agricultural land use, with projected growth occurring in or near existing urban 
centers that primarily are located in the western portion of the County, as discussed in the 
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Draft General Plan and Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the DEIR. Because of the 
limited nature of projected future growth and development in this primarily rural county, 
the County has determined that a habitat conservation plan would not provide substantial 
reductions in the level of project impacts below the reductions that already would be 
obtained from the mitigation measures presented in the DEIR. The comment does not 
describe any specific measures to include in an HCP that would reduce particular impacts 
beyond those included in the DEIR. Further, because of the high costs of Countywide 
HCPs and the lack of discretionary County funds or developer fees to cover these costs, 
an HCP is considered economically infeasible at this time. Countywide HCPs, e.g., those 
prepared for Santa Clara and Contra Costa Counties, typically cost millions of dollars to 
prepare and many millions more to implement. 

Foothill2-385 through -388 The comment states that the failure to propose an HCP as a mitigation measure is 
surprising since the Biological Resources Working Paper suggests that a regional HCP 
might be particularly efficient at conserving species. The County further considered the 
pros and cons of an HCP after publication of the Working Paper, and declined to propose 
an HCP as a mitigation measure; see response to comment Foothill2-384. Also, the Draft 
General Plan already includes goals and policies related to the bulleted points listed in the 
comment, as follows:  

Goal OS-3: Protect wildlife habitats, including sensitive environments and 
aquatic habitats, consistent with State and federal law;  

Policy OS-3.1: Encourage preservation of oak woodlands in accordance with 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.4;  

Policy OS-3.2: Encourage the conservation of corridors for wildlife movement, 
particularly in oak woodland areas and along rivers and streams;  

Policy OS-3.3: Support voluntary conservation easements to protect wildlife 
habitat, including oak woodlands; and 

Policy OS-3.4: Use site planning techniques, including, but not limited to, 
buffers, setbacks, and clustering of development to protect sensitive 
environments, including wetlands, riparian corridors, vernal pools, and sensitive 
species. 

Foothill2-389 The comment references a previous remark regarding how agencies must develop and 
approve whatever general mitigation measures are feasible, and cannot defer the 
obligation to develop mitigation measures until a specific project is proposed. The DEIR 
mitigation measures meet CEQA requirements for a Program EIR and are not improperly 
deferred. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-390 The comment states that to avoid significant impacts on biological resources, Amador 
County should develop a countywide Biological Resources Plan. The County has 
considered the pros and cons of an HCP and similar regional plans such as a “Biological 
Resources Plan,” and declined to propose an HCP or similar regional plan as a mitigation 
measure; see response to comment Foothill2-384. The comment does not describe any 
specific measures to include in a Biological Resources Plan that would reduce particular 
impacts beyond those included in the DEIR. 
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Foothill2-391 and -392 The comments state that the Biological Resources Plan should integrate the Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP), to address 
federal and state-listed biological resources. See responses to comments Foothill2-384 
and -390.  

Foothill2-393 through -398 The comment states that the Biological Resources Plan should center on 
providing habitat in quantity and quality sufficient to ensure long-term viability of key 
biological resources by several, listed means. See responses to comments Foothill2-384 
and -390. See also response to comments Foothill2-391 and -392. 

Foothill2-399 The comment states that because sensitive species and other wildlife move between 
different habitats to meet their needs for food and reproduction, connecting important 
habitat is critical to their survival, and thus critical biological corridors need to be 
identified, mapped, and prioritized. See responses to comments Foothill2-202 through -
204 regarding wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. 

Foothill2-400 through -402 The comments suggest another planning effort could be used as a model for 
prioritizing key habitats and connectivity between those habitats; the comments 
recommend a methodology that uses available GIS data which is readily transferrable to 
other planning efforts and recommend this type of effort as feasible mitigation when 
combined with conservation easements. The comments further state that habitat 
connectivity modeling should be required as part of the Biological Resources Plan. See 
responses to comments Foothill2-390 through -398. 

Foothill2-403 through 409 The comments state that the DEIR does not contain mitigation measures that 
would provide the infrastructure within the County government to protect biological 
resources and avoid significant impacts on biological resources. The comments also 
suggest establishing a Biological Resources Technical Advisory Committee to advise the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, to develop and implement the 
Biological Resources Plan and specific HCPs, as well as other functions. The comments 
further state that the County needs to use plan amendments and zoning ordinances to 
retain the most contiguous blocks of significant plant and wildlife habitat, and make 
decisions preserving habitat connectivity in consultation with CDFW, USFS, Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), USFWS, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 
and the County Biological Resources Technical Advisory Committee. The comments 
also state that habitat conservation plans and the Biological Resources Technical 
Advisory Committee should be included in the Final General Plan. The procedural 
recommendations in this comment do not mitigate physical adverse impacts on special-
status species. Regarding a Biological Resource Plan and HCPs, see responses to 
comments Foothill2-390 through -398. Regarding habitat connectivity, see responses to 
comments Foothill2-202 through -204.  

Foothill2-410 The comment describes funding availability for developing HCPs and land acquisition of 
habitat. This comment does not identify any specific issue related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-411 The comment describes various aspects of the draft South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan (SSHCP), which has been in development since 1992 and still has not 
been completed, stating it could provide a valuable jump-start to Amador County in 
reducing impacts to less than significant for many special-status species. See responses to 
comments Foothill2-390 through -398 regarding development of an HCP as a form of 
mitigation for implementing the Draft General Plan. 



Amador County General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
County of Amador 10-447 Comments and Responses 

Foothill2-412 The comment quotes text from the DEIR. The comment does not identify any specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-413 The comment states that if new town centers are developed, they should completely avoid 
riparian areas, and a sufficient buffer should be developed to protect the riparian corridor 
and its vegetation. The Draft General Plan does not propose any new town centers in the 
currently undeveloped areas of the County; comment noted. The town centers of River 
Pines and Pine Grove referenced in the comment would be developed within and around 
the existing communities. Drytown is not proposed to be a town center. Per Program D-4, 
it is the County’s objective to avoid or substantially reduce impacts on riparian habitat. 
Per Draft General Plan Policy OS-3.4, the County would require applicants to use site 
planning techniques, including buffers, setbacks, and clustering of development to protect 
riparian corridors. 

Foothill2-414 The comment restates text from the DEIR. The comment does not identify any specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-415 The comment asks that the FEIR indicate what and where new roads and water diversions 
would take place, and define the impact they may have on riparian habitat. The location 
and extent of effects on riparian habitat from road improvements, road development, 
water diversions, and other projects cannot be analyzed in detail until specific projects are 
proposed. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-416 through -418 The comments suggest that the locational details regarding roads and water 
diversions infrastructure should be included in the Circulation Element of the Draft 
General Plan, and if these cumulative impacts are not addressed in the FEIR, they may 
never be addressed; thus, the severity and significance of the cumulative impacts on 
wildlife would be inadequate. Potential road improvements and areas where 
improvements are needed are identified in the Circulation and Mobility element of the 
Draft General Plan; however, these are not specific development proposals. When 
considering discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, 
the County, through project-specific CEQA reviews, would require inventory and 
assessment of all riparian habitats within the proposed project boundary and analysis of 
all impacts on riparian habitats, including cumulative impacts. Until specific roadway 
improvements or new roads are proposed, the specific impacts such projects would have 
on riparian habitats cannot be analyzed in detail.  

 The comment that cumulative impacts may never be addressed if they are not addressed 
in the Draft General Plan FEIR is speculative. CEQA will require cumulative impacts on 
riparian habitat to be analyzed each time a project-specific CEQA document is prepared 
for land use or infrastructure projects implementing the Draft General Plan. 

The potential for loss or degradation of riparian habitat from these types of projects is 
acknowledged in the DEIR under Impact 4.4-2; however, as noted, riparian habitat losses 
resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan would be relatively small 
because major land use changes and development are not proposed in river and stream 
corridors. Impact 4.4-2 of the DEIR also notes that even relatively small losses of this 
habitat type can have a significant effect on local wildlife populations, but with 
implementation of the programs, goals, and policies of the Draft General Plan and 
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Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4- 1b, and 4.4-2, impacts on riparian habitat would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Foothill2-419 The comment states that irrigated agriculture and ranching also may affect riparian 
habitat if riparian vegetation is removed by grazing or mechanical means. The comment 
is correct; however, the County has no authority to regulate agricultural uses on lands 
designated for agricultural uses and these uses are not subject to CEQA review. The Draft 
General Plan does not increase agricultural use in the County; agriculture is the existing 
primary land use in the County and will continue to be the primary land use with 
implementation of the Draft General Plan. 

Foothill2-420 The comment states that new homes on rural lots could affect riparian corridors. The 
comment is correct. This potential land use is identified as a threat to riparian habitat on 
page 4.4-37 under Impact 4.4-2 of the DEIR: “primary threats to riparian habitat along 
these creeks would result from commercial and rural residential development in the 
Drytown Area along Dry Creek and development of a Town Center in the Pine Grove 
Area in the upper reaches of Jackson Creek or its tributaries.” When considering 
discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, including 
proposals to develop new homes on rural lots, the County, through project-specific 
CEQA reviews, would require inventory and assessment of all riparian habitats within the 
proposed project boundary. 

Foothill2-421 and -422 The comments state that because riparian habitat can be affected by numerous activities, 
providing countywide guidance on its protection seems appropriate and feasible. The 
comments further state that setbacks and buffers for wetlands and riparian habitat, 
developed with the assistance of CDFW, could be incorporated into County ordinance 
and this mitigation would be feasible and would provide clear and consistent guidance to 
developers and landowners. The Draft General Plan and DEIR include Policy OS-3.4: 
“Use site planning techniques, including, but not limited to, buffers, setbacks, and 
clustering of development to protect sensitive environments, including wetlands, riparian 
corridors, vernal pools, and sensitive species.” It is not necessary to incorporate this 
measure into County ordinance for it to be implemented. If a proposed project requires 
work on the bed or bank of a stream, or other water body, the project applicant would be 
required to obtain a streambed alteration agreement under Section 1602 of the Fish and 
Game Code from CDFW before project implementation, and to implement all 
requirements of the agreement in the time frames required therein, per Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2. Implementation of the programs, goals, and policies of the Draft General 
Plan and Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4- 1b, and 4.4-2 would reduce impacts on 
riparian habitat to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the additional measures 
suggested in the comment are not necessary and need not be proposed. 

Foothill2-423 The comment refers to county policies or ordinances with clear language on riparian 
setbacks that have been adopted by several counties in California. The examples of 
riparian setbacks adopted by other counties are noted; however, implementation of the 
programs, goals, and policies of the Draft General Plan and Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 
4.4- 1b, and 4.4-2 would reduce impacts on riparian habitat to a less-than-significant level 
and the adoption of an ordinance identifying a specific setback distance is not necessary 
to further reduce impacts. Furthermore, disagreement exists among experts regarding 
what constitutes an appropriate setback for riparian protection (Fischer and Fischenich 
2000, Riparian Habitat Joint Venture [RHJV] 2000, Placer County 2005), and this may 
vary depending on site-specific factors, the proposed adjacent use, and the objective for 
the setback (e.g., a certain sensitive species using the riparian habitat, general wildlife 
movement, water quality protection, protection of common nesting birds, protection of 
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fisheries within the stream, streambank stabilization, flood attenuation); thus, a fixed 
setback distance is not the appropriate mitigation for every situation. If the riparian 
habitat is within a previously developed setting, a minimum setback of a certain distance 
may not make sense. 

Foothill2-424 The comment states that avoiding riparian habitat loss is preferable to compensation 
because the DEIR provides no assessment of the success of riparian habitat compensation 
in Amador County. The Draft General Plan includes Program D-4, Policy OS-3.2, and 
Policy OS-3.4, which do prioritize avoidance and preservation of riparian habitat. 
However, DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 also recognizes that it will not always be 
possible to completely avoid impacts on riparian habitat. For example, roads that intersect 
waterways would require construction of waterway crossings that may necessitate 
removal of riparian vegetation, and this would be unavoidable. Therefore, compensatory 
mitigation would be required for such unavoidable encroachment into riparian habitat. 
The DEIR is not required to assess the success of past riparian habitat compensation 
efforts in order to develop effective mitigation. 

Foothill2-425 through -427 The comments state that riparian habitat lost in Amador County should not be 
mitigated by mitigation banking outside the County. The comments ask whether the 
County recommends that a mitigation bank to be established in Amador County. The 
County agrees that compensatory mitigation within Amador County is generally 
preferable to mitigation banking in adjacent Sacramento County; however, CDFW may 
require some compensatory mitigation to be within an agency-approved mitigation bank 
and none exist in Amador County at this time. Mitigation at an approved mitigation bank 
may be required to replace some other riparian function than habitat for wildlife that 
resides exclusively in Amador County, and nesting birds and other wildlife still could 
benefit from riparian habitat in adjacent counties, especially because mitigation banks 
tend to provide larger blocks of higher quality habitat than small, isolated patches of 
permittee-responsible mitigation. Agencies often look at mitigation from the perspective 
of a natural landscape-level connection, such as the watershed level, rather than from 
legal boundaries. This is why the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank is authorized to 
service portions of Amador County. The following text has been added to Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2 in the DEIR, to emphasize that compensatory mitigation should be 
provided in Amador County to the extent feasible: 

 Compensatory mitigation will be provided within Amador County to the extent 
feasible and available; however, certain impacts may be compensated at an 
agency-approved mitigation bank in an adjacent county if required by CDFW 
and an agency-approved mitigation bank is not available in Amador County.  

Foothill2-428 through -431 The comments recommend evaluating the potential riparian habitat loss from the 
land use designations of Mineral Resource Zones because mining may lower the water 
table, riparian habitat could be lost, and streambeds could be down cut when the 
groundwater table is lowered; thus, this impact may not be mitigated by riparian setbacks 
or buffer zones. This comment is speculative, and does not present evidence that these 
impacts would occur. Until a specific project is proposed within a Mineral Resource 
Zone, the specific impacts of such a project on riparian habitat cannot be analyzed in 
detail. Mining requires a Use Permit, which, in turn, requires CEQA review. See also 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” Impact 
4.4-2 has been revised to specify that mining activities allowed under the Draft General 
Plan could result in impacts to riparian habitat: 
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 A variety of other projects and activities allowed under the Draft General Plan 
could also result in impacts to riparian habitat, including infrastructure and road 
improvements, development of roads, water diversions, mining activities, and 
other projects. 

Foothill2-432 through -434 The comments note that the DEIR does not assess riparian habitat loss from 
agricultural lands, and although land use designations may not have changed since the 
last General Plan, the nature of agriculture and the increase in vineyards clearly has. The 
comments ask how agriculture has affected riparian corridors and how the County has 
encouraged agribusiness to protect riparian habitat. See response to comment Foothill2-
419. Agricultural use and the occasional conversion of natural vegetation to agriculture is 
an existing condition in the County and does not constitute a change in the physical 
environment resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan. Landowners have 
the right to farm designated agricultural lands in Amador County by county ordinance 
(Ordinance Code 1504, Title 19, Chapter 19.80). The County has no authority to regulate 
agricultural uses on lands designated for agricultural uses and these uses are not subject 
to CEQA review. CEQA does not require an analysis of past environmental harm caused 
by ongoing agricultural uses to be carried out as part of an EIR, other than as it relates to 
cumulative impacts, and does not require an EIR to identify remedies for past 
environmental harm. The purpose of an EIR is to disclose potential environmental effects 
of the project being proposed.  

Foothill2-435 through -438 The comments state that measures that provide financial incentives for riparian 
habitat protection should be evaluated, and references a Solano County General Plan 
policy. The comments suggest pursuing various funding mechanisms and ways to 
develop strategies to pay farmers and ranchers for habitat protection, and they request 
addressing this mitigation option in the FEIR. The Draft General Plan includes Program 
D-4, Policy OS-3.2, Policy OS-3.3, and Policy OS-3.4 prioritizing and encouraging 
avoidance and preservation of riparian and other sensitive habitats. Mitigation Measures 
4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, and 4.4-2 would reduce potentially significant impacts resulting from 
implementing the Draft General Plan on riparian habitat to a less-than-significant level. 
Therefore, the additional measures suggested by the comments, such as providing 
financial incentives to preserve or create riparian habitat, are not necessary and need not 
be proposed. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-439 through -442 The comments reference the DEIR discussion of impacts on Ione chaparral and 
ask that an evaluation of the feasibility of modifying land uses in Ione chaparral be 
included in the DEIR. The comment does not propose a specific potentially feasible 
environmentally superior alternative that would protect a greater portion of Ione 
chaparral. The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as required under 
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a]). An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[a]). Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a would require the County to 
implement Program D-4, which stipulates the County must avoid or substantially reduce 
impacts on Ione chaparral through project design and modification, to the extent feasible. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b would require the County, through CEQA review of specific 
projects implemented under the General Plan, to assess habitat for special-status species 
and avoid or substantially reduce impacts through feasible alternatives or mitigation. 
Both of these measures emphasize avoiding and minimizing impacts on Ione chaparral 
through project alternatives or design modifications. Therefore, when considering 
discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, the County 
would require evaluation of alternatives and project modifications to avoid or 
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substantially reduce impacts on Ione chaparral, and it is not necessary to analyze such 
duplicative alternatives in the FEIR. As noted on page 4.4-39 of the DEIR, it is not 
feasible to avoid all impacts on Ione chaparral because mining in Amador County relies 
directly on the same substrates where this plant community grows, and these mineral 
resources cannot be mined at alternative locations. As stated on DEIR page 4.6-24, the 
Ione Formation is the only large source of super-duty refractory clay in the western 
United States (BLM undated). Furthermore, an alternative that prohibits mining of the 
Ione formation would not be consistent with General Plan economic goals, specifically to 
encourage mineral and aggregate resource production in the County and the State Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). 

Foothill2-443 through -445 The comments discuss interest in and possibility of the County, other government 
agencies, and nonprofit organizations acquiring land for protection of Ione chaparral. If 
asked, the County would consider participating in future efforts to acquire land to protect 
Ione chaparral. These comments do not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-446 through -452 The comments stress the importance of evaluating whether past project-specific 
mitigation measures have been successful regarding Ione chaparral protection. The 
purpose of the DEIR is to evaluate the project’s impact on the environment rather than to 
evaluate success of past mitigation resulting from other projects. The fact that The Nature 
Conservancy has prepared a focus plan for Ione chaparral conservation does not mean 
that the County, in its role as lead agency, is required to adopt that plan as a mitigation 
measure. Furthermore, The Nature Conservancy focus plan does not provide any specific 
mitigation guidelines other than to identify high priority Ione chaparral areas for 
conservation. Relative to projects implemented consistent with the previous General Plan, 
the County enforced requirements, including mitigation, consistent with its 
environmental commitments under CEQA and consistent with State and federal law. The 
comment essentially asks the County to prove it can be trusted to successfully implement 
mitigation commitments made in the DEIR, but provides no evidence that the County 
cannot be trusted to do so.  

Foothill2-453 through -456 The comments suggest a preference for impact avoidance to protect Ione 
chaparral because so little habitat currently exists, and cite the Ione Chaparral Focus Plan 
(Appendix C of the DEIR). The County agrees that impact avoidance should be the top 
priority. This is the reason that the Draft General Plan includes Program D-4 and Policy 
OS-3.4, prioritizing and encouraging avoidance of Ione chaparral through project design 
and modification to the extent feasible. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a and 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b emphasize avoiding and minimizing impacts on Ione 
chaparral through project alternatives or design modifications. However, as noted on 
page 4.4-41 of the DEIR, avoiding all impacts on Ione chaparral is not feasible because 
mining in Amador County relies directly on the same substrates where this plant 
community grows. These mineral resources cannot be mined at alternative locations. 
Complete avoidance of the Ione formation would not be consistent with General Plan 
economic goals, specifically to encourage mineral and aggregate resource production in 
the County. In addition, the majority of Ione chaparral occurs on private lands, a great 
deal of which is owned by active mining companies with vested rights to mine. It is 
infeasible for the County to force preservation on these privately owned lands and 
prevent mining companies from mining lands they purchased specifically for mining. See 
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.”  

Foothill2-457 through 459 The comments state that the DEIR does not analyze the feasibility of avoiding 
mining on Ione chaparral and recommend that such a feasibility study be included in the 
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FEIR, along with an evaluation of an environmentally superior alternative that would 
modify the land uses in Ione chaparral to ensure its protection. See responses to 
comments Foothill2-439 through -442 and Foothill2-453 through -456. 

Foothill2-460 through -463 The comments request provision of research in the FEIR that indicates replanting 
and enhancement of degraded stands of Ione chaparral would be a viable alternative, and 
if planting and enhancement are not known to be effective, then preservation would be 
the only feasible mitigation. The comments further state that the administrative record 
must contain substantial evidence supporting the agency’s view that the measures will 
mitigate the impacts. The comments suggest that because the DEIR notes it is difficult to 
rehabilitate land to support Ione chaparral after it has been mined, preservation is the only 
feasible mitigation for impacts on Ione chaparral. The DEIR does not say planting and 
enhancement cannot be effective; it simply acknowledges that preservation should be 
combined with restoration. In addition, restoration or enhancement can occur on lands 
that have not been mined. In fact, restoration is a key strategy for conservation in the Ione 
Chaparral Focus Plan prepared by The Nature Conservancy (Appendix C of the DEIR). 
CDFW recommends rehabilitation of areas that have been infested with soil-borne 
pathogens and also identifies partnering with mining landowners to increase reclamation 
and restoration of Ione chaparral as a priority (CDFW 2004). BLM has successfully 
restored some areas of Ione chaparral in its Ione Manzanita Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern located in Amador County northeast of Comanche Reservoir 
(Appendix C of the DEIR). As stated on page 4.4-39 under Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 in 
the DEIR, the preferred conservation method would be the purchase of conservation 
easements by project applicants, but preservation alone ultimately would result in a net 
loss of this habitat, and thus rehabilitation and enhancement of degraded stands, and 
restoration and replanting of previously occupied sites also must be a part of the 
mitigation tool kit. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.”  

