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LETTER 228:  MERRITT RICE 
 
Response to Comment 228-1 (GP):  The comment is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 228-2 (GP):  The commenter is correct that the four equal-weight 
General Plan alternatives are structured differently.  The No Project Alternative and 1996 
General Plan Alternative have a Statement of Vision (page 3), Plan Objectives (page 7) and 
Principles (the first page of each element).  The Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane “Plus” Alternatives contain the same Vision Statement (page 7) but do 
not include the Plan Objectives or Principles.  These were not included as they were 
considered superfluous in light of the vision statement and goals within each element. 
 
For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, however, the County staff identified one 
set of objectives that all four equal-weight General Plan alternatives would accomplish, that 
could also be used for comparison of the eight “comparative alternatives” examined in 
Chapter 6.0 of Volume 1 of the EIR.  These are identified on page 3-13 of Volume 1 of the 
EIR and restated on page 6-1 of Volume 2 of the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 228-3 (GP/EIR):  The EIR analyzes 12 General Plan alternatives, 
four at an equal-weight level of detail (throughout the EIR) and eight at a comparative level of 
detail (Chapter 6.0 of Volume 2 of the EIR).  This exceeds the requirements of CEQA, which 
extend only to a comparative analysis of a “reasonable range” of alternatives.  Two of the 
Comparative Alternatives (Alternatives #6 and #8) are rejected from further analysis due to 
legal infeasibility. The remaining six are given a full comparative analysis as required by 
CEQA, and none of these six have been eliminated from consideration.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 228-2 regarding Plan Objectives.  It is noted for the record that the 
commenter requests additional analysis of consistency with the objectives stated in the 1996 
General Plan Alternatives.  A similar type of analysis is already included in the EIR as 
described in Response to Comment 228-2.   Please refer also to Master Response 6. 
 
Response to Comment 228-4 (GP/EIR):  The term “equal-weight” refers to the level of 
detail in the CEQA analysis for the four primary alternatives.  Please refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding choices between these alternatives.   
 
Response to Comment 228-5 (GP):  Please refer to Responses to Comments 67-13 and 
217-4 and Master Response 8. The land uses requested by the commenter have been 
evaluated as part of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives.  The commenter’s 
views on the justification for those land uses is noted for the record and will be considered by 
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberation on the Plan. 
 
It is important to point out that the direction of the Board was that the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative be the maximum growth scenario, with other alternatives representing more 
constrained growth as required by the Writ of Mandate.  It is also important to note that there 
will continue to be opportunity for property owner comment and involvement in the 
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consideration of the preferred General Plan alternative.  The public review process is 
summarized in Master Responses 1 and 8. 
 
The commenter refers to unspecified documents from the 1992 to 1995 period.  None of this 
information is attached, and therefore, it is not addressed as a part of the comment.  Given 
the dates, however, this information (if submitted to the County) would have been addressed 
during the original 1996 General Plan process.  No further response is necessary. 




