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II. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

A. OVERVIEW

The purpose of the public review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is to evaluate the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in terms of compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding standards against 
which adequacy is judged:   

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in 
the light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among 
experts.  The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure. 

The purpose of each response to a comment on the DEIR is to address the significant environmental 
issue(s) raised by each comment.  This typically requires clarification of points contained in a DEIR.  
Section 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the response to 
comments.  It states that: 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections).  In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead 
Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the 
comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and 
suggestions were not accepted.  There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.  
Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to 
focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies.  Case law has held 
that the Lead Agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency 
responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure.  Section 
15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers by stating: 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.  
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects.  At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
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an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded 
by commenters.  When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 

This guideline directs reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document, particularly in 
regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project alternatives.  Given 
that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence, subsection (c) advises 
reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support.  Section 15204(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines states: 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments.  Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

B. LIST OF THOSE WHO COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The County of San Mateo (the “County”) received a total of 243 comment letters on the DEIR during the 
public review period.  It should be noted that these 243 comment letters include multiple comment letters 
from some individuals and agencies.  Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, 
and comments within each comment letter are also numbered.  Comments within each comment letter are 
indexed using the “Letter number-Comment number” format, where each comment in Letter 1 is indexed 
as 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, etc., and each comment in Comment Letter 2 is indexed as 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, etc. 

Written comments made during and after the public review of the DEIR intermixed points and opinions 
regarding the project’s merits with points and opinions regarding potentially significant environmental 
effects of the project.  The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions regarding 
the project’s merits, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review required by 
CEQA.  During the 64-day public review period, the following organizations/persons provided written 
and oral comments on the DEIR to the County: 

Commenters Date

1. Midcoast Community Council, Sabrina Brennan October 23, 2009 

2. Committee for Green Foothills, Lennie Roberts October 23, 2009 

3. Robert Brown  October 29, 2009 

4. dotnorris@comcast.net (Full Name Not Provided) October 29, 2009 

5. Kevin Cooke October 29, 2009 