Foothill2-464 through -471 The comments reiterate that the impact on Ione chaparral even after 
implementation of the mitigation measures would be significant and unavoidable. The 
comments point out that Ione chaparral includes several federally listed threatened and 
endangered species, that Section 10 of the ESA requires submission of an HCP before the 
taking of listed species, and that the DEIR does not contain an HCP or recommendations 
for developing a countywide HCP for Ione chaparral. The comments state that 
development of this plan seems feasible and may ensure avoidance of cumulative adverse 
impacts to Ione chaparral, and that consultation with CDFW and USFWS would ensure 
standardized best management practices are available to project applicants. The proposed 
project for this Program DEIR is the adoption of a General Plan, which itself would not 
result in incidental take of listed species that would require a USFWS incidental take 
permit. However, development projects implementing the Draft General Plan could 
physically alter the environment in ways that would adversely affect special-status 
species and result in incidental take. As discussed under Impact 4.4-1 on page 4.4-35 of 
the DEIR, new uses envisioned under the Draft General Plan could result in direct take or 
loss of special-status species, and this impact would be significant. As described under 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, the County would require assessments of potential habitat for 
special-status species, including Ione chaparral. Until a specific project is proposed that 
could result in the incidental take of listed species, USFWS would not be able to 
determine specific impacts or recommend appropriate mitigation. When considering 
discretionary development proposals implementing the Draft General Plan, the County, 
through project-specific CEQA reviews, would require project applicants to obtain take 
permits consistent with ESA and CESA before project implementation, and mitigation, 
including BMPs, would be developed in consultation with USFWS and CDFW, as 
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appropriate depending on species status. These requirements are outlined under 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-3 of the DEIR. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-472 through -474 The comments discuss fragmentation and loss of species diversity connected with 
fragmented oak woodlands and state that the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR 
are project specific, would result in fragmentation, and would not reduce the impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. The comments suggest that the County should develop an 
Oak Woodland Conservation Plan. The comments seem to overestimate the potential 
magnitude and extent of oak woodland fragmentation that could result from 
implementing the Draft General Plan. Amador County is rural with agricultural land use 
and would remain so with implementation of the Draft General Plan. Projected growth 
envisioned under the Draft General Plan would occur primarily in or near existing urban 
centers. Most of the land use designations in the Draft General Plan resulting in land use 
conversions to accommodate projected growth are located away from oak woodlands. 
(DEIR page 4.4-40.) Implementation of the programs, goals, and policies of the Draft 
General Plan and Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4- 1b 4.4-4a, and 4.4-4b would reduce 
impacts on oak woodlands to a less-than-significant level, and the additional measures 
suggested in the comments are not necessary and need not be proposed. See also Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-475 The comment quotes the conclusion in the Biological Resources General Plan Update 
Working Paper regarding provision of planning for long-term conservation of oak 
woodlands. Because of the limited nature of projected future growth and development in 
this primarily rural county, an HCP would not necessarily provide any additional 
reduction in the level of project impacts below the reductions that already would be 
obtained from the existing mitigation measures in the DEIR. The DEIR mitigation 
measures already reduce oak woodlands impacts to less-than-significant levels and 
additional mitigation measures need not be considered or proposed. The comment does 
not describe any specific measures to include in an HCP that would reduce particular 
impacts beyond those included in the DEIR. Further, because of the high costs of 
Countywide HCPs and the lack of discretionary County funds or developer fees to cover 
these costs, an HCP is considered economically infeasible at this time. Developing an 
HCP/NCCP also is not proportional to project impacts. See also responses to comments 
Foothill2-384 and Foothill2-385 through -388. 

Foothill2-476 through -478 The comments present the goals of the El Dorado oak woodland conservation 
plan as a framework for developing feasible and effective mitigation measures in the 
FEIR. The DEIR mitigation measures already reduce oak woodlands impacts to less-
than-significant levels and additional mitigation measures need not be considered or 
proposed. The El Dorado County measures are not transferable to Amador County 
because of the relatively limited amount of Draft General Plan projected future growth, 
which is projected to occur primarily in existing urban centers. See also responses to 
comments Foothill2-472 through -474. 

Foothill2-479 and -480 The comments reference CEQA’s requirements for agencies to adopt feasible mitigation 
measures to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise significant environmental effects. The 
comments further suggest that because El Dorado County is mapping oak woodland 
priority conservation areas, coordinating oak woodland conservation in Amador County 
with El Dorado County would ensure greater habitat value for contiguous oak woodland 
on the norther border of Amador County. Amador County, as the CEQA lead agency, has 
proposed feasible mitigation measures in the DEIR to reduce impacts on oak woodlands 
to a less-than-significant level. Additional mitigation measures need not be considered or 
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proposed. Also, very little loss of oak woodland habitat would occur on the northern 
border as a result of implementing the Draft General Plan; therefore, little need exists to 
coordinate oak woodland conservation with El Dorado County. See also Master Response 
1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-481 and -482 The comments consist of restated text from the DEIR. The comments do not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-483 The comment states that the administrative record must contain substantial evidence 
supporting the agency’s view that the measures will mitigate the impacts and provides a 
quote from a court case (Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. 
Regents of the University of California [1988] 47 Cal.3d 376, 422 & 409 fn. 12 [253 
Cal.Rptr. 426]). The comment does not identify any specific issue related to the adequacy 
of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-484 and -485 The comments state that for vernal pool habitat, the DEIR provides no scientific 
justification that such habitat has been or could be replaced, restored, or enhanced in 
Amador County. The comment provides no evidence indicating that the measures 
proposed for mitigating potential impacts on vernal pools are ineffective. Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-5 in the DEIR requires project applicants to commit to replace, restore, or 
enhance on a “no-net-loss” basis (in accordance with USACE Section 404 no-net-loss 
requirements) the acreage of all wetlands and other waters of the United States that would 
be removed, lost, and/or degraded by discretionary projects. Vernal pools have been 
successfully restored in numerous places throughout California, including the Central 
Valley and Sierra foothills (e.g., Clay Station Mitigation Bank, Deadman Creek 
Conservation Bank, North Suisun Mitigation Bank, Meridian Ranch Mitigation Bank, 
Van Vleck Ranch Mitigation Bank, Stillwater Plains Mitigation Bank). The measures 
proposed for mitigating impacts on wetlands (Mitigation Measure 4.4-5) are consistent 
with USACE, EPA, and USFWS guidelines and rules, and current professional standards 
in California for other CEQA projects (e.g., Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan 
EIR/EIS [City of Folsom and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010], SunCreek Specific 
Plan EIR/EIS [City of Rancho Cordova and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2012], 
Cordova Hills Master Plan EIS [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2014], Northeast 
Fairfield Specific Plan Train Station EIR [City of Fairfield Community Development 
Department 2010]). The DEIR is not required to assess the success of past mitigation 
efforts in order to prove mitigation measure effectiveness. The following text has been 
added to the text of the DEIR under Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 on pages 4.4-43 and 44: 

 The wetland mitigation plan will include ecological performance standards, 
based on the best available science that can be assessed in a practicable manner. 
Performance standards must be based on attributes that are objective and 
verifiable.  

 The addition of this language addresses the concerns that mitigation may not be 
successful in reducing significant impacts because it specifies that ecological 
performance standards must be met. 

Foothill2-486 and -487 The comments ask whether a vernal pool mitigation bank exists in Amador County, and 
if so, where it is located. Currently, no vernal pool mitigation bank exists in Amador 
County. However, agency-approved mitigation banks are located in Sacramento County, 
and they are authorized by USFWS and USACE to sell mitigation credits to offset 
impacts on vernal pool habitat in Amador County. 
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Foothill2-488 The comment asks whether the County would require replacement of adjacent upland 
grassland habitat that is important to California tiger salamander. As outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, the County would require compensatory mitigation for all 
unavoidable loss of occupied habitat for California tiger salamander and other State or 
federally listed species, consistent with applicable State and federal requirements, and in 
consultation with the appropriate agencies (USFWS for federally listed plant, wildlife and 
fish species; NMFS for listed anadromous fish species).  

Foothill2-489 and -490 The comments ask whether the USACE 404 permitting process is successful in 
addressing cumulative impacts or meeting the CWA requirement of “no-net-loss.” The 
comments further ask how the County would follow up on mitigation requirements to 
ensure success. USACE is mandated to achieve a no-net-loss standard as a condition of 
issuing permits to fill waters of the United States under Section 404 of the CWA, and 
USACE is responsible to enforce the no-net-loss policy. Compliance with environmental 
regulations and permit requirements can provide a basis for determining that mitigation 
measures will be effective in reducing impacts to less-than-significant levels. (See, e.g., 
Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland [2011] 195 Cal.App. 4th 884.) Also, to 
ensure the mitigation measures that are identified in the FEIR are implemented, the 
County must adopt a program for monitoring and reporting on the measures it has 
identified to avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects. It is the County’s 
responsibility to clearly identify responsible parties for implementation and monitoring of 
each mitigation measure in the final MMRP. 

Foothill2-491 The comment states that cumulative impacts from vernal pool mitigation and lack of 
monitoring success hamper the effectiveness of mitigation banking. As described under 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 on pages 4.4-43 and 44 of the DEIR, USACE and EPA Final 
Rule (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 325 and 332 and 40 CFR Part 230) 
establish preference for use of approved mitigation banks for compensatory mitigation 
because much of the risk and uncertainty regarding mitigation success is alleviated by the 
fact that mitigation bank wetlands must be established and demonstrating functionality 
before credits can be sold. This also alleviates temporal losses of wetland function while 
compensatory wetlands are being established. Mitigation banks also tend to be on larger, 
more ecologically valuable parcels and are subjected to more rigorous scientific study, 
planning, and implementation procedures than typical permittee-responsible mitigation 
sites (USACE and EPA 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resources [33 CFR Parts 325 and 332 and 40 CFR Part 230]). Generally, 
mitigation banks are more successful than permittee responsible mitigation. However, the 
DEIR-proposed mitigation notes that a combination of mitigation bank credits and 
permittee-responsible on and off-site mitigation may be used as needed to fully offset 
project impacts on wetlands. Implementation of the programs, goals, and policies of the 
Draft General Plan and Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4- 1b, and 4.4-5 would reduce 
impacts on federally protected wetlands to a less-than-significant level. The courts have 
determined that the burden is on the commenter to prove that proposed mitigation would 
be insufficient. 

Foothill2-492 and -493 The comments state that the uncertainty associated with losses from replacement of 
vernal pools indicates that avoiding vernal pool loss is preferred, and if vernal pools are 
present in rangeland, then conversion of that rangeland to intensive agriculture should 
trigger mitigation requirements under the ESA, the CESA, and the CWA. The County 
agrees with the comment that avoiding vernal pool loss is preferable to compensation, 
and thus the Draft General Plan includes Program D-4, Goal OS-3, Policy OS-3.3, and 
Policy OS-3.4, prioritizing avoidance and preservation of vernal pools and other sensitive 
habitats. However, the County recognizes that it may not always be possible to 
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completely avoid impacts on vernal pools. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, and 4.4-5, conversion of vernal pools would be avoided through project 
design and modification to the extent feasible, and unavoidable losses of this habitat 
would be compensated on a no-net loss basis. 

 To the extent that rangeland would be converted to intensive agriculture through 
implementation of the Draft General Plan, project applicants would be responsible for 
compliance with any applicable ESA, CESA, and CWA requirements, including 
applicable mitigation requirements. 

Foothill2-494 The comment states that the FEIR should provide an alternative that avoids conversions 
of vernal pools. The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives, as required under 
CEQA. The DEIR analyzes two alternatives in Chapter 5, “Alternatives,” Alternative 2 – 
City- and Community-Centered Growth and Alternative 3 – Restricted Growth, which 
would reduce the potential development impacts on vernal pools, either by focusing 
growth around existing communities or by reducing overall population growth through 
the duration of Draft General Plan implementation. Because the DEIR already includes 
alternatives that would reduce potential impacts on vernal pools as compared to the Draft 
General Plan, as well as mitigation measures that reduce vernal pool and other wetlands 
impacts to less-than-significant levels, it is not necessary to analyze another duplicative 
alternative to reduce these impacts. 

Foothill2-495 through -499 The comments pertain to the DEIR notation that mitigation banking for wetlands 
should occur first at locations which have demonstrated functionality. The comments 
suggest that the County should pursue wetland preserves within its boundaries. The 
comments ask whether the County has identified any landowners, land managers, or land 
trusts that provide mitigation for wetlands. The County agrees that compensatory 
mitigation within Amador County is preferable to mitigation banking in adjacent 
Sacramento County. However, USACE and/or USFWS may require some compensatory 
mitigation to be within an agency-approved mitigation bank, and none currently exist in 
Amador County. Species that depend on vernal pool habitat still could benefit from 
preservation of high-quality vernal pool habitat in adjacent counties, especially because 
mitigation banks tend to provide larger blocks of higher quality habitat than small, 
isolated patches of permittee-responsible mitigation. USACE and EPA’s April 10, 2008 
Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 CFR Parts 
325 and 332 and 40 CFR Part 230) establishes a preference for compensating losses of 
aquatic resources within the same watershed as the impact site. Therefore, impacts and 
mitigation are assessed at a watershed scale and not from a jurisdictional boundary 
perspective. Under the USACE and EPA regulations, a combination of mitigation bank 
credits and permittee-responsible on and off-site mitigation may be used as needed to 
fully offset project impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States and waters 
of the State. 

Foothill2-500 The comment suggests that the citation to PRC Section 15064.5 on DEIR page 4.5-1 
should be corrected to show the full citation. The text on DEIR page 4.5-1 has been 
revised as shown below: 

Per the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 5, 
Section Public Resources Code, section 15064.5, “historical resources”… 

Foothill2-501 and -502 The comments suggest a text formatting change to the PRC referenced in comment 
Foothill2-500 and citing the entirety of PRC Section 15064.5 paragraph (a). The text on 
DEIR pages 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 has been revised as shown below: 
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(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies 
must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, 
provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light 
of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to 
be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the 
California Register of Historical ResourcesA resource that meets the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, 
Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of 
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or 
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) 
of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that 
the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code 
sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.  

Foothill2-503 The comment suggests correcting the text of PRC Section 21083.2 cited on DEIR page 
4.5-2 to indicate that it applies to people as well as events. The text on DEIR page 4.5-2 
has been revised as shown below:  

3. It is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric 
or historic event or person. 

Foothill2-504 The comment cites case law regarding the environmental setting section of the DEIR. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-505 and -506 The comments state that the North Central Information Center (NCIC) records search 
was limited to exclude federally owned land and land within the incorporated cities, and 
therefore it may not capture cultural resources that extend onto land over which the 
General Plan applies. The DEIR cultural resources setting is at an appropriate level of 
detail for a General Plan Program EIR. Information on cultural resources located on the 
excluded lands is not needed to understand the cultural resources impacts of the Draft 
General Plan. The records search provides a background for the types of resources that 
may be encountered. Subsequent cultural resources investigations would be conducted on 
a project-by-project basis, and would include a review of recent studies and 
investigations. Where necessary, the search would extend beyond the project site onto 
federal and incorporated lands as required. These project-specific cultural resources 
investigations would also include updated information from county archives, historians, 
and input from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and interested 
Native American groups and individuals. These procedures are incorporated into 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis 
and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-507 The comment states that knowing the density of recorded resources on excluded lands 
could help develop Cultural Resource Sensitivity map. See response to comments 
Foothill2-505 and -506. 

Foothill2-508 The comment contends that the cultural resources record search is inadequate because of 
restrictions noted in comments Foothill2-505 through -507. The DEIR cultural resources 
setting is at an appropriate level of detail for a General Plan Program EIR. See response 
to comments Foothill2-505 and -506 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-509 The comment contends there are possible adequacy issues related to a lack of sufficient 
background information on existing conditions because the cultural resources records 
search did not include federal land and land in the incorporated cities. The DEIR cultural 
resources setting is at an appropriate level of detail for a General Plan Program EIR. 
Furthermore, the County does not have jurisdiction over federal land. See response to 
comments Foothill2-505 and -506 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-510 The comment requests that the record search be expanded to include cultural resources 
located on land adjacent to the boundaries of the excluded lands noted in comments 
Foothill2-505 and -506 (i.e., federal land and land in the incorporated cities), because 
cultural resources may extend across boundaries from one land owner to another. The 
County does not have jurisdiction over federal land. The commenter’s concerns are 
noted. However, the level of detail contained in DEIR Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources” 
is appropriate for a countywide General Plan. Site-specific records searches and site visits 
would take place as part of future site-specific documents. See response to comments 
Foothill2-505 and -506, and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-511 through -514 The comments contend that background research for cultural resources should be 
extended to information from other sources such as local historical societies, preservation 
societies, libraries, history museums, and the NAHC, because these sources may have 
information related to other cultural resources. For example, the commenter states that 
the Amador County Historical Society is aware of the Volcano Ditch, information about 
which could have been included in the DEIR. The Volcano Ditch is only one of over 
1,000 cultural resources known to be present in Amador County. The information sources 
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and level of detail contained in DEIR Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources” are appropriate 
for a countywide General Plan. Site-specific records searches, site visits, and discussions 
of known cultural resources within the footprints of site-specific development projects 
would take place as part of future site-specific CEQA documents. See responses to 
comments Foothill2-505 and -506 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-515 through -517 The comments request inclusion of information from NAHC Sacred Land files 
regarding traditional tribal cultural places, while complying with confidentiality of these 
records. Consultation was conducted between the County, NAHC, and local Native 
American groups. See page G-12 Governance Element of the Draft General Plan, and the 
SB 18 discussion from DEIR Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources.” 

 
Foothill2-518 through -520 The comments contend that the DEIR’s description of prehistoric site categories 

on page 4.5-7 lack clarity and should be expanded to include lithic scatters, temporary 
camps, and other commonly used categories for prehistoric site types. As suggested by 
the commenter, the text on DEIR page 4.5-7 has been revised and expanded as shown 
below: 

Flaked Stone Scatters: Flaked stone scatters include the lost, broken, and 
discarded objectives of formed tool manufacture (e.g. projectile points, bifaces, 
unifaces), used and discarded byproducts of manufacture (modified and/or used 
flakes), and the debris (debitage) resulting from manufacture, use, repair and 
resharpening. As an archaeological constituent, flaked stone scatters can occur as 
the only element of an archaeological deposit, or they can occur in combination 
with other classes of archaeological material such as ground stone, bone, shell, 
cultural midden, rock art, and structural depressions. Throughout California, 
flake stone scatters are the most ubiquitous indicator of prehistoric land use.  

Bedrock Mortars: Bedrock Mortars (BRMs) are shallow (approximately 1.0 
centimeter or less in depth) to very deep (over 20 centimeters in depth) saucer to 
conical shaped depressions located on boulders or deliberately produced holes 
made by pecking into granitic bedrock exposures outcrops. They were primarily 
are used for the processing acorns and seeds, and also plants with medicinal 
properties. initial stages of grinding acorns into flour. After acorns are ground 
sufficiently in a mortar, the acorn meal is typically placed in a sand basin or a 
basket and water is leached repeatedly through the meal to remove tannins that 
render it inedible. The resulting flour can then be used or stored for future use. 
These milling features BRMs are often tend to be found in isolation near targeted 
resources, such as oak trees, and near perennial and seasonal drainages More 
extensive features are associated with occupation/village sites. in locations that 
include acorn-bearing oak trees, a water source, and bedrock all in close 
proximity. BRMs are ubiquitous to the California foothills and yet still render 
information regarding prehistoric lifeways. 

Occupation Sites: Occupation sites display present some evidence of temporary 
or longer repeated use over time. They are characterized by the presence of dark, 
richly organic deposits soil from the accumulation of refuse. s that develop when 
refuse accumulates. These sites can sometimes be seen as an artificial mound on 
the landscape. Artifacts from daily habitation at these sites typically include stone 
and bone tools or tool fragments of tools; faunal (food) remains; and 
occasionally, house pits, petroglyphs or pictographs. House pits are small 
depressions which have been capped by some sort of structure (now gone) and 
inhabited by family groups. Occupation sites may also include larger depression 
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that are the remains of ceremonial structures such as round houses, and may 
include Native American burials as it was a common cultural practice to inter the 
dead near the community. 

Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Cultural Properties: These locales 
properties may be more difficult to identify as there may be no physical marker 
such as a BRM or occupation site Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Cultural 
Properties (TCPs) may consist of gathering areas, religious sites, or mythic 
locations that represent California Native Americans’ use, and continued use, of 
natural settings in the conduct of religious observances, ceremonies, and cultural 
practices and beliefs. As such these resources reflect the tribes’ continuing 
cultural ties to the land and their traditional heritages. Traditional, in this context, 
refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people 
that have been passed down through the generations, usually orally or through 
practice. Therefore, the traditional cultural significance of a historic property is 
derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted 
beliefs, customs, and practices (National Register Bulletin 38). 

A Traditional Tribal Cultural Place TCP is generally eligible for inclusion in the 
California Register National Register of Historic Places because of its association 
with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that are rooted in that 
community’s the history, and are important in maintaining the maintenance of the 
continuing cultural identity of the community. 

Foothill2-521 and -522 The comments request that the description of bedrock mortars on DEIR page 4.5-7 be 
revised to include other mortar sites more specific to the County. As requested by the 
commenter, the description of bedrock mortars on DEIR page 4.5-7 has been revised, as 
shown in responses to comments Foothill2-518 through -520. 

Foothill2-523 and -524 The comments state that the term “Traditional Cultural Properties” on DEIR page 4.5-7 
should be changed to “traditional tribal cultural place.” The requested text has been 
modified, as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-518 through -520.  

Foothill2-525 and -526 The comments request that a description of traditional tribal cultural places that would be 
considered under states codes be added to DEIR page 4.5-7. The requested DEIR text has 
been modified, as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-518 through -520.  

Foothill2-527 and -528 The comments request that the definition of “substantial adverse change” on DEIR page 
4.5-11 be changed to include the entire citation as defined under Section 15064.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. As requested by the commenter, the text on DEIR page 4.5-11 
has been modified as shown below: 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines “substantial adverse 
change” as physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical 
resource would be materially impaired.  

