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1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared for the proposed Green 
Valley Convenience Center project (SCH No. 2013062011). This Final EIR has been prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Public Resources Code 
Sections 21000–21177). The Final EIR for this project comprises this document, together with the 
Draft EIR (incorporated by reference in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150).  

This Final EIR contains public comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period 
for the proposed project, and provides written responses to environmental issues raised in those 
comments. As required by State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the lead agency, El 
Dorado County, is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who have reviewed the Draft EIR and to prepare written responses to those comments. 
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written responses describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues raised. El Dorado County and its consultants have 
provided a good faith effort to respond in detail to all significant environmental issues raised by 
the comments. This Final EIR also contains minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR 
(see Section 4.0) initiated by County staff and/or consultants based on their ongoing review. 

The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the Draft EIR, as 
amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by El 
Dorado County. 

1.2  PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The proposed project would develop an ARCO-branded convenience center occupying the 
northern, approximately 1.3 acres of a 2.12-acre site located at the southeast corner of Green 
Valley Road and Sophia Parkway in the El Dorado Hills area. It would include the following: a 
4,872-square-foot open-sided canopy with eight self-service fuel pumps (16 fueling positions and 
two payment island cashiers) and solar panels on the canopy; two underground fuel storage 
tanks; 3,058-square-foot convenience store; 1,804-square-foot single-bay self-service car wash, 
with doors at the entrance and exit of the car wash to reduce exterior noise levels; air/water unit 
and two vacuums; monument site identification sign; on-site parking spaces for vehicles (18 
spaces) and bicycles (4 spaces); trash enclosure; on-site stormwater runoff collection system; on-
site lighting, consisting of wall lights, canopy lights, and 12-foot-tall pole lights with full cutoff 
fixtures; and landscaping, hardscaping, and pavement. 

The project proposes two access points, one driveway each on Green Valley Road and Sophia 
Parkway, which would be right-in and right-out only. The driveway access on Green Valley Road 
would be at the east end of the project site, where a 135-foot-long deceleration taper would 
lead to the driveway. The driveway access from Sophia Parkway would be at the south end of 
the convenience center. The proposed project also includes installation of a raised median on 
Green Valley Road starting at the east side of the Sophia Parkway intersection and extending 
east approximately 350 feet and past the driveway access on Green Valley Road. The southeast 
curb return at Green Valley Road/Sophia Parkway would be modified to facilitate U-turns from 
westbound Green Valley Road to access the driveway on Green Valley Road. Water and sewer 
facilities are available to the project site. Stormwater runoff from the site would be conveyed 
through on-site stormwater collection, treatment, and flow control system before being released 
into a culvert that would discharge stormwater runoff to the seasonal stream bisecting the site. 

There would be no development in the seasonal stream or seasonal wetland in the southern part 
of the site. The project would include extensive landscaping, including numerous low-water-use, 
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drought-tolerant plants, and a riparian revegetation plan. Because the proposed project would 
result in grading and permanent hardscape within 50 feet of the seasonal stream and wetland, 
the County of El Dorado will need to make a determination of consistency with General Plan 
Policy 7.3.3.4 and its interim interpretive guidelines for wetland setbacks. This determination is 
considered part of the proposed project because the finding would be required in conjunction 
with project approvals.  

1.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW PROCESS 

The County released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on December 19, 2014, with a 30-day 
comment period. The County held a scoping meeting for the project during the public review 
period on January 14, 2015. The NOP and comments received on the NOP during the public 
review period are provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was circulated for public 
review and comment for a period of 45 days from October 6, 2015, to November 19, 2015. This 
Final EIR contains the written comments submitted on the Draft EIR and responses to those 
comments.  

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

For this Final EIR, comments and responses are grouped by letters from agencies, groups, and 
individuals. Because the subject matter of one topic may overlap between letters, responses 
may refer to one or more responses to review all the information on a given subject. To assist the 
reader, cross-references are provided.  

The Final EIR is organized as follows:  

Section 1 – Introduction: This section includes a summary of the project description and the 
process and requirements for a Final EIR.  

