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LETTER 213:  BRIAN G. HABERSACK 
 
Response to Comment 213-1 (EIR):  The commenter has several areas of concern with 
the adequacy of the General Plan EIR.  The EIR meets its obligations under CEQA, 
including its public policy goals of full public disclosure, by acknowledging a number of issues 
for which there is no clear or simple solution, as well as identifying that some impacts cannot 
be avoided. 
 
Response to Comment 213-2 (GP/EIR):  The commenter supports maintaining a lower 
development intensity between El Dorado County and the City of Folsom. As noted by the 
commenter, that is accomplished by the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative. 
The commenter’s support for the approach used in that alternative is noted. 
 
Response to Comment 213-3 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in this 
comment supporting the designation of a buffer area between the Promontory and Crescent 
Ridge, as it is designated as a red-legged frog core area, are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on 
the General Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 213-4 (EIR):  The commenter is directed to responses to Comment 
Letters 156, 163, 168, and 183 for detailed discussion on the issue of the extension of 
Saratoga Way to the County line. 
 
Response to Comment 213-5 (GP/EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment stating that the General Plan and EIR lack clear direction due to the many, varied, 
options presented, are noted for the record. The EIR exceeds the basic requirements of 
CEQA by conducting a full analysis of four possible General Plan alternatives, and does so, 
among other reasons, to analyze whether different levels of development and different policy 
approaches could resolve significant environmental effects.  By so doing, the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors have been presented with a spectrum of information 
to use in adopting the General Plan.  With respect to the proposed traffic mitigation 
measures referenced by the commenter, these will be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 213-6 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment requesting that the DEIR be revised and recirculated, are noted for the record and 
will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan.  County staff believes the General Plan alternatives are 
clearly defined and that recirculation is not warranted. 