Foothill2-529 through -531 The comments contend that the DEIR does not explain what is required in the 
impact analysis section when there are impacts to historical resources and requests that 
the requirements of PRC [sic] 15126.4(b) be inserted on page 4.5-11 of the DEIR. These 
provisions do not pertain to cultural resources impact analyses, but instead are guidelines 
for development of cultural resources mitigation measures. The text of DEIR Mitigation 
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Measures 4.5-1a and 4.5-1b (pages 4.5-11 and 4.5-12) have been revised to more 
precisely incorporate the provisions of PRC Section 15126.4(b) as shown below: 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a: Implement Program D-6 Historic Preservation, Cultural 
Resources  

a. The objective of Amador County’s Implementation Plan Section D-6 this programis 
to substantially reduce or avoid impacts to cultural resources through preservation in 
place. Data recovery as a mitigation measure would only be implemented when 
preservation or mitigation is not feasible. Through the discretionary review process, 
the County will work with applicants to assure their projects comply with state and 
federal laws that preserve and protect cultural resources, including historic resources 
and archeological sites. These mitigation measures would be developed by an 
archaeologist that specializes in prehistoric or historic archaeology, and/or an 
architectural historian (as appropriate) that meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. 
With regard to traditional tribal cultural places, preservation of values would be the 
preferred method of protecting a sacred area from adverse impacts. If preservation is 
not feasible, then one or more of the alternative methods outlined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3) may be implemented. The County will work with 
applicants to comply with state and federal laws that preserve and protect cultural 
resources, including historic resources and archeological sites. 

b. When evaluating discretionary projects, the County will use its review process to 
guide the applicant toward the use of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings; or use of the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation; and the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995). The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties presume each historical resource is unique. 
Thus, each significant resource presents its own identity and its own distinctive 
character. Character in this instance refers to those visual aspects and physical 
features that comprise the appearance of an historical resource. As commonly 
referred, character-defining features include the overall shape of the resource, its 
materials, craftsmanship, decorative details, interior spaces and features, as well as 
the various aspects of its site and environment (Nelson ND). Following the 
Secretary’s Standards will result in the retention of as many key character-giving 
defining features as possible in the protection, preservation, restoration, or renovation 
of cultural resources such as historic buildings, structures, objects, landscapes, or 
sites, where feasible. When possible, project applicants shall also strive to maintain 
or restore original proportions, dimensions, and elements of historic buildings or 
structures and preserve or restore features of historic objects, landscapes, or sites. 
Applicants may be required to use historic preservation techniques and standards to 
maintain the historical integrity of historic buildings or structures (including the 
Historic Building Code [Title 24, Part 8]) where mandated. Where restoration or 
renovation is undertaken to meet the proposed use of the owner, upgrades to 
plumbing, electrical, HVAC, and interior arrangements will be allowed. An 
expansion that meets building code guidelines will be permitted so long as the style 
of the expansion matches the original structure. Individuals that meet the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for architectural preservation will be used to determine that the 
impact on the historical resource resulting from the expansion is mitigated to a less- 
than-significant level. 
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c. Where restoration or preservation of a cultural resource is not feasible, applicants 
shall document the resource and retain the information in a secure location, but 
publicly accessible location. Access to confidential information will be conducted 
pursuant to federal and state laws, including but not limited to the California Public 
Records Act, Government Code § 6250 et seq., and the Information Practices Act of 
1977, Civil Code § 1798 et seq. Archaeological collections will be curated according 
to the Guidelines for the curation of Archeological Collections (State Historical 
Resources Commission (1993), and will be funded by the project applicant. 

 
Foothill2-532 through -535 The comments contend that the records search related to DEIR Exhibit 4.5-1 did 

not include federally owned lands, which are mostly in the eastern portion of the County. 
It requests explanation of the conclusion that cultural resources are concentrated in the 
western portion of the County. Text modifying this conclusion and referencing cultural 
resources located on lands managed by the Eldorado National Forest has been added to 
DEIR page 4.5-11 under Impact 4.5-1 as shown below: 

As illustrated in Exhibit 4.5-1 and described in Section 4.5.2, “Environmental 
Setting,” known cultural resources on lands administered by the County are 
concentrated located throughout the County, but are concentrated in the western 
portion of the County along stream drainages and near mineral deposits. 
However, over 300 cultural sites are located within property managed by the 
Eldorado National Forest in the eastern portion of the County. 

Foothill2-536 The comment states that lot splits are a discretionary process and that grading and 
building permits are ministerial. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required.  

Foothill2-537 through -541 The comments contend that the impacts related to lot development are reasonably 
foreseeable and therefore should be analyzed as a part of the County’s discretionary 
process in order to avoid significant impacts to cultural resources. DEIR Impacts 4.5-1 
and 4.5-2 (Section 4.5, “Cultural Resources” pages 4.5-11 through 4.5-14) analyze the 
potential impacts of project development in the County on cultural resources, including 
reasonably foreseeable earthmoving activities that would occur from development 
following lot splits. These impacts would be mitigated through implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a, 4.5-1b, and 4.5-2. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy 
of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-542 and -543 The comments cite CEQA Guideline text verbatim and contend that the term “work with” 
in DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a does not require project applicants to comply with 
any laws, regulations, or standards related to cultural resource preservation and 
protection. The term “work with” does not represent an independent mitigation measure, 
but rather a commitment by the County to assist applicants in mitigating cultural 
resources impacts through the more specific measures listed in paragraphs b and c of 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a. For clarification, text changes have been made to paragraph a 
of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -
531. 

Foothill2-544 The comment requests that DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a be revised to specify the 
measures that will be required to ensure cultural resource preservation and protection. 
See responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -531. 
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Foothill2-545 The comment requests that individuals that meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
the appropriate profession be used to determine the impacts on historical resources. See 
responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -531. 

Foothill2-546 and -547 The comments restate text that is contained in Appendix D of the DEIR (from the 
Cultural Resources Background Working Paper) and request that the FEIR include 
descriptive actions the County will take to minimize impacts to cultural resources while 
implementing the goals discussed in the working paper. Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a 
emphasizes preservation of the County’s built historical resources. Identification, 
interpretation, and protection of cultural resources would be achieved through 
implementation of DEIR Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a, 4.5-1b, and 4.5-2 (pages 4.5-11 
through 4.5-14). See also responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -531. 

Foothill2-548 The comment states that the administrative record must contain substantial evidence that 
the mitigation measures will mitigate the impacts and cites CEQA case law. 
Effectiveness of the DEIR cultural resources mitigation measures is demonstrated by 
their consistency with the recommendations contained in CEQA Guidelines 
Section15126.4 (b), which in turn are based on input from State cultural resources 
experts.  

Foothill2-549 and -550 The comments restate and summarize the text of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b. These 
comments do not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-551 The comment states that successful mitigation of impacts to historic properties requires 
that the character-defining elements of a historic property be retained. The County agrees 
with this comment. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-552 The comment requests the FEIR indicate what measures will be used to ensure the 
retention of character-defining elements of historic properties. Typically, this mitigation 
measure would be implemented through project-specific CEQA reviews, in which 
project-specific mitigation measures would become conditions of project approval. DEIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b (page 4.5-12) requires the County to implement CEQA 
review of discretionary projects, and to assess impacts and provide mitigation as part of 
that process. 

Foothill2-553 through -555 The comments requests that the FEIR indicate that individuals that meet the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the appropriate profession will be used to determine 
impacts to historical resources, and restate a portion of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b 
text verbatim. See responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -531. 

Foothill2-556 and -557 These comments restate a portion of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b text verbatim and 
note that in some cases, interior alterations to certain buildings and structures may affect 
their historical resource eligibility. See responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -
531. In addition, text has been added under the heading “Significance after Mitigation” 
on DEIR page 4.5-12 as shown below: 

 Significance after Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a and 4.5-1b would substantially reduce or avoid impacts to 
CEQA-defined “historical resources,” consistent with recommendations in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b). Preservation in place would be preferred, and data 
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recovery would only be implemented when preservation or mitigation is not feasible. 
require d Development projects that implement the Draft General Plan would be required 
to identify resources, avoid resources where feasible, and when avoidance is not feasible, 
substantially reduce impacts to resources under the direction of an qualified 
archaeologist, or architectural historian. where avoidance would not be feasible. With 
regard to traditional tribal cultural places, preservation of values would be the preferred 
method of protecting a sacred area from adverse impacts. With regard to historic 
structures, Secretary of Interior Standards for architectural preservation would be used to 
guide mitigation, and individuals meeting these standards would determine that the 
impact on the historical resource is mitigated to a less than significant level. Because 
these mitigation measures would avoid substantial adverse changes in the significance of 
known cultural resources, Therefore, the impact would be reduced to less than 
significant.  

Foothill2-558 The commenter requests the same change as requested in comment Foothill2-553 (i.e., 
that professionals meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Standards should be used to develop 
and implement mitigation for impacts to cultural resources). See responses to comments 
Foothill2-529 through -531. 

Foothill2-559 through -561 The comments quote CEQA Guideline [sic] 15126.4 (b)(1) text verbatim and 
contend that either the Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a and 4.5-1b should be changed to 
reflect the conditions specified in the CEQA Guidelines, or the impact should be 
considered significant. The text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a and the significance 
conclusion for Impact 4.5-1 have been revised as shown in responses to comments 
Foothill2-529 through -531. In addition, the text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b (page 4.5-
12) has been revised as shown below: 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b: Implement CEQA Review of Discretionary Projects 

The County will require applicants for discretionary projects that could have significant 
adverse impacts to prehistoric or historic-era archaeological resources to assess impacts 
and provide mitigation as part of the CEQA process, and consistent with the requirements 
of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3) and Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, 
or equivalent County regulation. These regulations generally require consultation with 
appropriate agencies, the Native American Heritage Commission, knowledgeable and 
Native American groups and individuals, new and updated record searches conducted by 
the North Central Information Center and federal and incorporated local agencies within 
and in the vicinity of the project site, repositories of historic archives including local 
historical societies, and individuals, significance determinations by qualified 
professionals, and avoidance of resources if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, 
recovery, documentation and recordation of resources is required prior to project 
implementation, and copies of the documentation will be forwarded to the NCIC. In the 
event human remains are discovered, the project proponent applicant and landowner will 
comply with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public 
Resources Code Section 70505097. When the County is the applicant the same mitigation 
applies. 

Foothill2-562 through -564 The comments restate DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a text verbatim and state 
that in some cases a building or structure’s proposed expansion may materially impair its 
historical resource eligibility. The commenter therefore requests that professionals 
meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Standards be used to develop and implement 
mitigation for impacts to cultural resources. The text of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a 
has been revised to indicate that mitigation would be developed and implemented by 
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individuals that meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for architectural preservation. 
In addition, the significance conclusion of Impact 4.5-1 has been revised. See responses 
to comments Foothill2-529 through -531, -556, and -557. 

Foothill2-565 The comment states that rather than identifying individuals that meet the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for the appropriate profession, the County could become a Certified 
Local Government and have qualified members as part of a commission review the 
environmental documents. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-566 through -572 The comments cite the text of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a and note that this 
mitigation measure does not reflect the specific methodologies whereby data for affected 
cultural resources would be obtained, and request that the FEIR indicate how the data 
collection will be managed, how the management will be funded, and how the ownership 
of the collection will be handled. The comments also note that some cultural resources 
information is confidential, and therefore DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a, paragraph c, 
should be modified so that records are not placed in a publicly accessible location. 
Finally, the comments request that the significance conclusion of DEIR Impact 4.5-1 be 
changed because significant impacts may occur even after recordation of historical 
resource has been accomplished (e.g., demolition of the resource). The text of DEIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a and the significance conclusion for Impact 4.5-1 have been 
revised as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-529 through -531, -556, and -557.  

Foothill2-573 through -576 The comments restate the text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b (DEIR page 4.5-12) 
regarding review of discretionary projects, and state that the specific codes noted in this 
section [sic] only apply to resources of an archeological nature. The comments also 
request that recordation of resources be completed prior to preparation of an 
environmental document, and that the data recovery reports be kept at the NCIC. The text 
of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b has been revised as shown in responses to comments 
Foothill2-559 through -561.  

Foothill2-577 The comment requests that reports/documents regarding the results of cultural resource 
investigations for discretionary projects be made available for the public at the County 
library and archives. The comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR or the effectiveness of cultural resources 
mitigation measures; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-578 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b indicates the County may have an 
equivalent regulation to the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines and the PRC, which 
would require meeting both County and state codes for ensuring less-than-significant 
impacts on cultural resources. This comment does not identify any specific issues related 
to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-579 The comment cites the statement in Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b on page 4.5-12 of the 
DEIR regarding compliance with what it notes is an incorrect reference to PRC 7050.5, 
and requests correction. The text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b has been corrected to 
refer to PRC 5097, as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-559 through -561. 

Foothill2-580 The comment notes that on pages 4.5-11 and -12, the DEIR Mitigation Measures refer to 
“the Applicant,” and notes that in some cases the County would be the project proponent. 
The comment therefore requests that the DEIR provide the procedures that will be used 
when the County is the “Applicant.” The text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b has been 
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revised to state that when the County is the project applicant, the same mitigation 
measures would apply, as shown in responses to comments Foothill2-559 through -561. 

Foothill2-581 through -584 The comments refer to the significance conclusion for Impact 4.5-1 (DEIR page 
4.5-12) and indicate that although an archaeologist may be one of the appropriate 
specialists to ensure that the impacts on cultural resources are reduced to less-than-
significant levels, other professionals who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
(e.g., a historic archaeologist or prehistoric archaeologist) may also be necessary 
depending on the type of resource. The commenter therefore requests that the DEIR be 
revised accordingly. The text of DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a has been revised to 
specify that the appropriate type of archaeological professional who meets the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards should be employed, as shown in responses to comments 
Foothill2-529 through -531.  

Foothill2-585 through -587 These comments express the same concern stated previously in comments 
Foothill2-571 and -572, regarding the fact that in some cases (e.g., demolition of a 
historic building), implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a may not reduce the 
impact to the less-than-significant level. Therefore, the commenter suggests that either 
additional mitigation measures should be added, or the significance conclusion for Impact 
4.5-1 should be revised. The text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a and the significance 
conclusion for Impact 4.5-1 have been revised as shown in responses to comments 
Foothill2-529 through -531, -556, and -557.  

Foothill2-588 through -591 The comments state that DEIR Impact 4.5-1 should be expanded to include 
impacts and mitigation measures related to traditional tribal cultural places rather than 
just Traditional Cultural Properties, as well as a determination as to whether or not these 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. As requested by the 
commenter, the text of Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a has been revised to address traditional 
tribal cultural places rather than just Traditional Cultural Properties, and the significance 
conclusion of Impact 4.5-1 has been revised, as shown in responses to comments 
Foothill2-529 through -531, -556, and -557. In addition, the text of the second paragraph 
of Impact 4.5-1 (DEIR page 4.5-11) has been revised as shown below: 

Known cultural resources could be damaged or destroyed as a result of 
development activities and infrastructure improvements associated with 
implementation of the Draft General Plan, and the physical or spiritual integrity 
of traditional tribal cultural places could also be compromised.  

Foothill2-592 through -600 The comments cite text from Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 and from DEIR Appendix 
D (page CR-17), and state that because cultural resources are not as noticeable to an 
untrained person, it would be more appropriate to have an archeologist monitor ground-
disturbing activities to assure that a resource is not adversely affected by project 
development. The comments also request that language in Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 be 
corrected/added to clearly indicate the responsibilities of the County coroner when 
human remains are encountered, and to correctly incorporate the provisions of California 
Health and Safety Code 7050.5. As requested by the commenter, the text of Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-2 has been revised as shown below: 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: Impose Standard Conditions on Development 

The County will continue to impose the following conditions on projects which 
include ground disturbing activity. Applicants, including the County, will be 
required to do the following:  



Amador County General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
County of Amador 10-467 Comments and Responses 

 During ground-disturbing activity, if paleontological, historic or pre-historic 
resources such as chipped or ground stone, fossil-bearing rock, large 
quantities of shell, historic debris, building foundations, or human bone are 
inadvertently discovered, the operator/permittee shall immediately cease all 
such activities within 100 feet of the find and notify the Amador County 
Technical Advisory Committee. A qualified archaeologist shall be contracted 
by the operator/permittee to assess the significance of the find and prepare an 
evaluation, avoidance or mitigation plan, as appropriate, which shall be 
implemented before resuming ground disturbing activities. 

 When a discretionary project will involve subsurface impacts in highly 
sensitive areas, a qualified archaeologist will monitor ground-disturbing 
activities, and will have the authority to halt construction until the resource 
can be evaluated and mitigated if necessary. Native American monitors will 
be invited to attend. In addition, future CEQA projects will require AB-52 
consultation with tribes including the development of mitigation measures. 

 In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains anywhere 
within the work area, the operator/permittee shall comply with the following 
protocol: 

1. Immediately cease any disturbance of the area where such suspected 
remains are discovered and any nearby areas reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent remains until the Amador County Coroner is contacted, 
per Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code,. The 
coroner who shall, within two working days: 

o 2. Determine if an investigation of cause of death is required; 

o 3. Determine if the remains are most likely that of Native American 
origin, and if so suspected:, the coroner shall notify the NAHC 
within 24 hours of making his or her determination.  

o The operator/permittee shall comply with state laws relating to the 
disposition of Native American burials under the jurisdiction of the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (PRC Section 
5097).  

2. The descendants of the deceased Native Americans shall make a 
recommendation to the operator/permittee for the means of handling the 
remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. 

3. The NAHC shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be most 
likely descended from the deceased Native American. 

4. The descendants may, with the permission of the landowner or their 
representative, inspect the site of the discovered Native American 
remains and may recommend possible treatment or disposition within 24 
hours of their notification. If the NAHC is unable to identify a 
descendant, or the descendant fails to make a recommendation within 24 
hours after being contacted by the NAHC, operations may continue. 
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5.  Whenever the NAHC is unable to identify a descendent, or the 
descendent identified fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner 
or his or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendent and the mediation provided for in subdivision (k) of PRC 
Section 5097.94 fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, 
the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the 
human remains and items associated with Native American burials with 
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further 
subsurface disturbance. 

Foothill2-601 and -602 The comments state that construction could be delayed by 6 days, depending on when the 
first notification of a discovery of human remains is made, and requests that language to 
that effect be added to the DEIR. The commenter’s suggested addition to the DEIR 
would not increase the effectiveness of the mitigation measures and would not further 
reduce the level of significance of any of the cultural resources impacts. The comments 
do not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the 
DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-603 and -604 The comments suggest that cultural resource mitigation measures from the City of San 
Diego General Plan EIR should be used for the Amador County Draft General Plan EIR, 
because the commenter believes that those mitigation measures are more thorough. 
Although several pages of text from the San Diego General Plan EIR are presented, the 
comment does not identify any specific measures not currently included in the DEIR 
mitigation measures that should be included, or why any of the specific San Diego 
measures would be more effective than the ones presented in the DEIR. Further, many of 
the San Diego General Plan EIR measures overlap those in the DEIR. For these reasons, 
the Amador County General Plan DEIR cultural resources mitigation measures have not 
been modified to include the San Diego General Plan EIR mitigation measures. 

Foothill2-605 and -606 The commenter requests that a paleontological resources sensitivity assessment be 
performed for all of the rock formations in Amador County. It should be noted that the 
analysis presented in the DEIR is intended to be consistent with a program EIR for a 
general plan covering approximately 605 square miles (i.e., 387,200 acres). See also 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 
Nevertheless, the following text and Table 4.6-2 are hereby added to the text of DEIR 
Section 4.6 on page 4.6-12. 

Paleontological remains may be found in numerous types of rock formations. 
However, vertebrate fossils are most commonly recovered from sedimentary 
formations, as well as a few volcanic rock formations where sedimentary 
deposits are interbedded (such as the Mehrten Formation). The geology of 
Amador County is complex, with documented formations ranging from the 
Paleozoic era (dating to as early as 350 million years Before Present [B.P.]), to 
stream and gravel deposits still being deposited in recent times (i.e., Holocene 
age, 11,700 years B.P. and younger). 

The Holocene deposits in Amador County contain only the remains of extant, 
modern taxa (if any resources are present); in order to be considered a unique 
paleontological resource, a fossil must be more than 11,700 years old. Therefore, 
Holocene-age formations are not considered to be paleontologically sensitive.  

There are several sedimentary formations in Amador County ranging in age from 
Pleistocene to Eocene (Tertiary Period). The Modesto, Riverbank, Mehrten, and 
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Ione Formations are known to have produced vertebrate fossils and therefore are 
considered to be of high paleontological sensitivity (see DEIR pages 4.6-12 and 
4.6-19). A search of the University of California Museum of Paleontology 
(UCMP) database indicates that none of the other Tertiary Period deposits in 
Amador County are known to contain vertebrate fossils (UCMP 2015). 

The remaining geologic formations in Amador County are of Mesozoic and 
Paleozoic age and have either been highly folded, faulted, and metamorphosed 
from high temperature and pressure; formed at depth beneath the earth’s surface; 
or formed from eruption of lava on the earth’s surface. These types of formations 
do not contain vertebrate fossils, and therefore are not considered to be 
paleontologically sensitive. 

Table 4.6-2 
Rock Formations and Paleontological Sensitivity 

Age Description of Rock Formation 
Paleontological 

Sensitivity 
Holocene Alluvium – poorly sorted stream and basin deposits, clay to boulder sized Low  
Holocene Dredge and mine tailings  Low  
Holocene-
Pleistocene 

Glacial deposits – unsorted cobble to bouldery till with large granitic boulders in 
moraines 

Low 

Pleistocene Riverbank Formation – alluvium High 
Pleistocene Modesto-Riverbank Formations – mixed alluvium from both the Riverbank and 

Modesto Formations 
High 

Pleistocene North Merced Gravel – thin pediment veneer of gravel and cobble over an 
erosional surface, less than 6 feet thick 

Low 

Pliocene Laguna Formation – alluvial gravel, sand, and silt Low  
Pliocene Mehrten Formation – volcanic conglomerate, tuffaceous sandstone and siltstone, 

mudflow breccia, interbedded in some locations with sedimentary deposits 
High 

Pliocene to 
Miocene 

Valley Springs Formation – rhyolitic tuff, sandstone, siltstone, claystone, and 
conglomerate 

Low  

Eocene Ione Formation – quartzose sandstone interbedded with kaolinitic clay High 
Eocene Auriferous gravel – river channel and bench gravel; pebbles, cobbles, and 

boulders of basement (pre-Tertiary) rocks 
Low  

Jurassic to 
Cretaceous 

Mesozoic (plutonic) granitic rocks – granite to granodiorite Low 

Jurassic to 
Cretaceous 

Mesozoic (plutonic) dioritic rocks – quartz diorite and diorite Low 

Jurassic to 
Cretaceous 

Mesozoic (plutonic) gabbroic rocks - dark, coarse-grained rocks of crystalline 
texture, consisting mainly of pyroxene, plagioclase feldspar, and often olivine 

Low 

Jurassic to 
Cretaceous 

Mesozoic (plutonic) ultramafic rocks – peridotite, pyroxenite, hornblendite, 
grades into gabbroic rock, locally serpentinized 

Low 

Jurassic Copper Hill Volcanics – metamorphosed mafic pyroclastic rocks, pillow lava Low 
Jurassic Salt Springs Slate Low 
Jurassic Brower Creek Volcanic Member, Mariposa Formation – mafic flows, 

pyroclastics 
Low 

Jurassic Gopher Ridge Volcanics – metamorphosed mafic pyroclastic rocks, massive 
flows with some pillow lava 

Low 

Jurassic Metavolcanic rocks – mafic pyroclastic and flow rocks Low 
Jurassic to 
Paleozoic 

Gabbroic and hypabyssal intrusive rocks Low 

Jurassic to 
Paleozoic 

Metasedimentary rocks – slate, graywacke, conglomerate, pebbly mudstone, 
pyroclastics, quartzite, chert 

Low 

Jurassic Logtown Ridge Formation – metamorphosed mafic breccias, flows, pyroclastics, 
and volcaniclastics 

Low 
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Table 4.6-2 
Rock Formations and Paleontological Sensitivity 

Age Description of Rock Formation 
Paleontological 

Sensitivity 
Paleozoic Metamorphic rocks – mainly greenschist Low 
Paleozoic Calaveras Complex – chert, argillite, slate Low 
Sources: Wagner et al. 1987 and AECOM 2015 

 

Foothill2-607 and -608 The statement in the DEIR referred to by the commenter refers to the use of geologic 
maps to aid in determining the potential paleontological sensitivity of a project site. As 
stated on DEIR page 4.6-12, geologic maps and reports covering the geology of the 
project site and surrounding area, including the Geologic Map of the Sacramento 
Quadrangle (Wagner et al. 1987), were reviewed to determine the exposed rock units and 
to delineate their respective aerial distributions in the project area. The geologic units that 
are present in Amador County are shown in Exhibit 4.6-3, on pages 4.6-15 through 4.6-
18 of the DEIR; the paleontological sensitivity of these units is shown in Table 4.6-2. 

