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LETTER 141:  DON HARTLEY 
 
Response to Comment 141-1(GP):  The commenter’s support for the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 141-2 (GP):  The commenter describes his view of the history of 
the 1996 General Plan, the ensuing lawsuit, and the Writ of Mandate.  No response is 
necessary.  Please see Master Response 3. 
 
Response to Comment 141-3 (GP):  The commenter reiterates his support for the 1996 
General Plan Alternative and the reasons why.  Further response is not necessary. This 
information will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 141-4 (GP):  Please see Response to Comment 67-1 and 
Master Response 8.  A history of the process of identifying General Plan alternatives is 
provided in Volume 1 of the EIR commencing on page 3-9.   
 
Response to Comment 141-5 (GP):  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” 
Alternative and the Environmentally Constrained Alternative were developed using very 
different approaches (see Master Response 8). This is reflected in differences in key 
policy areas and in the Land Use Diagrams for each.  In conjunction with the release of 
the Draft General Plan, the Planning Department also released a document that identifies 
differences between the four equal-weight General Plan alternatives.  This chart is 
available in hard copy from the Planning Department and online at the following website: 
 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/generalplan/pdf/AltComp.pdf 
 

With respect to the prior County and public work on the 1996 General Plan, this is fully 
reflected in the 1996 General Plan Alternative.  This was among the reasons that very few 
changes were made to this alternative from what was adopted in 1996. 
 
Response to Comment 141-6 (GP):  The four equal-weight General Plan Alternatives 
were compiled by County staff based on direction from the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 141-7 (GP):  The commenter is correct that among the four 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives the boundaries for the Community Regions, Rural 
Centers, and Rural Regions differ.  This is explained in detail in Chapter 3.0 of Volume 1 
of the EIR.  These changes relate to the premise of each individual alternative. The staff 
has prepared this information at the direction of the Board of Supervisors, for 
consideration by the public, the Planning Commission, and the Board.  Please refer also 
to Master Response 8. 
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Response to Comment 141-8 (GP):  The commenter is correct that among the four 
equal-weight General Plan alternatives the land use designations on the alternative Land 
Use Diagrams differ. This is explained in detail in Chapter 3.0 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  
These changes relate to the premise of each individual alternative.   The 98-day public 
comment period for the General Plan (see Master Response 1) was intended to solicit 
comments from the public on these and other changes.  Similarly the hearings held during 
the comment period, and the hearings planned in February through June of 2004 (see 
Response to Comment 67-13, are also for this purpose.  Please see Master Response 9 
regarding the issue of property values.  The staff is preparing this information at the 
direction of the Board of Supervisors, for consideration by the public, the Planning 
Commission, and the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 141-9 (GP):  The commenter’s opinion regarding the Planning 
Commission and support for the 1996 General Plan Alternative are noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 141-10 (GP):  The commenter’s opinion regarding the General 
Plan process, and support for the 1996 General Plan Alternative, are noted for the record 
and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations regarding the General Plan. 
 