Foothill2-609 and -610 The commenter indicates that the location of the Modesto and Riverbank Formations 
should be shown on the DEIR exhibits. Wagner et al. (1987) indicate that a mixture of the 
Modesto and Riverbank Formations is present in the Jackson Valley and in a few smaller 
areas to the north. These areas are shown in Exhibit 4.6-3 on pages 4.6-15 and 4.6-16 of 
the DEIR. The legend for Exhibit 4.6-3 (on pages 4.6-17 and 4.6-18) has been modified 
to include the designation for the “Modesto-Riverbank Formations,” which was 
inadvertently omitted. The legend has also been modified so that only those geologic 
units shown on the map are displayed in the legend. 

Foothill2-611 and -612 The comment initially repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on 
CEQA environmental setting requirements. Because this is general comment unrelated to 
specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is required.  

The commenter requests that in addition to the sensitivity determination for the Mehrten 
and Ione Formations, a sensitivity determination be made for all of the rock formations 
present in Amador County. A sensitivity determination for the Modesto and Riverbank 
Formations is already contained on DEIR pages 4.6-12 and 4.6-19. A sensitivity 
determination for the other rock formations in Amador County has been provided in this 
FEIR (see responses to comments Foothill2-605 and -606, and Table 4.6-2). 

Foothill2-613 through -615 The commenter states that “Since CEQA requires an impact analysis to 
paleontological resources…” the analysis contained in the DEIR should consider all types 
of fossils rather than just those remains from vertebrate species. However, as noted by the 
commenter, the discussion of the paleontologically sensitive rock formations contained 
on DEIR pages 4.6-12 and 4.6-19 already includes information related to plant and 
invertebrate fossil remains. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Amador 
County has appropriately defined the paleontological resources significance threshold on 
pages 4.6-20 and 4.6-21 of the DEIR as follows: 
“…an impact to paleontological resources is considered significant if implementation of 
the Draft General Plan could lead to the destruction of a unique paleontological resource 
or site.  

A paleontologically important rock unit is one that has a high potential paleontological 
productivity rating and is known to have produced unique, scientifically important 
fossils. The potential paleontological productivity rating of a rock unit exposed at the 
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project site refers to the abundance/densities of fossil specimens and/or previously 
recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit in and near the project site. Exposures of a 
specific rock unit at the project site are most likely to yield fossil remains representing 
particular species in quantities or densities similar to those previously recorded from the 
unit in and near the project site.  

An individual vertebrate fossil specimen may be considered “unique” if it is identifiable 
and well preserved, and it meets one of the following criteria: 

► a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been 
described); 

► a member of a rare species; 

► a species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil 
has been discovered) wherein other species are also identifiable, and important 
information regarding life history of individuals can be drawn; 

► a skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now 
available for its species; or 

► a complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present).” 

As further stated on DEIR page 4.6-21, identifiable vertebrate marine and terrestrial 
fossils are generally considered scientifically important, in part, because they are 
relatively rare. The value or importance of different fossil groups varies, depending on 
the age and depositional environment of the rock unit that contains the fossils, their rarity, 
the extent to which they have already been identified and documented, and the ability to 
recover similar materials under more controlled conditions, such as part of a research 
project. Marine invertebrate fossil specimens are generally common, well developed, and 
well documented. Thus, for purposes of the CEQA impact analysis, Amador County has 
determined that marine invertebrates such as clams and mollusks, along with 
miscellaneous individual plant specimens that are not part of an assemblage, are not 
considered to be “unique” paleontological resources. This is consistent with current 
professional standards in California for other CEQA projects; see, for example, El 
Dorado County General Plan and EIR (El Dorado County Department of Planning 
Services 2004), Sacramento County General Plan and EIR (Sacramento County 
Department of Planning and Environmental Assessment 2011), 2025 L Street/2101 
Capitol Avenue Mixed-Use Project EIR (City of Sacramento Community Development 
Department 2015), Joint Operations Center Relocation Project EIS/EIR [Sacramento] 
(U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and California Department of Water Resources 2011a), City 
of Rancho Cordova General Plan and EIR (City of Rancho Cordova Planning Services 
2006), Prairie City State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan DEIR [Rancho 
Cordova] (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2015b), Folsom South of U.S. 
50 Specific Plan EIR/EIS (City of Folsom and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010), Rio 
del Oro Specific Plan EIR/EIS (City of Rancho Cordova and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 2006), SunCreek Specific Plan EIR/EIS (City of Rancho Cordova and U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 2012), Cordova Hills Master Plan EIS [Rancho Cordova] (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 2014), Rancho Murrieta Recycled Water System Expansion 
Project IS/MND (Rancho Murrieta Community Services District 2014), Cosumnes River 
Elementary School EIR (Elk Grove Unified School District 2008), City of Elk Grove 
General Plan EIR (City of Elk Grove Development Services Department 2003), Carnegie 
State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan and EIR (California Department of Parks 
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and Recreation 2015a), North Sacramento Streams, Sacramento River East Levee, Lower 
American River, and Related Flood Improvements Project EIR (Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency 2015), Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control 
Improvements for the Sacramento Area EIR (Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
2006), Feather-Bear Rivers Levee Setback EIR [Yuba County] (Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority 2004), Phase 3 of the Reclamation District 17 100-Year Levee 
Seepage Area Project EIR/EIS [Stockton/Manteca] (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
Reclamation District 17 2011), Yuba Goldfields 200-Year Flood Protection Project EIR 
[Marysville] (Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 2015), Sutter Point Specific 
Plan EIR (Sutter County Community Services Department 2008), Mariposa Lakes 
Specific Plan EIR (City of Stockton 2007), Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (City of 
Lathrop 2004), Modesto Redevelopment Master Plan EIR (Modesto Redevelopment 
Agency 2007), Hollister Urban Area Water and Wastewater Master Plan EIR (San Benito 
County Water District 2010), San Joaquin River Restoration Project EIR/EIS (U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation and California Department of Water Resources 2011b), Ceres 
Water and Sewer Master Plan EIR (City of Ceres 2012), Solano County General Plan and 
EIR (Solano County Resource Management Department 2008), Woodcreek 66 
Development Project EIR (Solano County Resource Management Department 2014), 
Northeast Fairfield Specific Plan Train Station EIR (City of Fairfield Community 
Development Department 2010), Pinole-Hercules Wastewater Treatment Plant EIR (City 
of Pinole 2009), and 1500 N. California Boulevard Mixed-Use Development Project EIR 
(City of Walnut Creek 2012) among others. 

For the above reasons, the DEIR paleontological resources significance threshold is 
appropriate, and no changes are required. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement 
Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-616 through -622 Regarding the adequacy of the DEIR paleontological resources threshold of 
significance, please see responses to comments Foothill2-613 through -615. 

The commenter refers to a scientific journal article entitled “Assessment and Mitigation 
of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines” 
originally published in the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin in 1995 
(which is also available on the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [SVP] website as cited 
by the commenter). The commenter cites to this journal article as substantiation for their 
request that the DEIR consider impacts to all types of fossils rather than just to vertebrate 
species. However, the fact that the SVP has attempted to formulate and suggest 
guidelines related to paleontological resources does not mean that any lead agency in 
California is required to either follow or adopt such suggestions. The lead agency retains 
the discretion to determine what the appropriate thresholds of significance should be for 
any particular project, The County’s paleontological resources significance threshold—
which is properly limited to unique paleontological resources—is supported by 
substantial evidence, is consistent with professional CEQA paleontological practice, and 
is also consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. See also responses to 
comments Foothill2-613 through -615. 

Foothill2-623 and -624 See response to comments Foothill2-605 and -606. There are no rock formations in 
Amador County, other than the Modesto, Riverbank, Mehrten, and Ione Formations 
already discussed on DEIR pages 4.6-12 and 4.6-19, that are considered sensitive for 
unique paleontological resources, nor are there any rock formations that are considered to 
be of undetermined potential. Thus, no revisions to DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-9 are 
necessary. 
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Foothill2-625 and -626 The text of Mitigation Measure 4.6-9 (DEIR pages 4.6-26 and -27) has been revised as 
shown below in order to clarify the types of activities to which the mitigation would 
apply. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-9: Paleontological Resource Assessment 

When reviewing discretionary development proposals where a CEQA document is 
required, the County will require project applicants to conduct a paleontological 
resources impact assessment for projects proposed within the Modesto, Riverbank, 
Mehrten, and Ione Formations, where a CEQA document is required and where 
substantial excavation is anticipated. These formations are sensitive for paleontological 
resources and underlie manycertain areas of the County (please refer to as shown in 
Exhibit 4.6-3 for a geologic map of Amador County). Impacts to paleontological 
resources will be evaluated on a site-specific basis, pursuant to the State CEQA 
Guidelines. Where such impacts are found to be potentially significant, the County will 
require project applicants to implement feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, 
such as construction worker personnel education, consultation with a qualified 
paleontologist should resources be encountered, avoidance of resources if feasible, and 
recovery and curation of specimens, as appropriate. Projects on already-disturbed sites 
and projects that do not involve substantial excavation would be exempt from this 
requirement. 

Actions that do not meet the CEQA definition of a “project” and therefore do not require 
an environmental analysis under the CEQA process shall not be required to perform a 
paleontological resources analysis. 

Foothill2-627 through -629 The commenter indicates that Mitigation Measure 4.9-6 should be revised 
because “…in some cases monitoring of the excavations by a qualified paleontologist 
may be necessary to mitigate potential impacts.” However, the commenter provides no 
support for this claim nor does the commenter provide an explanation as to why 
monitoring during construction would provide any greater level of protection to unique 
paleontological resources as compared to the requirements already contained in 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-9. This mitigation measure provides for consultation with a 
qualified paleontologist should resources be encountered; this consultation could lead to 
monitoring recommendations where appropriate in the judgement of the qualified 
paleontologist. 

Vertebrate fossils are extremely rare, are generally buried deep underground, and the way 
that a project’s potential for encountering them can be determined is by examining the 
type and number of similar fossil specimens found elsewhere within the same rock 
formation. However, rock formations encompass extremely large land areas—they 
frequently encompass hundreds of square miles. Thus, to require construction monitoring 
in every single paleontologically sensitive rock formation would not be cost-effective, 
and would result in mitigation that is greatly disproportionate to the potential impact 
given the rarity of vertebrate fossil remains. Furthermore, it would not be consistent with 
standard paleontological practice in other EIRs prepared for projects throughout the 
Central Valley and the Coast Ranges (see responses to comments Foothill2-613 through -
615). The existing DEIR mitigation measure provides sufficient mitigation to reduce 
impacts on unique paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, no 
changes to the DEIR are required. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding 
the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-630 through -633 See response to comment Foothill2-625 and -626. 
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Foothill2-634 and -635 The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure 4.5-2, which is intended to reduce 
impacts on cultural resources, should also be listed in DEIR Section 4.6. Mitigation 
Measure 4.5-2 already states that if paleontological resources are inadvertently 
discovered, work shall cease within 100 feet of the discovery and the Amador County 
Technical Advisory Committee shall be notified. Nevertheless, to avoid potential 
confusion, the following text is hereby added to DEIR Section 4.6, immediately 
preceding Mitigation Measure 4.6-9:  

Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5-2, Impose Standard 
Conditions on Development (related to paleontological resources).  

 The addition of this text does not affect the analysis or the impact conclusions already 
contained in the DEIR. 

Foothill2-636 through 640 The commenter suggests that the EIR should be revised to provide a summary of 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Senate Bill [SB] 1168, Assembly Bill 
1739, and SB 1319) (SGMA). A description of the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act has been added to the regulatory setting in DEIR Section 4.9, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” (pages 4.9-9 through 4.9-10), as shown below:  

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Senate Bill 1168) 

The California Legislature enacted a three-bill law (AB-1739, SB-1168, and SB-
1319), known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) on 
September 16, 2014. The SGMA was created to provide a framework for the 
sustainable management of groundwater supplies, and to strengthen local control 
and management of groundwater basins throughout the state with little state 
intervention. The SGMA is intended to empower local agencies to adopt 
groundwater management plans that are tailored to the resources and needs of 
their communities, such that sustainable management would provide a buffer 
against drought and climate change, and ensure reliable water supplies regardless 
of weather patterns. The SGMA is considered part of the statewide, 
comprehensive California Water Action Plan that includes water conservation, 
water recycling, expanded water storage, safe drinking water, and wetlands and 
watershed restoration. The SMGA protects existing surface water and 
groundwater rights and does not affect current drought response measures 
(Association of California Water Agencies [ACWA] 2014a). 

The SGMA requires that local agencies form a local groundwater sustainability 
agency (GSA) within 2 years (i.e., by 2017). Agencies located within high- or 
medium-priority basins must adopt groundwater sustainability plans (GSP) 
within 5 to 7 years. The time frame for basins determined by DWR to be in a 
condition of “critical overdraft” is 5 years (i.e., by 2020). Local agencies will 
have 20 years to fully implement GSPs after the plans have been adopted. 
Intervention by the SWRCB would occur if a GSA is not formed by the local 
agencies, and/or if a GSP is not adopted or implemented (DWR 2014a). DWR is 
targeted to identify basins subject to critical conditions of overdraft by June 1, 
2016 (ACWA 2014b). 

DWR has designated the Cosumnes groundwater subbasin, which extends to the 
extreme eastern portion of Amador County, as medium priority (DWR 2014b), 
and this subbasin is not included on DWR’s August 6, 2015 draft list of critically 
overdrafted basins (DWR 2015). Amador County is not required to take action to 
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designate a groundwater sustainability agency until 2017, and groundwater 
sustainability plans are not required until 2020 at the earliest. 

The SGMA requires local agencies to develop and implement groundwater sustainability 
plans in high and medium priority groundwater basins throughout the State of California. 
DWR has designated the Cosumnes groundwater subbasin, which extends to the extreme 
eastern portion of Amador County as medium priority (DWR 2014b), and this subbasin is 
not included on DWR’s August 6, 2015 draft list of critically overdrafted basins (DWR 
2015). Local agencies must form groundwater sustainability agencies by 2017, then 
agencies in critically overdrafted basins must develop plans by 2020, while agencies in 
all other high and medium priority basins must prepare plans by 2022. Amador County is 
not required to take action to designate a groundwater sustainability agency until 2017, 
and groundwater sustainability plans are not required until 2020 at the earliest. Therefore, 
at the time of FEIR preparation, the identity of the groundwater sustainability agency and 
requirements of groundwater sustainability plans were unknown.  

Foothill2-641 through -644 The commenter discusses the “tributary rule” associated with the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan), and 
also states that additional beneficial uses for Jackson Creek, as well as beneficial uses for 
Dry Creek, should be included in DEIR Table 4.9-1. The tributary rule applies where the 
SWRCB has not listed beneficial uses for a particular waterbody. Jackson Creek is 
tributary to Dry Creek, which is tributary to the Mokelumne River. The beneficial uses of 
Jackson Creek, based on the tributary rule, are provided in Table 4.9-1 on page 4.9-7 of 
the DEIR. Table 4.9-1 has been revised as shown below:  

Table 4.9-1 
Beneficial Uses of Amador County Waterbodies and Groundwater1 

 
Municipal and 

Domestic 
Supply 

Agricultural 
Supply 

Industrial 
Supply/ 
Power 

Recreation 
Freshwater 

Habitat Migration Spawning 
Wildlife 
Habitat 

Sutter Creek X X  X X X X X 

Jackson and Dry 
Creeks 

X X  X X X X X 

Mokelumne River X  X X X X X X 

Pardee Reservoir X  X X X  X X 

Lake Amador X X X X X   X 

Camanche Reservoir X X  X X X X X 

Cosumnes River X X  X X X X X 

Groundwatera2 X X X      

Note:  
1 As stated in the Basin Plan (CVRQCB 2011: II-2.00) the beneficial uses of any specifically identified water body generally apply to its 

tributary streams. 
a2 All ground waters in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River drainage basins are considered as suitable or potentially suitable, at a 

minimum, for the beneficial uses represented in this table. 
Source: CVRWQCB 2011; CVRWQCB 2013 

 

Please note, the listing of additional beneficial uses and/or additional waterbodies in 
Table 4.9-1 would not change the analysis or impact conclusions contained in the DEIR, 
because the information in this table is intended to provide the reader with the main 
beneficial uses that apply to major waterbodies in Amador County; it is not intended to 
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be an exhaustive list of every water body and every beneficial use attributed thereto. See 
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-645 and -646 The commenter requests that additional detailed information be provided in the DEIR 
related to the violations of wastewater treatment plant discharge permits listed on DEIR 
page 4.9-10, on the grounds that such violations could indicate a lack of capacity to treat 
wastewater generated by future growth. This comment is speculative. At any rate, a 
thorough discussion related to wastewater treatment facilities in Amador County is 
provided in DEIR Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities,” on pages 4.13-17 through 
4.13-22. Impact 4.13-3 (pages 4.13-37 and -38) discloses that some existing wastewater 
systems have inadequate capacity to accommodate future growth and that new or 
expanded wastewater facilities would be needed. Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, 
and 4.13-1c would require any development that would occur under the General Plan to 
demonstrate available wastewater conveyance and treatment capacity and would require 
the county to continue working to fund and efficiently provide future capacity. However, 
because of uncertainties associated with the potential future wastewater conveyance and 
treatment capacity, and because project-specific mitigation of new or expanded 
wastewater facilities cannot be guaranteed, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Foothill2-647 and -648 The commenter requests that the discussion related to the irrigated lands regulatory 
program (ILRP) in the “Regulatory Setting” portion of Section 4.9, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality” be expanded to provide details related to the Sacramento Amador Water 
Quality Alliance, its water quality monitoring, BMPs, and governing infrastructure, as 
well as a list of which growers opted for individual permits or coverage under a general 
waste discharge requirement. A summary of the Sacramento-Amador Water Quality 
Coalition (SAWQA) has been added to the regulatory setting in DEIR Section 4.9, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” (page 4.9-9) as shown below: 

Sacramento-Amador Water Quality Coalition (SAWQA) 

The Amador County Resource Conservation District (RCD) works in 
cooperation with the Lower Cosumnes RCD to coordinate the Sacramento-
Amador Water Quality Coalition (SAWQA). SAWQA is one of 10 sub-
watershed groups of the larger Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition 
(SVWQC). The SAWQA and other sub-watershed groups operate under a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) to meet the requirements of the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Irrigated Lands Regulatory 
Program (ILRP) (Amador RCD 2015). 

Furthermore, page 4.9-11 of the DEIR provides a 3-paragraph summary of the irrigated 
lands regulatory program.  

Foothill2-649 through -651 The commenter states that because EPA requires that lists of impaired 
waterbodies be updated every 2 years, the 2010 source for the DEIR Table 4.9-3 list of 
impaired waterbodies is outdated, and the table should be replaced with updated 
information. The most recent Section 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies in California 
(i.e., the 2012 Integrated Report) was issued in 2012 and adopted in 2015. However, the 
DEIR includes the appropriate setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, 
consistent with Section 15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Foothill2-652 through -659 The analysis requested by the commenter related to water quality effects from 
agriculture and mining is contained in DEIR Impact 4.9-1 (pages 4.9-20 through 4.9-24). 
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The DEIR states that mining discharges are regulated under Central Valley RWQCB’s 
Mining Program (described in the “Regulatory Setting” subsection), which issues permits 
and WDRs to each individual mine operator depending on the proximity to streams and 
the type and amount of waste discharge. The DEIR recognizes that mining activities 
could adversely affect water quality, but concludes that mining program regulations 
would assure impacts from mining discharges would be less than significant because they 
include both prescriptive and performance standards for waste containment, monitoring, 
and eventual closure. In addition, the Draft General Plan includes Policy C-4.2 to limit 
effects of mining activities on surface and groundwater. The DEIR further states that 
agricultural activities could adversely affect water quality, but are regulated under Central 
Valley RWQCB’s ILRP (described in the “Regulatory Setting” subsection). Central 
Valley RWQCB issues WDRs or conditional waivers of WDRs (Orders) to growers. All 
commercial irrigated lands, including nurseries and managed wetlands, are required to 
obtain regulatory coverage from Central Valley RWQCB. The DEIR concludes that 
compliance with the ILRP would assure impacts from agricultural discharges would be 
less than significant because associated WDRs contain requirements for implementation 
of water quality management practices including maintenance of such systems; specific 
prohibitions for discharges; receiving water limits for both surface and groundwater; 
conditions requiring water quality monitoring of receiving waters; and corrective actions 
when impairments are found. In addition, the Draft General Plan includes Policy C-4.3 to 
promote agricultural and development practices which limit soil erosion and runoff. (See 
DEIR page 4.9-22.) 

 Potential environmental impacts related to groundwater recharge from all types of land 
uses contemplated in the General Plan (including agriculture and mining) are evaluated in 
DEIR Impact 4.9-4 (pages 4.9-26 through -28). As discussed therein, although the 
southwestern portion of Amador County is within the Cosumnes Subbasin, the majority 
of the planning area is not in a defined groundwater basin. In the undefined region, where 
water is drawn from fractured bedrock, groundwater quantity and quality varies greatly 
from well site to well site due to the small and unpredictable yields of the fractured rock 
system that typifies the foothill geology. Although public water supply in Amador 
County is primarily from surface sources, the majority of housing units in the County 
outside of the AWA service area, as well as agricultural and mining uses, rely on 
individual groundwater wells not subject to groundwater management oversight. There is 
currently no county- or basin-wide coordinated groundwater management plan to 
safeguard against groundwater overdraft. The DEIR concludes that implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.9-4a, 4.9-4b, 4.9-4c, and 4.9-1c would reduce the severity of 
groundwater recharge impacts— for example, Mitigation Measure 4.9-4b would require 
that the County consult with water suppliers to insure adequate water supplies without 
depleting groundwater, would implement conjunctive use and other approaches to insure 
sustainable perennial yield and avoidance of overdraft to help ensure reliable 
groundwater levels, and would involve County support of groundwater studies and 
management plans by local and state agencies. However, since most groundwater use in 
the County would continue to come from individual private wells, and data concerning 
groundwater yield is not consistently available, the DEIR concludes that this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Information on the SGMA has been added to the regulatory setting. See responses to 
comments Foothill2-636 through -640. Amador County’s compliance with the SGMA 
would also help to reduce adverse effects on groundwater recharge. 

Foothill2-660 through -664 The commenter inquires as to the environmental impacts related to septic 
systems. As discussed in the “Regulatory Setting” subsection (DEIR page 4.9-15), 
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Chapter 14.12.090 (“General Criteria for Sewage Permit Issuance”) of the Amador 
Municipal Code sets performance standards that must be met by On-site Wastewater 
Treatment Systems (OWTS) and supplemental systems, including types of systems 
permitted, distance between point of OWTS discharge and groundwater and minimum 
depth of earthen material, and surface application and percolation rates. The County’s 
Environmental Health Department conducts or oversees evaluations of the site and soil to 
determine the best design for a septic system to assure proper disposal of sewage. 
Pursuant to the County Code, the County health officer “shall not issue a sewage permit 
if the means or proposed means for the discharge will permit: 

► The escape of any noxious odors, vapors or gases; 

► Ingress or egress of flies, rodents, or other insects or animals; 

► The sewage to empty, flow, seep, drain, or otherwise enter and pollute any stream, 
river, lake, groundwater, or other waters that may be used or suitable for use for 
domestic or agricultural purposes; or 

► Discharge of the sewage on the surface of the ground (Ord. 1073 §2(part), 1985).” 

Chapter 14.12.100 establishes criteria for conventional OWTS. Sites not complying with 
criteria for conventional systems are subject to design guidelines established by the 
County’s Environmental Health Department. 

The environmental impacts related to septic systems are evaluated in Impact 4.9-1 (DEIR 
page 4.9-21), which recognizes that OWTS have the potential to contaminate 
groundwater and surface water resources due to several factors: increased density of 
OWTS, placement near domestic wells, improperly designed or constructed systems, 
seasonal or year-round high water tables, or placement in areas with insufficient soil 
depths or improper soil types. Impact 4.9-1 states that existing and new OWTS must 
conform to standards that protect the underlying groundwater and surface water. Chapter 
14.12.090 “General Criteria for Sewage Permit Issuance” of the Amador County Code 
requires that OWTS and supplemental systems be designed to function effectively based 
on soil conditions at individual sites. These existing regulations set design guidelines and 
performance standards for OWTS and oversight by the County’s Environmental Health 
Department of site and soil conditions prior to issuance of a sewage permit. Therefore, 
the DEIR concludes that the water quality impacts of OWTS would be less than 
significant. In addition, the Draft General Plan includes Policy C-3.1 to guide future 
development to areas of the County with the ability to obtain adequate wastewater service 
and treatment capacity, and Policy C-3.4 to work with landowners and wastewater 
providers to provide alternative systems for inadequate or failing septic and sewer 
systems. 

Foothill2-665 through -685 The commenter states that a portion of the proposed Martell Regional Service 
Area was used for lumber mill operations that required various waste disposal sites. The 
commenter provides details regarding this area, summarizes known issues associated 
with this area (including contaminated soils and groundwater and cleanup activities by 
Sierra Pacific Industries), and suggests that the DEIR should contain a site-specific 
analysis of future development in this area related to human health, terrestrial and aquatic 
life, water quality, and the ecosystem as a whole.  

The County assumes the commenter is referring to the “American Forest Products of 
Martell” contamination site. The DEIR analyzes the commenter’s concerns under the 
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hazards and hazardous materials impact category evaluated in Section 4.8, rather under 
the hydrology and water quality category evaluated in Section 4.9.  

The American Forest Products of Martell site is a known hazardous materials site that is 
on the Cortese List. Information regarding this site is provided in Table 4.8-1 (DEIR page 
4.8-11) and Table 4.8-2 (DEIR page 4.8-12). The California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and SWRCB are both involved in remediation of this state 
response site. The environmental impacts associated with placement of future 
development in proximity to known hazardous materials sites are evaluated in Impact 
4.8-4 (DEIR page 4.8-20). As stated therein, depending on site-specific factors such as 
constituents of concern, affected media, and clean-up status, certain land uses may be 
restricted or may require coordination with responsible agencies (e.g., DTSC, SWRCB). 
The DEIR concludes that implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-3a and 4.8-4 would 
avoid or substantially reduce potential hazards from development on sites on the Cortese 
List (including the American Forest Products of Martell site) to a less-than-significant 
level because the County would require that applications and activities on Cortese-listed 
sites comply with requirements of regulatory agencies, including cleanup requirements, 
designed to protect public health and the environment. The detailed level of analysis 
suggested by the commenter is not appropriate for a General Plan EIR. See Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-686 through -689 The comment initially expresses opinions on various CEQA requirements, 
including mitigation measures. Because this is general comment unrelated to specific 
DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 

The commenter then asserts that the mitigation measures in Section 4.9 of the DEIR are 
inadequate, and recommends that the County follow recommendations made in a report 
entitled “Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Assessment and Planning Project.” In these 
comments, the commenter does not identify any specific feasible mitigation measures 
that it believes should be adopted, or offer any connection between the recommendations 
of the report and the significant impacts analyzed in the DEIR. In the following 
comments, the commenter identifies specific measures from the report as suggested 
mitigation measures, and specific responses to these specific suggestions are provided. 
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-690 The commenter recommends that the County include a Water Element in the General 
Plan. Water resources policies are included in existing General Plan Elements, including 
the Conservation and Safety Elements. The commenter does not identify any significant 
impact which it believes would be reduced or avoided by inclusion of a Water Element, 
nor does it identify any mechanism by which the inclusion of a Water Element would 
reduce or avoid any impacts. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis 
and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-691 through -695 The commenter recommends that the County conduct an assessment of water 
quality impacts associated with new development in particular zones using the WARMF 
model. The commenter also speculates that if high or very high water quality 
vulnerability zones were evaluated, the Pine Grove and River Pines Town Centers would 
lie within these zones. The EIR analysis of water quality impacts in Section 4.9 is based 
on substantial evidence and uses generally accepted methodologies appropriate for a 
General Plan Program EIR; the comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in 
these methodologies that would be remedied by using different methodologies. See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master 
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Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-696 through -706 The commenter suggests that a suite of mitigation measures related to protection 
of water quality from OWTS be added to the DEIR (which would include more rigorous 
citing and management standards, mandatory inspections, mandatory 2-year pumping, a 
fee collection program, and educational outreach) based on recommendations from a 
report prepared by the Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority. As discussed in 
detail in response to comments Foothill2-660 through -664, the County already has a 
rigorous OWTS program in place under Chapter 14.12.090 (“General Criteria for Sewage 
Permit Issuance”) of the Amador Municipal Code. OWTS and supplemental systems 
must be designed to function effectively based on soil conditions at individual sites. The 
County’s existing OWTS regulations set design guidelines and performance standards for 
OWTS and oversight by the County’s Environmental Health Department of site and soil 
conditions prior to issuance of a sewage permit. Because existing and new OWTS must 
conform to County standards that protect the underlying groundwater and surface water, 
the DEIR in Impact 4.9-1 concludes that the water quality impact related to OWTS would 
be less than significant; this conclusion is based on substantial evidence. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Foothill2-707 through -714 The commenter suggests that because water quality permit violations 
occasionally occur, compliance with laws, regulations, policies, and ordinances cannot be 
relied upon for less-than-significant impact determinations under CEQA, and therefore 
the draft General Plan policies related to pollutants from mining and agriculture are too 
weak to provide adequate water quality protection. As explained in the DEIR (pages 4.9-
20 thru 4.9-24), mining discharges are regulated under Central Valley RWQCB’s Mining 
Program (described in the “Regulatory Setting” subsection, pages 4.9-11 and 4.9-12), 
which issues permits and WDRs to each individual mine operator depending on the 
proximity to streams and the type and amount of waste discharge. The DEIR concludes 
that mining program regulations would assure impacts from mining discharges would be 
less than significant because they include both prescriptive and performance standards for 
waste containment, monitoring, and eventual closure. In addition, the General Plan 
includes Policy C-4.2 to limit effects of mining activities on surface and groundwater. 
The DEIR further states (pages 4.9-20 thru 4.9-24) that agricultural activities are 
regulated under Central Valley RWQCB’s ILRP (described in the “Regulatory Setting” 
subsection, page 4.9-11). Central Valley RWQCB issues WDRs or conditional waivers of 
WDRs (Orders) to growers. All commercial irrigated lands, including nurseries and 
managed wetlands, are required to obtain regulatory coverage from Central Valley 
RWQCB. The DEIR concludes that compliance with the ILRP would assure impacts 
from agricultural discharges would be less than significant because associated WDRs 
contain requirements for implementation of water quality management practices 
including maintenance of such systems; specific prohibitions for discharges; receiving 
water limits for both surface and groundwaters; conditions requiring water quality 
monitoring of receiving waters; and corrective actions when impairments are found. In 
addition, the General Plan includes Policy C-4.3 to promote agricultural and development 
practices which limit soil erosion and runoff. (See DEIR page 4.9-22.) The DEIR is 
intended to address the impacts of future development under the Draft General Plan at a 
program level. Although certain specific facilities and sites within Amador County may 
have violated water quality permits or regulations in the past, this does not mean that 
water quality impacts of future development under the General Plan, which would be 
consistent with Policy C-4.3 and other General Plan policies protecting water quality 
(including C-3.1, C-4.1, C-4.2, C-4.4 C-5.1, and C-5.2), would be significant. Further, it 
is reasonable to assume that any RWQCB cease and desist orders for current water 
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quality standards violations would be effective in remedying these violations within the 
time frame of General Plan implementation.  

Foothill2-715 The comment states that the implementation measures in the General Plan, to modify 
codes and specifications as needed to provide for the use of low impact development 
techniques, is too vague to ensure adequate implementation. The commenter refers to 
DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c: Implement Program P-1e, Zoning Code and 
Development Regulations (in Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality”, DEIR page 
4.9-23), which states, “The County will review its design and improvement standards (in 
Chapter 17 of the Amador County Code), and modify codes and specifications as needed 
to provide for the use of low impact development [LID] techniques. The objective of 
these changes is to maintain the County’s surface- and groundwater quality.” The County 
would also implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, which would entail development of a 
recommended menu of BMPs to limit soil erosion and runoff from residential, 
commercial, mining, industrial and hazardous materials sites, which may include (but are 
not limited to) reduced pavement cover, permeable pavement, and drainage features 
which increase infiltration and groundwater recharge. The County would require use of 
some or all of these measures as permit conditions to reduce or avoid adverse erosion, 
water quality, and hydrology effects, including potential effects on the lifespan of 
existing water storage facilities. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b would 
entail County development and implementation of a comprehensive stormwater 
management program to reduce adverse hydrology and water quality impacts by limiting 
the quantity and increasing the water quality of runoff flowing to the County’s streams 
and rivers. Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c calls for the County to modify its code to require 
the use of low impact development techniques.  

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1c is clear as written and, when implemented in concert with 
measures 4.9-1a and 4.9-1b, would reduce water quality effects from nonpoint sources to 
a less-than-significant level because appropriate BMPs and LID features would prevent 
violations of water quality standards or WDRs, or substantial degradation of water 
quality. Furthermore, the commenter does not suggest any additional specific mitigation 
measure modifications that should be implemented. 

Foothill2-716 through -725 The commenter suggests that the DEIR is deficient because water quality and 
wastewater treatment effects are not addressed on a case-by-case basis. However, the 
proposed project is a General Plan covering all of Amador County. The project-specific 
level of detail requested by the commenter was not available at the time of EIR 
preparation, nor is it required by CEQA for a Program EIR prepared for a General Plan. 
See Master Response Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

 The DEIR discusses wastewater management planning for the Martell Service Area on 
page 4.13-37. It notes that a specific wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) project serving 
future development in this area has not been selected, and that the City of Sutter Creek 
would undertake project-specific CEQA analysis to document specific impacts and 
mitigation measures prior to project approval. Thus water quality impacts of possible 
future wastewater discharges to Sutter Creek from an unknown WWTP project are 
speculative at this time. Further, any such discharges would be required to comply with 
WDR and NPDES permit requirements to assure compliance with water quality 
standards. 

Foothill2-726 through -731 The commenter suggests that the DEIR is deficient because it does not consider 
the use of recycled water as a mitigation measure. However, the potential future use of 
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recycled water is addressed throughout Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality” and 
Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities.” General Plan Program P-3, Future Water 
Supply (DEIR Mitigation Measures 4.9-4b [page 4.9-27] and 4.13-1b [page 4.13-33]) 
requires development and implementation of reasonable best management practices for 
water conservation, which may include (but are not limited to) use of graywater, 
reclaimed, or recycled water for irrigation, water-conserving plumbing fixtures, and low-
water landscapes.  

Furthermore, as discussed on DEIR page 4.13-15 (Section 4.13, “Public Services and 
Utilities”), the Amador Water Agency Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (AWA 
2011) addresses water supply and demand issues, water supply reliability, water 
conservation, water shortage contingencies, and recycled-water usage within the AWA 
service area and incorporates the requirement under SBx7-7 to reduce per capita water 
demands. A detailed discussion of existing recycled water supplies within the AWA 
service area is provided on DEIR page 4.13-11. As further discussed on DEIR page 4.13-
19, the AWA is evaluating a plan for regional water reuse, seeking to maximize water 
recycling by developing a regional recycled water supply in the Amador City, Jackson, 
Martell, and Sutter Creek area in lieu of raw and potable water. The development of this 
project is seen as the first step in implementing a regional approach to water recycling. 
This plan and subsequent detailed studies are intended to optimize the use of recycled 
water. This project is being funded by a Proposition 84 grant through the Sierra Nevada 
Conservancy and will be coordinated with local wastewater and planning agencies that 
have been identified as potential partners in the region. AWA anticipates development of 
a regional reclaimed water supply to offset raw and potable water demands (AWA 2011). 
Uses may include, but are not limited to, agricultural irrigation, commercial landscape 
irrigation, residential or multi-family dual plumbed landscape irrigation, construction 
water, industrial process water, and recreational impoundments (see also DEIR page 
4.13-37). 

Foothill2-732 through -735 The County understands that the commenter is concerned about wastewater 
treatment in the Martell area. However, appropriate coordination processes are in place 
between the appropriate agencies that provide water supply and wastewater treatment. 
The formation of a separate “coordinating body” to address wastewater issues as 
suggested by the commenter would require additional taxpayer dollars to fund and 
implement, and the commenter provides no evidence that any substantial environmental 
benefit would be gained by the formation of a new coordinating committee. 

Foothill2-736 through -738 The commenter suggests that the DEIR should assess an alternative that avoids 
growth in “highly vulnerable and vulnerable water quality” areas, reduces the need for 
wastewater facility expansions, and reduces all impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
The commenter also suggests that areas of the county that lack sufficient wastewater 
infrastructure should be designated for the lowest population density, and that the DEIR 
should contain an alternative where no septic systems would be allowed. Regarding 
identification of “highly vulnerable and vulnerable water quality” areas, see responses to 
comments Foothill2-691 through -695. The commenter’s request for an alternative that 
reduces the needs for wastewater facility expansions is infeasible is inconsistent with 
General Plan Policy C-3.1 (guide development to areas of the County with the ability to 
obtain adequate wastewater service and treatment capacity.) 

It is also and is inconsistent with the commenter’s request for an alternative that disallows 
septic systems. Continued future growth in Amador County requires the provision of 
wastewater treatment services; some of those services would be provided through 
wastewater treatment plants (in areas that would result in higher densities of 
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development), and some of those services would be provided through septic systems or 
package treatment systems (in areas that would result in a lower density of development). 
Therefore, the commenter’s statements conflict with one another.  

Finally, the DEIR included an analysis of an alternative that would allow a substantially 
smaller amount of future population growth (see Alternative 3 evaluated in Chapter 5, 
“Alternatives”) and therefore would reduce the demand for wastewater treatment. An EIR 
need not consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable range. 
(CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives, including, for 
example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce wastewater treatment in a 
separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of 
Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required to study what project 
opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when document already analyzed 
reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-739 through -750 The comment initially repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions 
on CEQA mitigation requirements. Because this is general comment unrelated to specific 
DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. Please note that if a lead agency 
adopts mitigation measures avoid or substantially lessen a significant impact, it is not 
required to adopt additional feasible mitigation measures to further reduce that impact 
that may be suggested by commenters. San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City 
and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App. 3d 1502. 

The comment then states that the population growth analysis contained in DEIR Impact 
4.12-1 is too general, and asks that the County provide specific criteria for a significant 
increase in population and explain why the project creates conditions that would cause 
the projected population growth to be considered a significant impact.  

 The DEIR identifies the projected growth (approximately 15 percent) as a significant 
impact based on the physical effect that the forecast development would have on the 
environment, as described by the DEIR’s impact analysis found throughout Chapter 4. 
For example, the EIR has identified significant secondary impacts related to the 
conversion of land to developed uses and the capacity of water, wastewater, and utility 
systems to accommodate growth, which could lead to construction of new or expanded 
facilities. An increase in population growth that did not such significant physical changes 
to the environment would be considered less than significant.  

 Contrary to the Commenter’s assertion, the General Plan does not create conditions that 
would cause the projected population growth to be considered in and of itself a 
significant impact. However, the EIR identifies significant secondary impacts directly 
related to population growth (e.g., land conversion for new homes or the need to 
construct or expand facilities to serve the additional demand). As discussed throughout 
Chapter 4 of the DEIR, the Draft General Plan and Implementation Plan include goals, 
policies, and programs that would reduce the physical effects of the forecast population 
growth on the environment, and mitigation measures.  

 The commenter suggests that feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the 
significant impact of permanent population growth. However, as the DEIR states (page 
4.12-6), because the purpose of General Plan is to accommodate projected population 
growth, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the potential for 
population growth to a less-than-significant level. The comment offers no feasible 
mitigation measures that would directly reduce the amount of population growth. 
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The commenter refers to its “Exhibit 4.12.3-1,” which contains an excerpt from the 
analysis in the Butte County General Plan EIR (2010). Butte County’s analysis refers to 
Butte County General Plan goals and policies that generally promote development to 
occur in proximity to existing services, infrastructure, and communities as a justification 
for a less-than-significant conclusion related to the impact of population increase. 
Amador County’s Draft General Plan already includes many similar goals and policies, 
including Goals LU-2 LU-10, and LU-11, and Policies LU-2.1, LU-2.2, LU-2.3, and LU-
4.2. Although Butte County’s conclusion as to the significance of an increase in 
population as forecast by the Department of Finance differs from the County’s, Butte 
County’s approach to addressing the secondary impacts of population growth is similar to 
that outlined in Amador County’s General Plan. Further, there is no CEQA requirement 
that significance judgements for similar impacts by different lead agencies in different 
EIRs must be consistent.  

Foothill2-751 and -752 The comment states that the population and housing analysis contained in DEIR Impact 
4.12-2 is too general, and that the information contained in DEIR Table 3-1 and on DEIR 
pages 3-11 through 3-13 (in Chapter 3, “Project Description”) should be provided in 
Impact 4.12-2. As discussed in detail on page 4.12-6 (Impact 4.12-2) of the DEIR, based 
on the locations of existing Amador County populations, and based on the projected 
locations where new development would occur, implementation of the General Plan 
would not cause the removal of existing housing or people, and would not displace 
substantial numbers of housing or people necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. Also, see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” However, in response to the comment additional text has been 
added to impact discussion 4.12-2 on page 4.12-6 of the DEIR as shown below: 

While implementation of the Draft General Plan could create opportunities for 
increasing the housing stock of the County, no policies or programs would 
directly cause adverse effects on existing housing or cause people to be 
displaced. The Draft Land Use Element encourages infill residential development 
and new mixed used development through the designation of a Regional Service 
Center (RSC) in Martell and Town Center areas. Table 3-1, “Expected 
Development under the Draft General Plan” and Table 3-2, “Town Centers, 
Regional Service Center, and Special Planning Area Development through 2030” 
in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” show the areas where future development 
will occur. Areas with more future growth are more at-risk of causing 
displacement. The Draft General Plan’s land use map seeks to accommodate 
additional housing units and non-residential square footage in ways that enhance 
existing communities. Residential development in Town Centers and other 
residential land use designations would occur on vacant land or on developed 
land adjacent to existing housing. No land use changes are proposed that would 
require the removal of existing housing or people. 

Foothill2-753 through -755 The comment initially repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions 
on CEQA environmental setting requirements. Because this is general comment unrelated 
to specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 

The comment then requests that the EIR use the 2013 IRWMP. Since the time that DEIR 
Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities” was prepared, an updated version of the 
Mokelumne/Amador/Calaveras Integrated Regional Water Management Plan has been 
prepared (RMC 2013). The DEIR includes the appropriate setting at the time of the 
publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the 
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CEQA Guidelines. However, the first paragraph at the top of DEIR page 4.13-5 has been 
revised as follows: 

The IRWMP was updated again in January 2013 (Upper Mokelumne River 
Watershed Authority 2013). 

Nothing in the updated IRWMP would change the DEIR’s water quality impact 
conclusions. 

Foothill2-756 The commenter requests that the EIR include the SGMA and a discussion of the Federal 
Power Act. A description of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act has been 
added to the regulatory setting in DEIR Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality 
(pages 4.9-9 through 4.9-10). See responses to comments Foothill2-636 through -640 for 
the text edits. There is no reason to include a discussion of the Federal Power Act and 
power plant licenses in the DEIR since such information is not directly related to the EIR 
impact analysis. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-757 and -758 The commenter requests that the DEIR be revised to include the AWA’s 2014 Urban 
Water Management Plan. As noted by the commenter, since the time that DEIR Section 
4.13, “Public Services and Utilities” was prepared, the AWA’s UWMP has been updated 
(AWA 2011, updated 2014). The NOP was published on July 28, 2009 and pursuant to 
the provision of Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a 
description of the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the NOP is 
published. The DEIR analysis relied upon the most current information available at the 
time the NOP was prepared. Furthermore, the information contained in the updated 
UWMP does not change the impact conclusions. See also responses to comments AWA-
1 through -34 for comments from AWA and related DEIR text edits. See also response to 
comments Hearing2-12 and -13. 

Foothill2-759 through -761 The commenter expresses an opinion that DEIR Section 4.13 “Public Services 
and Utilities” identifies water supply deficiencies and water contamination issues, 
wastewater treatment deficits, underfunded firefighting services, and inadequate and 
outdated law enforcement facilities for which no enforceable standards have been 
identified to protect public health and the environment. The DEIR regulatory setting 
section discloses known laws, regulations and polices related to public services and 
utilities that are important for the impact analysis. It not meant to be an exhaustive 
treatment of this subject.  

As required by CEQA, DEIR Section 4.13 appropriately identifies the fact that future 
development in the County as a result of implementing the General Plan would result in a 
need for additional public services and utilities, and proposes feasible enforceable 
mitigation measures “with teeth” for significant impacts. As explained on DEIR page 
4.13-25, implementation of mitigation measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, 4.13-1c, and 4.13-1d 
would reduce impacts related to provision of water supply by requiring any development 
that would occur under the Draft General Plan to demonstrate available water supply, 
from a public system if available or from a private water well meeting the County’s 
existing requirements, along with efforts to fund and efficiently provide future capacity, 
as required by SB 610 and 221. As explained on DEIR page 4.13-26, these same 
mitigation measures would also reduce impacts related to water conveyance and 
treatment by requiring any development that would occur under the Draft General Plan to 
demonstrate available water supply facilities, along with efforts to fund and efficiently 
provide future supply and treatment facility capacities. As explained on DEIR page 4.13-
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38, implementation of mitigation measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, and 4.13-1c would reduce 
impacts related to wastewater collection and treatment by requiring any development that 
would occur under the Draft General Plan to demonstrate available wastewater 
conveyance and treatment capacity, and working to fund and efficiently provide future 
capacity. As explained on DEIR page 4.13-41, implementation of mitigation measures 
4.13-5a, 4.13-5b, 4.13-5c, and 4.13-5d would reduce impacts related to fire protection 
services because the County would establish service standards for fire protection, permit 
future development only in areas that meet those standards, and establish and collect fees 
necessary to support fire services. As explained on DEIR page 4.13-42, implementation 
of mitigation measures 4.13-5a, 4.13-5b, and 4.13-5c would reduce impacts related to 
police protection services because the County would establish service standards for 
public safety services, and establish and collect fees necessary to support these services. 
The mitigation measures employ standard methodologies to reduce the environmental 
impacts of future growth and development at the County General Plan level (see Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures).” 

Foothill2-762 and -763 The commenter requests that the DEIR discuss how the State DPH can direct a 
groundwater sustainability study for the Lake Camanche Village Service Area in the 
regulatory setting of Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities.” The referenced 
document was issued pursuant to DWR’s Local Groundwater Assistance Fund, Grant 
Agreement No. 4600008731, under Assembly Bill 303 (AB 303) (AWA 2012).  

The commenter also suggests that the DEIR should discuss how the RWQCB can 
regulate sources of runoff and “defective” wastewater runoff leading to contaminated 
drinking water. The ability of the RWQCB to regulate water quality, as well as various 
federal, state, and local laws, regulations, policies, and ordinances related to water 
quality, are discussed in DEIR Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality” on pages 4.9-
1 through 4.9-16. 

Foothill2-764 through -770 The comment initially repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions 
on CEQA environmental setting requirements. Because this is a general comment 
unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is required. 

The commenter contends that the population growth estimates in the AWA Plan are 
higher than those contained in the DEIR, and therefore the County’s future water surplus 
could be greater than those shown in the AWA Plan. See Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.” The water supply analysis presented in the DEIR reflects the greatest 
amount of potential demand based on projected development, and is conservative in 
terms of availability of the projected supplies; thus, a revision to the DEIR indicating that 
additional future water supplies may be available would not be appropriate. Furthermore, 
the commenter does not express disagreement with regards to the DEIR’s impact 
conclusion related to water supplies. The DEIR includes the appropriate regulatory 
setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 15125(a) 
“Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Foothill2-771 and -772 The commenter suggests that the DEIR should include more recent information on 
available water supply for the Camanche area. The DEIR includes the appropriate 
environmental setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 
15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Foothill2-773 through -775 The commenter contends that there may not be not be an adequate water supply 
to support the raising of the Lower Bear River Dam. The text on DEIR page 4.13-11 
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states, “AWA, CCWD, EBMUD, and San Joaquin County are investigating the 
feasibility of increasing storage at Lower Bear River Reservoir by raising Lower Bear 
River Dam to provide an additional firm water supply and improve dry year yield, 
thereby helping meet future water supply needs. Raising Lower Bear River Dam is being 
considered as part of the larger Mokelumne Inter-Regional Conjunctive Use Project 
(IRCUP).” [Emphasis added] Therefore, the EIR does not assume that raising Lower 
Bear River Dam will improve water reliability, and no clarifications to the DEIR text are 
required. 

Foothill2-776 through -778 The commenter suggests revising the DEIR to state that the raising of the Lower 
Bear Dam under PG&E’s proposal would involve a closed-loop, pumped-storage project 
different from AWA’s plan. The text on DEIR page 4.13-11 has been corrected as 
follows:  

PG&E is considering a separate project, independent of the IRCUP, that would 
also entail R raising the Lower Bear River Dam would also to increase power 
generation at existing downstream hydroelectric power plants and is currently 
being considered by PG&E independently of IRCUP.  

Foothill2-779 and -780 The commenter requests the DEIR be revised to state that the Mokelumne Watershed 
Interregional Sustainability Evaluation includes different alternative methods of 
increasing the local water supply. See responses to comments Foothill2-757 and -758. 
See also response AWA-12 for text edits to Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities” 
pertaining to the Mokelumne Watershed Interregional Sustainability Evaluation Program, 
and responses AWA-1 through -34 for comments from AWA and related DEIR text edits. 
The point raised by the commenter is noted. There are a number of projects under 
evaluation by various agencies that could increase the available water supply for Amador 
County residents and businesses. The DEIR includes the appropriate setting at the time of 
the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of 
the CEQA Guidelines. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-781 The commenter contends that the DEIR incorrectly states the amount of water diverted 
by the Amador Water System (AWS) from the Mokelumne River. The text on DEIR 
page 4.13-11 is hereby revised as follows:  

Table 4.13-3 summarizes the current and projected surface water and 
groundwater supplies from 2010 to 2030. As described above, AWS has the 
ability to diverts 15,000 afy of surface water from the Mokelumne River that is 
stored at Lake Tabeaud and CAWP has the ability to diverts 1,150 afy of surface 
water from the Mokelumne River at the Tiger Creek Afterbay. 

Foothill2-782 through -784 The commenter disagrees with text in the DEIR stating that AWA has no 
capacity left in its Central Amador Water Project (CAWP) system for new customers, 
citing to a reduction in the amount of water consumption in recent years. The commenter 
also states that AWA is unlikely to complete its permit application for new water rights 
for the CAWP system by 2015. The information provided by the commenter does not 
change the water supply analysis provided in the DEIR; the points raised by the 
commenter are noted. The DEIR includes the appropriate setting at the time of the 
publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 



AECOM  Amador County General Plan FEIR 
Comments and Responses 10-488 County of Amador 

Foothill2-785 The commenter requests that the FEIR include water savings associated with a small-
diameter pipeline from the Amador Canal being funded by the AWA. The water supply 
analysis presented in the DEIR is conservative and reflects the greatest amount of 
potential demand; thus, there is no need to revise the analysis to reflect an additional 
potential water surplus. 

Foothill2-786 The commenter requests that the DEIR include documentation that groundwater 
resources are adequate to guarantee the “safe yields” projected for the three wells at Lake 
Camanche Village through 2030. The DEIR relies on the safe yield projections provided 
by AWA. As indicated on DEIR page 4.13-12, the source for the safe yield information 
presented in Table 4.13-3 is the AWA’s Urban Water Management Plan (AWA 2011, 
updated 2014). 

Foothill2-787 through -789 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not include the most recent 
information regarding the Tanner Water Treatment Plant. The DEIR includes the 
appropriate setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 
15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Foothill2-790 and -791 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not provide updated information relating to 
the Jackson Valley Irrigation District’s treated water pipeline or pump station project at 
the Pardee Reservoir. The DEIR includes the appropriate environmental setting at the 
time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 15125(a) “Environmental 
Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Foothill2-792 through -794 The commenter requests a further explanation of water availability to the AWA 
in normal, dry, and multiple-dry year scenarios. As explained on DEIR page 4.13-14, 
even during the recent extreme drought of 1976/1977 and prolonged drought of 1988 to 
1994, spring runoff each year filled PG&E’s reservoirs to near capacity. These reservoirs 
form the head of both the AWS and CAWP surface water diversions. By July, runoff is 
typically near zero and system water demands are met by storage facilities. The timing of 
the runoff is about the same for wet or dry years with the only difference being the 
magnitude of the runoff and the amount of reservoir spill. PG&E is able to provide the 
full annual water contract entitlements to AWA due to the priority of the water rights 
involved and the amount of water stored on behalf of AWA. Therefore, the surface water 
supply available for normal, dry, or multiple dry year scenarios (shown in Table 4.13-5) 
remains the same for surface water diversions. As indicated in Table 4.13-5, the source 
for this information is AWA’s Urban Water Management Plan (Amador Water Agency 
2011, updated 2014). The DEIR reasonably relies on AWA’s water rights being available 
during the period of General Plan implementation, and need not speculate about whether 
they are “guaranteed in perpetuity.” 

Foothill2-795 through -800 The commenter asks if water will remain available to the Jackson Valley 
Irrigation District (JVID) through the planning period. The DEIR includes the appropriate 
environmental setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 
15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 The commenter further asks if the AWA is proposing to take 1,050 acre-feet (af) of water 
that currently goes to JVID and replace it with tertiary treated effluent. The commenter is 
correct. As stated on DEIR page 4.13-15, “AWA applied for reversion of 1,050 af, and is 
considering substitution of recycled water for a portion of JVID’s Mokelumne River 
water right.” No further response is required.  
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The commenter further asks if there is any water quality implication related to the 
previously discussed comment. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis 
and Mitigation Measures.”  

Foothill2-801 and -802 The commenter contends that the East Bay Municipal Utility District does not operate 
Camanche Reservoir for East Bay water supply. DEIR page 4.13-17 states, “EBMUD 
operates the Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs as water sources for its service area in 
Alameda and Contra Costa counties.” Page 4.13-17 of the DEIR has been revised to state 
“EBMUD operates the Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs as a water source...” 

Foothill2-803 The commenter states that the DEIR mentions plans, discussions, or intentions to correct 
existing public services and utilities deficiencies, but for the most part does not identify 
timetables or funding sources. The DEIR’s environmental setting section properly 
focuses on the existing environmental setting. Future policies and programs to correct 
these deficiencies are addressed in General Plan policies and EIR mitigation measures.  

Foothill2-804 through -810 The commenter asks several questions regarding the number and use of 
groundwater wells in Amador County. As stated on DEIR page 4.13-5, in Amador 
County only 3 percent of the public domestic or treated water supply is from 
groundwater; 97 percent of the total supply is from the Mokelumne River. Two small 
service areas, Lake Camanche Area and La Mel Heights, use groundwater. Due to the 
small volume of groundwater used by the AWA and the substantial decrease in 
groundwater use as Lake Camanche Village changes to surface water use, the AWA has 
not written a groundwater management plan (see responses to comments Foothill2-636 
through -640). Many residences and businesses also rely on private groundwater wells for 
water supply. Additional details regarding groundwater supplies for private and 
agricultural users are provided on DEIR pages 4.13-14 through 4.13-17 and on pages 4.9-
18 through 4.9-19.  

Furthermore, the DEIR’s discussion of existing groundwater supplies meets CEQA 
requirements. Because groundwater will be a minor water supply to serve future growth 
under the General Plan, the detailed, often site-specific environmental setting requested 
by the commenter is not necessary to understand the impact analysis. An environmental 
setting shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the significant impacts of a 
proposed project and its alternatives. Furthermore, the DEIR includes the appropriate 
environmental setting at the time of the publication of the NOP, consistent with Section 
15125(a) “Environmental Setting” of the CEQA Guidelines. See also Master Response 1 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-811 through -814 Impacts of General Plan growth on groundwater supplies are addressed in DEIR 
Impact 4.13-1 (pages 4.13-32 and 4.13-33). Also, see responses to comments Foothill2-
804 through -810; and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-815 through -822 The comment requests that site-specific wastewater information be added to the 
DEIR. The DEIR’s wastewater environmental setting and impact analysis (Impact 4.13-
3) are presented at an appropriate level of detail for a Program EIR on a general plan. See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-823 The comment requests that the environmentally superior alternative or a town-centered 
alternative with less growth be analyzed and feasible mitigation proposed related to 
wastewater treatment. The DEIR included an analysis of a city-and-community-centered 
alternative similar to that suggested by commenter, as well as an alternative that would 
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allow a substantially smaller amount of future population growth (see Alternative 3 
evaluated in Chapter 5, “Alternatives”) and therefore would reduce wastewater impacts. 
An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable 
range. (CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does 
consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce 
the demand for wastewater treatment. (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. 
Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required to study what 
project opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when document already 
analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-824 The commenter provides recitation of a court opinion relating to the EIR process. This 
comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-825 through -830 The commenter summarizes the General Plan and DEIR discussion of the 
wastewater treatment and disposal systems within the county. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-831 The commenter notes that the Amador Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
has recommended a special service district for wastewater services in the Amador 
Regional Sanitation Agency (ARSA) area. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-832 through -834 The commenter requests that the DEIR include a detailed analysis of future 
wastewater systems, their costs, and their financing for proposed build-out in the Martell 
Regional Service Area. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-835 through -838 The commenter requests an economic analysis relating to the buildout of the 
Martell Regional Service Area. Economic impacts do not need to be evaluated under 
CEQA. Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that economic or social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. See also Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master 
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-839 The commenter requests a different alternative than the proposed project in the Martell 
Regional Service Area because of potential wastewater impacts. The DEIR discusses 
wastewater management planning for Amador County and the Martell Service Area on 
page 4.13-37. It notes that a specific wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) project serving 
future development in this area has not been selected, and that the City of Sutter Creek 
would undertake project-specific CEQA analysis to document specific impacts and 
mitigation measures prior to project approval. The DEIR included an analysis of an 
alternative that would allow a substantially smaller amount of future population growth 
(see Alternative 3 evaluated in Chapter 5, “Alternatives”) and therefore would reduce the 
demand for wastewater treatment. A reduction in the square footage of commercial and 
industrial property or residential units to reduce the demand for wastewater treatment 
would be inconsistent with Draft General Plan Objectives 2 (Focus development of new 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses in and near existing communities), 3 
(Accommodate the most recent population growth, housing, and employment projections 
in an orderly manner), 4 (Encourage development of higher-wage jobs and support 
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business, especially locally-owned and unique businesses), and 5 (Support provision of 
housing affordable to those who live or work in Amador County, including 
accommodating HCD’s housing unit allocations for the County). An EIR need not 
consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable range. (CEQA 
Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives 
and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does consider, 
including, for example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce wastewater 
treatment in a separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. 
Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required to study what 
project opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when document already 
analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].)  

Foothill2-840 and -841 The commenter summarizes the town centers planned by the county and contends that the 
Pine Grove Community Leachfield System (CLS) has potential soil stability, stormwater 
capture, and connectivity to surface water concerns with nearby Jackson Creek.  

 A thorough discussion related to wastewater treatment facilities in Amador County is 
provided in DEIR Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities,” on pages 4.13-17 through 
4.13-22. Impact 4.13-3 (pages 4.13-37 and -38) discloses that some existing wastewater 
systems have inadequate capacity to accommodate future growth and that new or 
expanded wastewater facilities would be needed. Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, 
and 4.13-1c would require any development that would occur under the General Plan to 
demonstrate available wastewater conveyance and treatment capacity and would require 
the county to continue working to fund and efficiently provide future capacity. However, 
because of uncertainties associated with the future wastewater conveyance and treatment 
capacity, and because project-specific mitigation of new or expanded wastewater 
facilities cannot be guaranteed, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
See also response to comment Foothill2-660 through -664 pertaining to septic systems. 

Continued future growth in Amador County requires the provision of wastewater 
treatment services; some of those services would be provided through wastewater 
treatment plants (in areas that would result in higher densities of development), and some 
of those services would be provided through septic systems or package treatment systems 
(in areas that would result in a lower density of development). See Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-842 through -848 The commenter requests that the DEIR detail how Pine Grove has adequate 
wastewater treatment service capacity to accommodate the growth planned for the Pine 
Grove CLS. See responses to comments Foothill2-839 through -841. See also Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-849 The commenter requests an alternative other than the proposed project in the Pine Grove 
Town Center because of potential wastewater impacts. See responses to comments 
Foothill2-839 through -841. 

Foothill2-850 through -852 The commenter contends that the DEIR fails to disclose current and future 
wastewater disposal in the Buckhorn Town Center. See responses to comments Foothill2-
839 through 841. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-853 through -860 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not analyze the impacts from the 
placement of on-site septic tanks and leachfield systems to ground and surface water. See 
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responses to comments Foothill2-660 through -664 and -839 through -841. See also 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-861 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not adequacy evaluate wastewater treatment 
for the proposed River Pines Town Center. See responses to comments Foothill2-839 
through -841. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-862 and -863  The commenter summarizes LAFCO municipal service review for the River Pines Public 
Utilities District. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-864 The commenter suggests that the River Pine Public Utilities District disagrees with the 
county’s General Plan policy to guide development to areas with adequate wastewater 
disposal and capacity. See responses to comments Foothill2-839 through -841. See also 
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-865  The commenter questions the proposed growth for the River Pines Town Center on the 
River Pine Public Utilities District. See responses to comments Foothill2-839 through 
841. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-866 The commenter provides recitation of a court opinion relating to the CEQA mitigation 
process. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-867 and -868 The commenter summarizes previous wastewater treatment facility issues within the 
Lake Camanche Special Planning Area. This comment does not identify any specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-869  The commenter notes that there is a moratorium on additional wastewater services in the 
Lake Camanche Special Planning Area. This comment does not identify any specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-870 The commenter provides recitation of a court opinion relating to the CEQA process and 
states that it is unclear that the County is guiding development to areas with better 
wastewater service. On page C-26 of Draft General Plan, Policy C-3.1 states: “Guide 
future development to areas of the county with the ability to obtain adequate wastewater 
service and treatment capacity.” See responses to comments Foothill2-839 through -841. 
This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 
provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-871 through -874 The commenter requests an alternative to the proposed project in the Lake 
Camanche Special Planning Area because of potential wastewater impacts. See responses 
to comments Foothill2-839 through 841.  

Foothill2-875 through -883 The commenter requests a detailed economic analysis of expanding wastewater 
treatment facilities for each alternative. Economic impacts do not need to be evaluated 
under CEQA. Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that economic or social 
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effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-884 The commenter summarizes a LAFCO Municipal Service Report regarding wastewater 
impacts. See responses to comments Foothill2-839 through -841. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-885 through -892 These comments pertain to the potential failure of septic systems within the 
county. See responses to comments Foothill2-660 through -664 and Foothill2-696 
through -706. 

Foothill2-893 through -895 The text referred to by the commenter was obtained from the Sutter Creek 
Wastewater Master Plan, prepared by the City of Sutter Creek in 2009, which has since 
been updated. The updated wastewater master plan contains various alternatives that were 
evaluated for potential implementation, including regional facility upgrades, irrigation 
sprayfields, surface discharge to Sutter Creek, and development of a new facility in Ione. 
Funding and timing of capital improvements to implement the plan were to be identified 
through a separate Capital Improvement Plan to be prepared once the preferred 
alternative is selected. The commenter is referred to the Sutter Creek Wastewater Master 
Plan (City of Sutter Creek and Amador Regional Sanitation Authority 2012, available at 
http://cityofsuttercreek.org/agendas/121312-SC-ARSA_WWMP_Update-
Workshop_DRAFT_Report.pdf) for additional details. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-896 This comment asks how the parkland standards identified in the Draft General Plan 
compare to that of other rural counties, and does not identify any specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-897 through -899 This comment recommends Implementation Plan language be added addressing 
better bicycle and pedestrian access within the Martell area, and does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-900 through -901 It is typical that rural counties in California lack a comprehensive storm drain 
system. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-902 through -907 The commenter notes that the DEIR concludes that Impacts 4.13-1, 4.13-2, 4.13-
3, and 4.13-5 would be significant, and speculates that the EIR suggests that future 
development should be relied upon to remedy existing public services and utilities 
deficiencies. The comment also requests details related to fees to be imposed on future 
site-specific development projects. As discussed on DEIR pages 4.13-32 through 4.13-41, 
the Draft General Plan contains programs and policies designed to ensure that adequate 
public services and utilities are provided to all county residents and businesses. However, 
the General Plan is not a project specific capital improvement program intended to detail 
how individual public facilities would be replaced in particular locations, and how all 
public facilities improvements would be funded. Rather, the General Plan contains 
policies and implementation measures to assure that future public facilities needs to serve 
growth under the General Plan are identified and addressed. For example, Program D-
1a(4-5), Development Proposal Evaluation (future project applicants must demonstrate 
that sufficient capacity is available to serve the project before development can proceed); 
Program P-3, Future Water Supply (coordination, planning, development, and 
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implementation for water supply); and Program F-1, Infrastructure Improvements 
(coordination and consultation to plan for provision of water, wastewater, storm drainage, 
vector control, and other utilities). See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” 

 Regarding use of development fees to remedy existing problems, it should also be noted 
that the EIR’s public services and facilities mitigation measures are required to comply 
with the constitutional requirements of “nexus” and “rough proportionately.” 
Development impact fees must be related and roughly proportional to the impacts caused 
by development. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4). The California Mitigation Fee 
Act imposes similar requirements. 

Foothill2-908 through -920 The comment suggests that mitigation measures related to public services and 
utilities, contained in DEIR Section 4.13 are weak, and the commenter requests 
additional specifics related to the names and member of committees, funding 
mechanisms, timing etc. for the mitigation measures identified in DEIR Section 4.13. The 
level of existing detail in these mitigation measures is appropriate for a General Plan 
Program EIR. The General Plan Implementation Plan provides further information on the 
responsible agencies/departments and time frames for implementing Program P-3 (Water 
Supply), which includes these mitigation measures. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy 
of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” Also, regarding, the ability of Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-1c to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, please note that all EIR 
mitigation measures are intended to work together rather than independently, and that the 
EIR concludes that notwithstanding implementation of all applicable mitigation 
Measures, Impact 4.13-1 would be significant and unavoidable. 

Foothill2-921 through -928 Much of this comment recites the commenter’s opinions on CEQA mitigation 
requirements. These recitations are unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, and 
no response is required 

The comment states that the mitigation measures for Impact 4.13-1 are vague and 
constitute improper deferral of mitigation because they do not contain sufficient details. 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a requires that projects approved by the County under the 
Draft General Plan demonstrate availability of adequate water supply. As discussed in the 
“Environmental Setting” and in Impact 4.13-1, the County does not directly provide 
water and wastewater services; instead, water and wastewater conveyance and treatment 
are provided by various other agencies and districts – and many users in the County rely 
on private wells and septic systems. Because the County has no direct authority over 
actions that these agencies and districts would take to provide water and wastewater 
service, the County cannot implement the type of mitigation measures that the 
commenter implies are required. The DEIR includes Mitigation Measures 4.13-1b, -1c, 
and -1d, to document the County’s future actions related to water and wastewater service 
from the Implementation Plan.  

Performance criteria requested by commenter are embedded in the text of the existing 
DEIR mitigation measures. For example: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a: “project applicants must demonstrate the 
availability of water supply;” “the applicant must demonstrate the availability of 
sufficient water” (private wells). 

 Mitigation Measure 4.13(b): “assure sufficient reliable water supplies are 
available to serve new projects” 
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 Also, the commenter does not propose any specific mitigation measures to address 
Impact 4.13-1 in place of Mitigation Measures 4.13-1b, -1c, and -1d.  

Foothill2-929 through -935 The comment provides several reasons as to why Item 4 in Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1b (i.e., “communicate to all appropriate federal elected officials, federal agencies 
and departments, that Federal Wild and Scenic, National Recreation Area, or similar 
designations of surface waters in or adjacent to the County would be incompatible with 
the long term water needs of Amador County”) should be removed as mitigation from the 
DEIR. Mitigation Measures 4.9-4b and 4.13-1b have been modified to Implement 
Program P-3 a1-3 and b, and do not include implementation of Program P-3 a4. In 
response, the text of Item 4 in Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b (DEIR page 4.13-34) has been 
removed from the DEIR as shown below: 

4. Communicate to all appropriate federal elected officials, federal agencies and 
departments, that Federal Wild and Scenic, National Recreation Area, or 
similar designations of surface waters in or adjacent to the County would be 
incompatible with the long term water needs of Amador County. 

A text edit has also been made to Program P-3 a4: Future Water Supply on page P-7 of 
the Implementation Plan as show below: 

4. Communicate to all appropriate federal elected officials, federal agencies 
and departments, that Federal Wild and Scenic, National Recreation 
Area, or similar designations of surface waters in or adjacent to the 
County is not supportive of projects or designations that would be 
incompatible with the long term water needs of Amador County. 

A text edit has also been made to Mitigation Measure 4.9-4b: Implement Program P-3, 
Future Water Supply on page 4.9-27 of the DEIR as shown below: 

 Communicate to all appropriate federal elected officials, federal agencies and 
departments, that Federal Wild and Scenic, National Recreation Area, or similar 
designations of surface waters in or adjacent to the County would be 
incompatible with the long term water needs of Amador County. 

Foothill2-936 through -938 The comment suggests that because AWA has ample water supplies available, 
DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.13-1d is unnecessary. The County has incorporated this 
mitigation measure into the EIR to address uncertainty regarding water supply. The 
County’s surface water supply derives from rights with varying dates, and the State of 
California reserves the power to curtail water rights, even senior water rights, if water 
resources are not put to beneficial use, or during severe drought conditions. F-2a-c & e, 
Future Water Supplies and Funding, would appropriately result in County consultation 
with and support for water purveyors and state and federal agencies to develop alternative 
funding source, alternative water supplies, and additional water rights. 

Foothill2-939 through -945 Details are provided related to additional mitigation measures that are requested 
for inclusion in the DEIR which the commenter believes would reduce water supply 
impacts for Camanche Village and the CAWP service area. A lead agency is required to 
implement feasible mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid significant or 
potentially significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a][1]). “‘Feasible’ 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period 
of time, taking into account economic, social, and technological factors” (CEQA Section 
21061.1). Furthermore, “CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginable alternative 
or measure; its concern is with feasible means of reducing environmental effects”; and, 
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the discussion of mitigation measures in an EIR “must be assessed in accordance with the 
‘rule of reason’”, Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles 
Unified School District (2d District 1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 841 [29 Cal.Rptr. 2d 492]. The 
mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are infeasible because they are so cost 
prohibitive that they would strongly discourage any additional development in Camanche 
Village and the CAWP service area. Such a result would be contrary to Draft General 
Plan Objectives 2, 3, 4, and 5. The DEIR contains a comprehensive list of feasible 
mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce water supply impacts. This list 
includes Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a (DEIR page 4.13-33), which prohibits new 
development unless water and wastewater supply and treatment have been identified and 
funding has been assured. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis 
and Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-946 through 948 The DEIR includes an analysis of an alternative that would substantially reduce 
the amount of future population growth (see Alternative 3 evaluated in Chapter 5, 
“Alternatives”) and therefore would reduce the demand for wastewater treatment. The 
suggested reduction in the square footage of commercial and industrial property or 
residential units to reduce the demand for wastewater treatment would be inconsistent 
with Draft General Plan Objectives 2, 3, 4, and 5. The DEIR contains a comprehensive 
list of feasible mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce wastewater 
impacts. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures.” 

Foothill2-949 The new wastewater mitigation measure suggested by the commenter (related to potential 
partnering with other municipalities) is already contained in the DEIR as part of actions 
the County would consider under Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, and 4.13-1c 
(DEIR pages 4.13-33 and 4.13-34). Also, the DEIR includes an analysis of a city- and 
community-centered growth alternative similar to the suggested mitigation measure (see 
Alternative 3 evaluated in Chapter 5, “Alternatives”). 

Foothill2-950 Water conservation measures are being implemented consistent with the Amador Water 
Agency Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). As discussed throughout Section 4.13 
of the DEIR, the UWMP addresses water supply and demand issues, water supply 
reliability, water conservation, water shortage contingencies, and recycled-water usage 
within the AWA service area and incorporates the requirement under SBx7-7 to reduce 
per capita water demands. Water conservation efforts would, in turn, reduce the need for 
treatment of wastewater effluent. 

Foothill2-951 through -958 These comments ask general questions about water and wastewater impact 
mitigation measures, but do not propose any specific feasible mitigation measures. 
Existing and planned future use of recycled water in Amador County is discussed 
throughout DEIR Section 4.13. As discussed in Impact 4.13-3 (DEIR page 4.13-37), 
AWA is preparing a regional approach for water reuse to maximize water recycling by 
developing a regional recycled water supply in lieu of raw and potable water. This project 
is being funded by a Proposition 84 grant through the Sierra Nevada Conservancy and 
will be coordinated with local wastewater and planning agencies that have been identified 
as potential partners in the region. AWA anticipates development of a regional reclaimed 
water supply to offset raw and potable water demands. Uses may include, but are not 
limited to, agricultural irrigation, commercial landscape irrigation, residential or multi-
family dual plumbed landscape irrigation, construction water, industrial process water, 
and recreational impoundments. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b (Implement 
Program P-3, Future Water Supply) includes development and implementation of 
reasonable best management practices for water conservation. These may include (but are 
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not limited to) use of graywater, reclaimed, or recycled water for irrigation, water-
conserving plumbing fixtures, and low-water landscapes (DEIR page 4.13-33). 

Foothill2-959 This comment does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR’s 
mitigation measures, and no response is required.  

Foothill2-960 The commenter suggests that the County add a paragraph discussing SB 743 and VMT 
criteria. Because the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has not released 
final updates to the CEQA Guidelines at the time of EIR preparation, it is not necessary 
to describe SB 743 in the regulatory setting section of the EIR. 

Foothill2-961 through -963 The commenter asks why the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was not used 
as the Circulation Element, and asks whether this will result in duplication or confusion if 
the documents conflict. The RTP is adopted by the Amador County Transportation 
Commission (not the County of Amador) and meets federal transportation planning 
requirements for the County and its incorporated cities. A primary purpose of the RTP is 
to identify priorities for funding and improvements to the transportation system of the 
County and its cities. The Circulation Element of the General Plan focuses on the 
unincorporated County, and provides the County’s policies with respect to transportation, 
including (but not limited to) transit, roadways, desired level of service, future 
improvement needs, and the circulation diagram illustrating roadways throughout the 
County. The Circulation Element and the RTP are adopted by different bodies to serve 
different purposes, and one does not supersede the other.  

Foothill2-964 through -966 The commenter discusses the format for presenting city regulations and policies 
pertaining to transportation. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-967 and -968 The commenter suggests that the descriptions of roadways should conform to federal 
classification maps, which is not required under the state’s General Plan Guidelines. This 
is a comment on the Draft General Plan rather than the DEIR. This comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-969 and -970 The commenter asks whether the project would result in inadequate emergency access 
and suggests that traffic-related emergency issues should be discussed in DEIR Section 
4.14, “Transportation” in addition to Section 4.8, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 
Emergency access issues are addressed in DEIR Impact 4.8-2 (pages 4.8-17 and 4.8-18). 
This comment relates to EIR format, and does not identify any specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-971 through -974 The commenter notes that LOS tables in the DEIR identify levels that are below 
the standards in the Draft General Plan, and identifies no additional comment on impact 
analyses. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of 
the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-975 through -979 The commenter refers to the DEIR’s analysis of significant LOS effects, and 
states that mitigation fees have not been set at a high enough level to mitigate the effects 
of individual projects on the roadway network. The commenter also cites to Endangered 
Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777), where the court 
found “[E]even where a developer's contribution to roadway improvements is reasonable, 
a fee program is insufficient mitigation where, even with that contribution, a county will 
not have sufficient funds to mitigate effects on traffic.” The DEIR (pages 4.14-16 and 
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4.14-17) acknowledges that funding has not been identified to demonstrate with certainty 
that roadway improvements will be built before significant traffic impacts occur, and that 
specific funding mechanisms and contributions for the remainder of the improvements 
identified in Mitigation Measures 4.14-1c (DEIR page 4.14-15) and improvements 
identified in Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 (DEIR page 4.14-2), have not been identified. 
The County cannot assure the timely funding and implementation of roadway 
improvements, and Mitigation Measures 4.14-1c and 4.14-2 would still not achieve 
acceptable LOS at several locations. Therefore, the impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Foothill2-980 through -984 The commenter suggests that an additional funding mechanism should be 
explored to reduce traffic congestion. The commenter specifically suggests that a parcel 
fee, parcel tax, or local sales tax should be considered to raise funds to correct existing 
roadway deficiencies based on the Amador County Transportation Commission’s 
(ACTC) cost estimates. 

 The DEIR addresses the impacts of the project (the Draft General Plan) compared to 
baseline conditions as required under CEQA. Although the County may consider funding 
and other mechanisms to address existing roadway capacity conditions as a matter of 
policy, the impact analysis in the DEIR, and the associated DEIR mitigation measures, 
are intended to address impacts beyond the existing conditions. In addition to mitigation 
fees (which are part of Mitigation Measure 4.14-1b), Mitigation Measure 4.14-1a requires 
the use of “fair share” fees to ensure that projects fund necessary improvements that fall 
beyond the limits of mitigation fee programs.  

The DEIR (pages 4.14-16 and 4.14-17) acknowledges the lack of funding for 
improvements that are already needed under baseline conditions, as well as the 
uncertainty regarding the timing and availability of funding for improvements needed to 
mitigate traffic impacts of growth under the General Plan. For these reasons, Impacts 
4.14.-1 and 4.1.4-2 are significant and unavoidable. 

Foothill2-985 through -987 The commenter provides a general recitation of law and opinions on the legal 
requirements related to alternatives. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-988 and -989 The commenter notes that the County has the right to define alternatives. This comment 
does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in 
the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-990 and -991 The commenter contends that the alternatives to the project description are not provided 
in sufficient detail. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.” 

Foothill2-992 and -993 The commenter contends that the alternatives unfairly include proposed tax and fee 
increases that are not included as part of the project description. Draft General Plan 
Safety Element Policy S-3.1 on page S-17 states: Support efforts by fire districts to obtain 
adequate funding to provide fire protection at desired levels. Implement impact fees if 
needed to provide adequate fire service. This comment is speculative and does not 
provide any evidence of how the project would result in additional significant impacts. 
See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 
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Foothill2-994 and -995 The commenter provides a general recitation of law and opinions on legal requirements 
related to alternatives. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-996 through -998 The commenter provides a general recitation of law, scoping comments, and 
opinions on legal requirements related to alternatives. This comment does not identify 
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no 
further response is required. 

Foothill2-999 through -1001 The commenter contends that the ranking of alternatives is inadequate. See 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and 
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1002 The commenter provides a general recitation of court opinions on the legal requirements 
related to alternatives. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-1003 The commenter refers to a scoping meeting discussion, disagreeing that the project 
description limits the purview of general plan alternatives. An EIR need not consider all 
potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable range. (CEQA Guidelines 
section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives and need not 
include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does consider, including, for 
example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce wastewater treatment in a 
separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of 
Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required to study what project 
opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when document already analyzed 
reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-1004 through -1013  The commenter disagrees with the project description. The comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required. 

Foothill2-1014 The commenter contends that the DEIR must evaluate alternatives that mitigate the 
impacts of the project description. Section 5.2, “Alternative Considered and Rejected” on 
page 5-2 of the DEIR provides a detailed discussion of alternatives that were considered 
for detailed analysis in the EIR, but were rejected for one or more reasons. An EIR need 
not consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable range. 
(CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does 
consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce 
wastewater treatment in a separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna 
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required 
to study what project opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when 
document already analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-1015 through -1019 The commenter provides support for a “new town” alternative. Section 5.2, 
“Alternative Considered and Rejected” on page 5-2 of the DEIR provides a detailed 
discussion of alternatives that were considered for detailed analysis in the EIR, but were 
rejected for one or more reasons. See also response Foothill 2-1047 through 1053. An 
EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable 
range. (CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does 
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consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce 
wastewater treatment in a separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna 
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required 
to study what project opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when 
document already analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-1020 through -1033  The commenter provides support for a “Success Through Accountability” 
alternative. Section 5.2, “Alternative Considered and Rejected” on page 5-2 of the DEIR 
provides a detailed discussion of alternatives that were considered for detailed analysis in 
the EIR, but were rejected for one or more reasons. See also response Foothill 2-1047 
through 1053. An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to the project but 
merely a reasonable range. (CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes 
a reasonable range of alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the 
alternatives that it does consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are 
each designed to reduce wastewater treatment in a separate area of the county. (See 
Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 
1022 [EIR was not required to study what project opponents characterized as an “obvious 
alternative” when document already analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].) 

Foothill2-1034 through -1038 The commenter contends that the alternatives analysis is inadequate. An EIR 
need not consider all potential alternatives to the project but merely a reasonable range. 
(CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the alternatives that it does 
consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are each designed to reduce 
wastewater treatment in a separate area of the county. (See Village Laguna of Laguna 
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 1022 [EIR was not required 
to study what project opponents characterized as an “obvious alternative” when 
document already analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].) The commenter’s 
contention that the DEIR alternatives are “straw-man alternatives having nobody’s 
support” is a personal opinion not supported by substantial evidence.   

Foothill2-1039 and -1040 The commenter addresses the DEIR’s discussion of alternatives considered and 
rejected, and asserts that the County refused to address feasible alternatives that would 
reduce project impacts. An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to the project 
but merely a reasonable range. (CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6[a].) The DEIR 
analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives and need not include multiple variations of the 
alternatives that it does consider, including, for example, multiple alternatives that are 
each designed to reduce wastewater treatment in a separate area of the county. (See 
Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors [1982] 134 Cal.App.3d 
1022 [EIR was not required to study what project opponents characterized as an “obvious 
alternative” when document already analyzed reasonable range of alternatives].)  

Foothill2-1041 through -1046 The commenter contends that the DEIR should include an alternative that 
accommodates more growth, or growth in different areas. See DEIR Section 5.2 
“Alternatives Considered and Rejected” for a detailed explanation why several 
alternatives were considered for detailed analysis in the EIR, but were rejected for one or 
more reasons. These reasons include: 

 failure to meet fundamental project objectives; 
 failure to avoid or substantially reduce the Draft General Plan’s significant 

environmental impacts; 
 infeasibility based on economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, or 

other factors; 
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 similarity to alternatives that were selected for detailed analysis; and 
 represented alternative to one project component only, not the General Plan as a 

whole. 

An alternative that would accommodate more growth would not reduce the Draft General 
Plan’s significant environmental impacts, and an alternative that accommodated growth 
in different areas would shift the location of the Draft General Plan’s significant impacts, 
but not necessarily reduce them to less-than-significant levels. The comment implies that 
the County will choose a different alternative than those analyzed in the DEIR; there is 
no evidence supporting this speculation. 

DEIR Section 5.2 also provides an explanation of the consideration of two alternatives 
(“New Town” and “Success Through Accountability”) that were suggested by the 
commenter during the scoping process. Also, see response to comment Foothill 2-1040, 
immediately above.  

Foothill2-1047 through -1053 The commenter notes that the DEIR does not include a “New Town” alternative. 
As the commenter correctly references from the DEIR, the County explained therein 
(DEIR page 5-3) that the commenter’s suggested alternative is not feasible. Exercising its 
discretion under CEQA, under the “rule of reason” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[f]), the County determined that the “New Town” alternative was not feasible 
because: “With a decline in economic conditions and a downward revision to the 
Department of Finance’s projected population increase in Amador County to fewer than 
7,300 new residents between 2010 and 2060 (DOF 2014), the amount of population 
growth would be insufficient to support a full-service new town” (DEIR page 5-3). Also, 
the comment that a sufficiently profitable new town could allow setting aside the most 
environmentally sensitive surrounding lands is speculative. No further response is 
required.  

Foothill2-1054 and -1055 The commenter provides support for provisions incorporated into Alternative 2 
of the DEIR (Chapter 5, Page 5-4 through 5-5), and the ability of Alternative 2 to reduce 
many of the Draft General Plan’s significant impacts. These comments do not identify 
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no 
further response is required. 

Foothill2-1056 The commenter provides suggested policy language for the “New Safety Element Policy” 
under Alternative 2 (Chapter 5; Page 5-5). Sufficient information about the alternative 
was provided in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]); no further 
response is required. EIRs are not required to separately evaluate minor permutations of 
the alternatives. 

Foothill2-1057 The commenter supports the “New Circulation Element Policy” under Alternative 2 
(Chapter 5; Page 5-5) using VMTs. This comment does not identify any specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is 
required. 

Foothill2-1058 The commenter states that the “New Conservation Element Policy” under Alternative 2 
(Chapter 5; Page 5-5) could be strengthened and clarified. As the County provided 
sufficient information about the alternative in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6[d]), no further response is required. EIRs are not required to separately 
evaluate minor permutations of the alternatives. 
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Foothill2-1059 The commenter provides general approval of the “New Economic Development Element 
Policy” under Alternative 2 (Chapter 5; Page 5-5) language in the DEIR. This comment 
does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in 
the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-1060 The commenter proposes an alternative that would combine “the best provisions of the 
Draft General Plan” and Alternative 2 with the additional measures proposed by another 
commenter (i.e., comments Watt 8 through 179, “Matrix of Recommended Mitigation 
Measures to Address Significant and Significant Unavoidable Impacts Associated with 
the Proposed Draft Amador County General Plan”). This comment does not identify any 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further 
response is required. 

Foothill2-1061 through -1064 The commenter provides a proposal as to how Alternative 3 could meet the 
objective of focusing growth in existing towns and cities. The commenter further states 
that if Alternative 3 were combined with “the good policies” in Alternative 2, all plan 
objectives would be met while reducing significant unavoidable impacts. Exercising its 
discretion under CEQA, under the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[f]), DEIR Section 5.7, “Comparison of Alternatives and Project Objectives,” and 
specifically Table 5-5 (Chapter 5 page 5-21) demonstrate how Alternative 3 would not 
meet the project objectives. EIRs are not required to consider multiple variations of the 
alternatives. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or 
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1065 The commenter contends that the alternative analysis does not provide a quantitative 
analysis, as required by law. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) requires an EIR to 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines authorize use 
of a matrix displaying each alternative’s significant environmental effects to summarize 
the comparison. The DEIR meets these requirements. For certain impacts such as traffic, 
impact conclusions are supported by quantitative estimates because it was feasible to 
provide such estimates based on modeling. For the remaining impacts, conclusions are 
supported using qualitative analysis. A qualitative analysis comparing the proposed 
project’s impacts to those of the alternatives is especially appropriate for a Program EIR 
on a General Plan. The degree of specificity in an EIR corresponds to the degree of 
specificity of the underlying activity being evaluated. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146.)  

See response to comment Foothill2-1040 relating to the adherence of the DEIR 
alternatives analysis with the pertinent CEQA requirements. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1066 The commenter notes that development units and traffic impacts were quantitatively 
evaluated in the DEIR. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required.  

Foothill2-1067 through -1069 The commenter states that the alternatives analysis should employ quantitative 
models to analyze impacts. The alternatives analysis in the DEIR was conducted based on 
the requirements of the CEQA guidelines for preparing an adequate analysis of project 
alternatives. See responses to comments Foothill2-1040 and Foothill2-1065 showing how 
the DEIR alternatives analysis meets CEQA requirements. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and Master Response 2, 
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“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1070 through -1074 The commenter contends that the DEIR is difficult for a reviewer to determine 
how the conclusions regarding environmental impacts were reached. See Master 
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.” See also response to comment Foothill2-1040. The 
comment regarding ability to make CEQA findings does not relate to EIR adequacy and 
is speculative. 

Foothill2-1075 The commenter states opinion pertaining to the specificity and use of detail in EIRs. 
Because this is a general comment unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, no 
response is required. 

Foothill2-1076 The commenter contends the FEIR should include quantitative analyses of the project 
alternatives. The alternatives analysis in the DEIR was conducted based on the 
requirements of the CEQA guidelines for preparing an adequate analysis of project-
alternatives. See responses to comments Foothill2-1040 and -1065 showing how the 
DEIR alternatives analysis meets CEQA requirements. See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1077 through -1080 These comments initially repeat the commenter’s scoping comments and 
interpretation of CEQA requirements, including cumulative impacts analysis. Because 
these are general comments unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, no response 
is required.  

Foothill2-1081 through -1084 The commenter provides general CEQA comments about applying appropriate 
thresholds of significance in a cumulative effects analysis. These comments do not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the DEIR; 
no further response is required.  

Foothill2-1085 through -1090  The commenter states that the lead agency must justify its choice of geographic 
scope for each cumulative impact, such as traffic impacts that may be felt across county 
lines or cumulative impacts of migratory wildlife that may accrue throughout their 
migratory range. The cumulative effect analysis analytical boundaries for each issue area, 
and the rationales for selecting these boundaries, can be found in DEIR Table 6-2 
“Geographic Scope of Cumulative Impacts” in Chapter 6, Section 6.1.3 “Geographic 
Scope.” The cumulative effects analyses have been conducted to create a broad context in 
which to assess the DEIR’s incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts, 
viewed on a geographic scale beyond the planning area, and then to determine whether 
the DEIR’s incremental contribution to any significant cumulative impact is cumulatively 
considerable (i.e., significant) in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15130[a]-[b], Section 15355[b], Section 15064[h], Section 15065[c]. See also Master 
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1091 The commenter cites case law on CEQA requirements, including that cumulative impact 
analyses are required to include quantitative data. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of 
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.” Because these are general comments 
unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, no further response is required. 
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Foothill2-1092 through -1096 The commenter contends that the DEIR does not disclose the cumulative impacts 
from the development of both the Rancho Arroyo Seco general plan amendment and 
Draft General Plan. Cumulative effects analyses are included in Chapter 6, “Other CEQA 
Considerations” of the DEIR. The cumulative effects analyses were conducted consistent 
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130; which requires an EIR to analyze whether 
impacts resulting from a proposed project are cumulatively considerable. The cumulative 
effects analyses were also conducted consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15355(b), which require an analysis of cumulative impacts that can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.  

  
 The commenter also asserts that there is no real question about the foreseeability of the 

Rancho Arroyo Seco (RAS) development. On July 3, 2008, the developer made a 
property owner request for an SPA designation that would allow for "One or more 
Specific Plans" to guide development of the 16, 100 acre area. However, no such 
application to amend the General Plan land use designation for RAS was received by the 
County. The General Plan EIR Notice of Preparation (page 12) states that: “No proposed 
plan or land use proposal is anticipated within the Rancho Arroyo Seco RPA area.” 
Therefore, no specific development is foreseeable for purposes of the cumulative 
analysis. As stated in Chapter 6, Section 6.1.2 “Regional Growth Projections” 
“…development proposals that have yet to be entitled by the County as of the preparation 
of this EIR, and therefore not included in the Project Description, are also not included in 
this cumulative analysis, as such proposals are not reasonably foreseeable…Because no 
project proposal for the Rancho Arroyo Seco area has been received by the County, there 
is no reasonably foreseeable probabley future project for consideration as part of this 
cumulative analysis”.  

 Further, there is no substantial evidence that a development proposal for Rancho Arroyo 
Seco is likely to be received in the future. Observations by staff about landowner desires 
or by individual elected officials about what might happen in the future are not 
substantial evidence that a probable future project is reasonably foreseeable. Because 
Rancho Arroyo Seco is not a reasonably foreseeable probable future project, it is 
irrelevant whether it would be “reasonable and practical” to evaluate the impacts of a 
hypothetical Rancho Arroyo Seco project. 

 See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or 
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1097 The comment contains case law interpretations of various CEQA requirements for 
cumulative effect analyses. Because this is a general comment unrelated to specific DEIR 
environmental issues, no response is required. 

Foothill2-1098 through -1102 The commenter suggests that cumulative effect mitigation should apply to both 
small and large projects. Feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Draft General Plan’s 
incremental contributions to significant cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 
“Environmental Impact Analysis.” These are the same mitigation measures that apply to 
the Draft General Plan’s direct significant impacts, and they typically apply to both small 
and large projects. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures.”  

Foothill2-1103 through -1111 See responses to comments Foothill2-1092 through -1096. Based on current 
information, development of Rancho Arroyo Seco is not a reasonably foreseeable 
probable future project; a prohibition of Rancho Arroyo Seco General Plan amendments 
through 2030 is therefore unwarranted and would likely encounter substantial 
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constitutional constraints. See also response to comments Foothill2-1092 through -1096 
and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1112 The commenter contends that the DEIR cumulative analysis does not provide a 
quantitative analysis of the cumulative impacts. CEQA does not require uniform 
quantification of cumulative impacts, regardless of whether they are “capable of 
quantification.” Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR cumulative impact 
analysis reflects the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but not in 
as great detail as in the Draft General Plan direct impact analysis. The analysis was 
guided by the standards of “practicality and reasonableness.” See CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(b). See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the 
Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1113 The commenter states that the cumulative impact of agricultural land conversion (DEIR 
page 6-4) should have reported the number of acres of farmland in Amador County 
converted to nonagricultural uses from 1984 to 2004. Information related to conversion 
of the various types of farmland is contained in DEIR Section 4.2, “Agricultural 
Resources” on pages and 4.2-4 through 4.2-6, 4.2-15, and 4-2-16. The cumulative impact 
analysis for agricultural resources already concludes that the Draft General Plan’s impact 
from conversion of farmland to urban uses would be cumulatively considerable (i.e., 
cumulatively significant) and would remain cumulatively significant and unavoidable 
after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures (see DEIR page 6-4, Impact 6-2). 
Therefore, inclusion of the information suggested by the commenter regarding the 
acreage of farmland converted from 1984 to 2004 would not further inform the 
cumulative impact analysis and would have no effect on the existing cumulative impact 
conclusion. See also response to comment Foothill2-1112. 

Foothill2-1114 The commenter states that the cumulative analysis of air quality impacts (pages 6-4 and 
6-5) should contain an indication of the projections for concentrations of criteria 
pollutants in the ambient air quality of the region. The analysis suggested by the 
commenter is not contained in the DEIR because it would be speculative. As discussed 
on DEIR pages 6-4 and 6-5, as regional growth occurs, the increased population, VMT, 
and construction of new land uses throughout the basin would result in increased 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors. Cumulative air quality impacts (both 
construction and operation impacts), exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs, and 
exposure of sensitive receptors to odor would be significant. However, construction-
related air emissions from implementation of the Draft General Plan would be temporary, 
and given the projected low amount of growth in Amador County, the extent of 
simultaneous construction activities are not anticipated to result in a significant 
cumulative construction emissions impact. As further stated on DEIR page 6-5, the Draft 
General Plan would result in cumulatively considerable significant and unavoidable 
operational air quality impacts and TAC impacts. Therefore, even if the data requested by 
the commenter were available, it would not change the cumulative air quality impact 
conclusions stated on DEIR pages 6-4 and 6-5. Furthermore, the commenter has not 
suggested any disagreement with the existing cumulative impact conclusions. See also 
response to comment Foothill2-1112. 

Foothill2-1115 The commenter suggests that the DEIR’s cumulative biological impact analysis should 
have provided a quantification of regional acres of habitat lost for threatened and 
endangered species. As stated on DEIR page 6-5 (Impact 6-4): 
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Regional growth would add to the Draft General Plan’s impacts to produce 
significant cumulative impacts on special status species, Ione chaparral, riparian 
habitat, oak woodlands, and wetlands, and the Draft General Plan’s contribution 
to these impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Mitigation measures that 
would be applied to the Draft General Plan (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, 
4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-4a, 4.4-4b, and 4.4-5) would reduce these impacts, but the Draft 
General Plan’s contribution would remain cumulatively considerable. 

Because the cumulative biological resource impact conclusions are already identified as 
significant and unavoidable, inclusion of the information suggested by the commenter 
would have no effect on the impact conclusions. Furthermore, the commenter has not 
suggested any disagreement with the existing cumulative impact conclusions. See also 
response to comment Foothill2-1112. 

Foothill2-1116 The commenter suggests that the DEIR’s cumulative analysis related to fire hazards 
should quantify the number of additional homes likely to be constructed in high fire 
hazard zones. As stated on DEIR page 6-7 (Impact 6-8): 

Regional growth in Amador County would place an increasing number of 
residents and structures in wildfire hazard zones (Impact 4.8-7). This cumulative 
impact would be significant, and the Draft General Plan’s incremental 
contribution would be cumulatively considerable. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.8-7a and 4.8-7b would reduce the Draft General Plan’s contribution 
to this impact, but the incremental contribution would remain cumulatively 
considerable. 

Because the cumulative wildfire impact conclusion is already identified as significant and 
unavoidable, inclusion of the information suggested by the commenter would have no 
effect on the impact conclusion. Furthermore, the commenter has not suggested any 
disagreement with the existing cumulative impact conclusion. See also response to 
comment Foothill2-1112. 

Foothill2-1117 The commenter contends that the information requested in comments Foothill2-1113 
through Foothill2-1116 should have been included in the DEIR’s cumulative impact 
analysis because earlier in the General Plan Update process, the County used “the U-Plan 
analysis” to generate maps and quantify these sorts of impacts. UPlan is a scenario 
planning exercise, and is not intended to be predictive of where development will actually 
occur, and therefore UPlan was not used in the cumulative impact analysis. See responses 
to comments Foothill2-1113 through -1116. 

Foothill2-1118 The commenter suggests that the DEIR’s cumulative analysis regarding water supply and 
wastewater capacity should be quantified because AWA prepares reports with 
quantitative data. The information requested by the commenter is contained in DEIR 
Section 4.13, “Public Services and Utilities,” on pages 4.13-9 through 4.13-22. As stated 
on DEIR page 6-9 (Impact 6-13): 

The Amador Water Agency (AWA) provides either raw or treated water to the 
County’s cities, and the Sutter Creek wastewater treatment facility serves both 
incorporated and unincorporated areas. Although some water providers (the 
Central Amador Water Project [CAWP] and the Jackson Valley Irrigation 
District (JVID) and some wastewater systems (Pine Grove, Buckhorn, and 
several smaller systems) serve only the unincorporated area, cumulative impacts 
related to water supply, water conveyance, and wastewater service would be 
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similar to project specific impacts described in the analysis in Chapter 4.13, 
“Public Services and Utilities” (Impacts 4.13-1 through 4.13-3). These 
cumulative impacts would be significant, and the Draft General Plan’s 
contribution to these impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Mitigation 
Measures 4.13-1a, 4.13-1b, and 4.13-1c would reduce the Draft General Plan’s 
contribution to cumulative water and wastewater impacts, but the impacts would 
remain cumulatively considerable. 

Because the cumulative water supply and wastewater impact conclusions are already 
identified as significant and unavoidable, a restatement of the information suggested by 
the commenter in the cumulative analysis (which is already contained in DEIR Section 
4.13, “Public Services and Utilities”) would have no effect on the impact conclusions. 
Furthermore, the commenter has not suggested any disagreement with the existing 
cumulative impact conclusions. See also response to comment Foothill2-1112. 

Foothill2-1119 through -1122 The commenter contends the cumulative impact analyses do not provide 
analytical support for impact determinations, do not provide thresholds of significance, 
and that because much of the General Plan has not been updated since 1974, a 
quantitative analysis of the cumulative impacts of new development should be prepared. 
The General Plan Housing Element was updated in 2010 and the Circulation Element 
was updated in 2006. As described in the introduction to the cumulative analysis on 
DEIR page 6-1: 

This Chapter provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the Draft General 
Plan taken together with other past, present, and probable future projects 
producing related impacts. The goal of the County’s analysis is twofold: first, to 
determine whether the impacts of all such projects would be cumulatively 
significant; and if so, to determine whether the implementation of the Draft 
General Plan itself would cause a “cumulatively considerable” (and thus 
significant) incremental contribution to any such cumulatively significant 
impacts. (See State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130[a]-[b], Section 15355[b], 
Section 15064[h], Section 15065[c]; Communities for a Better Environment v. 
California Resources Agency [2002] 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120.) In other words, 
the analysis intends to first create a broad context in which to assess the Draft 
General Plan’s incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts, 
viewed on a geographic scale beyond the planning area, and then to determine 
whether the Draft General Plan’s incremental contribution to any significant 
cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant). If they are, 
mitigation measures are then considered for their ability to make the Draft 
General Plan’s contribution less than cumulative considerable; information on 
the effectiveness of mitigation measures is presented in the Section 4 resource 
topic analyses. 

For purposes of clarification, the following text has been added under the heading 
“Methods of Analysis” at the top of DEIR page 6-2: 

The significance thresholds for cumulative impacts are the same as those utilized 
for the Draft General Plan’s direct impacts within each topic area, which are 
described in DEIR Sections 4.1–4.14 under the headings “Thresholds of 
Significance.”  

The cumulative impact analyses in DEIR Chapter 6 contain the necessary specificity and 
detail, as well as reasoned analyses, in order to reach the appropriate cumulative impact 
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conclusions. CEQA does not require uniform quantification of cumulative impacts, 
regardless of whether they are “capable of quantification.” Consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines, the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis reflects the severity of the impacts 
and their likelihood of occurrence, but not in as great detail as in the Draft General Plan 
direct impact analysis. The analysis was guided by the standards of “practicality and 
reasonableness.” See CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b). See also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.”   

Foothill2-1123 through -1130 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and opinions on 
CEQA requirements related to growth-inducing effects analysis. Growth-inducing effects 
are discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.2 “Growth-Inducing Effects” of the DEIR. 

Foothill2-1131 through -1137 The commenter states that the growth inducing effects analysis provided in the 
DEIR is not supported by evidence. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(a), a project is 
required to provide “substantial evidence” as defined as “…enough relevant information 
and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to 
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.” Evidence 
supporting the growth-inducing impacts finding includes Department of Finance 
projections. As noted in Section 6.2 on page 6-10, “the Draft General Plan is premised on 
a certain amount of growth taking place, as forecast by the Department of Finance.” 
Department of Finance population forecasts are presented in DEIR Impact 4.12-2. The 
key point in the growth-inducing effects funding is that the Draft General Plan facilitates 
growth, not that the induced growth is orderly. Please see Master Response 1, “Adequacy 
of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement 
Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1138 through -1142 The commenter states that the growth-inducing effects analysis does not describe 
in enough detail the anticipated infrastructure requirements and the sources of funding for 
these requirements. The key cause of growth-inducing effects identified in the EIR is 
implementation of the proposed project, which is the Draft General Plan as a whole. 
Future infrastructure decisions in specific areas of the County may have additional or 
different growth-inducing effects in specific locations. See Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures” and Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1143 The commenter suggests that the effects of growth inducement would be reduced if the 
Draft General Plan contained “clearer policies” regarding future infrastructure 
requirements and future funding. Infrastructure requirements and funding are organized 
in the Draft General Plan by topic area, as indicated in the Table of Contents (pages 
TOC-1 through TOC-7). For example, infrastructure and funding related to traffic are 
contained in the Circulation/Mobility Element of the Draft General Plan. Furthermore, 
the Draft General Plan contains an Implementation Plan with a summary of the programs 
that would be implemented related to funding, physical improvements, and capital 
projects (pages P-1 through P-38). The commenter does not specify how he believes the 
Draft General Plan policies should be clarified. Furthermore, this comment does not 
pertain to the analysis of growth-inducing effects contained in the DEIR. 

Foothill2-1144 through -1150 The commenter contends that development projects must pay a "fair share" 
infrastructure costs, yet there is no matching share to provide the necessary infrastructure, 
and therefore levels of service decline. The Regional Transportation Plan is cited as an 
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example, although the commenter does specify what part(s) of this plan illustrate the 
problem described in its comments. The commenter also suggests that the DEIR could 
better connect the approval of new growth to actual availability to provide infrastructure 
and services. Please note that these comments are not directly related to the growth-
inducing impacts of the Draft General Plan as described in DEIR Section 3.2. The 
General Plan Land Use Element and Implementation Plan commit the County to a 
number of actions to provide for adequate community facilities and services, both actions 
the County implement directly, and coordinating actions the County can take with other 
agencies that provide infrastructure (the County does not provide water and water 
infrastructure, for example). These policies and implementing actions are intended to 
“better connect” approval of new development with availability and adequacy of 
infrastructure, as requested by the commenter. Relevant policies from the Draft General 
Plan Update and implementation measures pertaining to these policies include but are not 
limited to: 

Goal CM-1: Maintain adequate regional and local transportation facilities. 

Policy CM-1.1: The County’s Level of Service (LOS) standard is LOS C for rural 
roadways, and LOS D for roadways in urban and developing areas. For 
Caltrans facilities, the LOS standard shall be that established by Caltrans. 

Policy CM-1.2: Work with Caltrans and regional and local transportation agencies to 
address regional issues and opportunities related to growth, 
transportation financing and infrastructure, and other planning issues. 

Policy CM-1.3: Plan for future maintenance and expansion of roadway, trail, and other 
circulation infrastructure on an annual basis, factoring for changes in 
funding and project priority or feasibility. 

Policy CM-1.4: Encourage greater connectivity on local roads and improve the 
connections between unincorporated the County’s communities. Ensure 
multiple routes are available between communities wherever possible. 

Policy CM-1.5: Regional traffic should be directed around the historic centers of 
established communities where feasible. 

Goal CM-2: Maintain a safe, efficient, and comprehensive traffic circulation 
system. 

Policy CM-2.1: Plan, build, and maintain a multi-modal and hierarchical transportation 
system. 

Policy CM-2.2: Identify key roads and intersections with historical or projected traffic 
congestion and/or safety problems and apply creative management 
measures to improve circulation. 

Policy CM-2.3: Work with Caltrans, Amador County Transportation Commission 
(ACTC), cities and surrounding jurisdictions to improve regional 
roadways. 

Policy CM-2.4: Maintain a Traffic Impact Fee program to encourage that new 
transportation needs generated by new development are paid for by the 
development on a fair-share basis. Increased roadway capacity should be 
funded through developer fees to the extent legally possible. 
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Goal LU-4: Ensure adequate wastewater treatment, storage, and disposal 
capacity exists to serve the county’s current and future demand. 

Policy LU-4.1: Work with the cities and water and wastewater providers to ensure that 
existing and potential locations for wastewater treatment are protected 
from nearby incompatible uses. 

Policy LU-4.2: Consider infrastructure availability and expansion opportunities in the 
evaluation of individual projects. 

Policy LU-4.3: Support efforts by water purveyors to educate the public on how to 
reduce water use, and utilize reclaimed water. 

Policy LU-4.4: Encourage countywide regional coordination and organizational 
structures to fully implement maximum recycled water reuse 
opportunities throughout the county. 

Policy LU-4.5: Encourage and promote water conservation and reuse to reduce new 
effluent disposal needs. 

Goal LU-5: Maintain efficient solid waste service. 

Policy LU-5.1: Increase public awareness of waste disposal options, recycling, 
composting, and other waste reduction options. 

Policy LU-5.2: Ensure the continued availability of waste disposal sites for solid waste. 

Policy LU-5.3: Continue to make solid waste transfer stations available and accessible.. 

Goal LU-6: Ensure that adequate water supply, wastewater disposal, and public 
services are available prior to development. 

Policy LU-6.1: Ensure that new development is able to meet water supply, wastewater 
disposal, and public service standards. 

The County has committed to specific implementation measures and actions, through the 
Implementation Plan, including but not limited to: 

Program P-3, coordinate with water suppliers to adequately plan for future water supply. 

Program P-5, develop a recommended a menu of best management practices (BMPs)m, 
such as reduced pavement cover, permeable pavement, drainage features that increase 
infiltration and groundwater recharge. The County will require some, or all, of these 
measures as permit conditions to reduce or avoid adverse erosion, water quality, and 
hydrology effects, including potential effects on the lifespan of existing water storage 
facilities.   

Program P-6: Effective County Services, committing the County to develop, assess 
performance, and recommend actions to the Board of Supervisors related to service 
standards for library, public safety, fire response, emergency response, human, and social 
services.  

Program D-1, review proposed projects for consistency with goals, policies, and 
implementation programs of the general plan and use the defined evaluation criteria for 
discretionary development proposals.  

Foothill2-1151 through -1161 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and interpretation of 
CEQA requirements related to irreversible environmental changes and further contends 
that the analysis is inadequate because it is insufficiently detailed. DEIR Section 6.3 
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“Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes” (page 6-11) lists resources that would 
be irreversibly committed. Please note that these irreversible environmental changes are 
defined differently than the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR.  

The DEIR’s analysis of significant irreversible environmental changes is consistent with 
the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(c). Please see also Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and Master Response 2, 
“Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.”  

Foothill2-1162 through -1168 The comment repeats the commenter’s scoping comments and interpretation of 
CEQA requirements related to evaluating significant and unavoidable impacts and 
contends that the DEIR does not quantify/valuate the impact determinations in Chapter 6, 
Table 6-3 (pages 6-11 and 6-12). The purpose of Table 6-3 is to reiterate the impact 
analysis conclusions that are described in detail in DEIR Chapter 4, and cross-reference 
the numbered impacts where additional information can be found, consistent with CEQA 
Guideline Section 15126. For a detailed summary of each impact determination, see 
DEIR Sections 4.1 through 4.14. 

Foothill2-1169 The commenter contends that it’s not clear how the County will make an informed 
finding of fact related to the benefits and impacts of the General Plan. Because this is 
general comment unrelated to specific DEIR environmental issues, no response is 
required. 

Foothill2-1170 The commenter contends that the DEIR has too many significant and unavoidable 
impacts. It is true that the DEIR concludes there are a relatively large number of 
significant unavoidable impacts. This is attributable to the selection of conservative 
thresholds of significance, and to conservative judgments that some programmatic 
mitigation measures cannot be guaranteed to always mitigate significant impacts to less-
than-significant levels for each project implemented in the future. Many of the DEIR’s 
mitigation measures do substantially reduce the Draft General Plan’s significant impacts, 
but not always to less-than-significant levels. Analyses documenting the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures in avoiding or substantially reducing the impacts can be found in the 
“Significance after Mitigation” sections for each resource topic in DEIR Chapter 4. See 
also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Methodologies or Conclusions of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” 

Foothill2-1171 through -1172 The commenter contends that the DEIR needs to do a better job adopting real 
measures to mitigate significant and unavoidable impacts, and references Terrell Watt’s 
matrix of recommended mitigation measures. See responses to comments Foothill2-1170 
and Watt-1 through Watt-178.   

Foothill2-1173 through -1178 These comments provide opinions on EIR citation requirements, and state that 
that without proper citation it will be difficult for the lead agency to formulate findings of 
fact. This comment does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
analysis provided in the DEIR; no further response is required. 

Foothill2-1179 through -1184  The comments note that Section 8, “References” does not provide page numbers 
of where the information can be found in the referenced documents. The comments 
request that the reference section include page numbers in the Final EIR. Providing page 
numbers for the references used in the preparation of the DEIR is not required by CEQA 
or standard practice, and this request would require tremendous time and expense on 
behalf of the lead agency. If the commenter has a question about a specific reference, or 
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is unable to find the information included in the DEIR, the County will assist the 
commenter in locating this information. 

 

  