Section 2 – List of Agencies and Persons Commenting: This section contains a list of all agencies 
or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period.  

Section 3 – Comments and Responses: This section contains the comment letters received on the 
Draft EIR and the corresponding response to each comment. Public agency letters are given a 
letter designation, while private organizations and individuals are given a number designation, 
and each comment on an environmental issue in the letter is given a number designation. 
Responses are provided after the letter in the order in which the comments appear. Where 
appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between letters. The responses following each 
comment letter are intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft 
EIR or refer the commenter to the appropriate place in the document where the requested 
information can be found. Comments not directly related to environmental issues may be 
discussed or noted for the record. 

Section 4 – Revisions to the Draft EIR: This section contains minor corrections and revisions made 
to the Draft EIR initiated by County staff and/or consultants based on their ongoing review.  
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2.1 COMMENTER LIST 

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted comments on the Draft EIR:  

Letter 
Number Commenter Date Submitted 

Agencies 

A Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, State Clearinghouse November 20, 2015 

Individuals and Organizations 

1 Amy L. Anders November 19, 2015 

2 Amy L. Anders November 9, 2015 

3 Annette S. Chinn November 17, 2015 

4 Claire LaBeaux November 19, 2015 

5 Curt and Mary Ann Ippensen November 9, 2015 

6 Darren Bobrowsky November 16, 2015 

7 Ellen Van Dyke November 18, 2015 

8 Erik Christiansen October 14, 2015 

9 Friends of Green Valley November 19, 2015 

10 John Hidahl November 19, 2015 

11 Jerry Marquart October 8, 2015 

12 Lisa Wolf October 13, 2015 

13 Norma Santiago November 19, 2015 

14 Richard Boylan November 17, 2015 

15 Sherry Foster-Barry October 12, 2015 

16 Todd Dalton October 13, 2015 
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3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the lead agency to evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 
response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation 
measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith and 
reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by a 
comment, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR 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. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an 
explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064, an effect will not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence 
supporting such a conclusion. 

Several comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR provided comments on the need for the 
proposed project. Those comments are important, but do not require detailed responses in this 
Final EIR because they do not raise environmental issues. Those comments will be considered by 
the County during the decision-making process. 

3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 

 Public agency comment letters are coded by letters, and each issue raised in the comment 
letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

 Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers, and each issue raised 
in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 1-1). 

Please note that text within individual letters that has not been numbered does not raise 
environmental issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis in the Draft EIR, and 
therefore no comment is enumerated or response required, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, where changes to the Draft EIR text result 
from responding to comments, those changes are included in the response and demarcated 
with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout for deleted text). These revisions are listed in 
Section 4.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

3.3 MASTER RESPONSES 

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR involve variations of the same key issues, 
particularly with regard to the Draft EIR’s compliance with the Settlement Agreement 
concerning traffic safety as it relates to the project’s driveway access design on Green Valley 
Road, and the adequacy of the alternatives analysis. In order to consolidate responses to 
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questions and comments related to these topics, and to address concerns comprehensively, 
five Master Responses have been prepared. Master Responses are included below and 
referenced in certain responses, as appropriate. The Master Responses also address topics that 
may be of general interest to readers and decision-makers. 

MASTER RESPONSE A – COMPLIANCE WITH THE PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE AND SETTLEMENT 
AGREEMENT 

Some commenters were of the opinion the County did not comply with the requirements of the 
Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Settlement Agreement as it relates to the analysis that should 
be in Draft EIR. The following table summarizes the requirements and how each item was 
addressed. 

EIR-Related Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Settlement Agreement Item Where Addressed in Draft EIR 

2.A Traffic impacts: 

1. Intersections to be studied:  

a. Green Valley Road/Sophia Parkway  

b. Green Valley Road/Blue Ravine Road/E. Natoma Street  

c. Green Valley Road/El Dorado Hills Boulevard 

d. Green Valley Road/Amy’s Lane  

e. Sophia Parkway/Elmores Way/Socrates Place) 

Intersection impacts related to levels of 
service (LOS) for the five intersections 
required under Items 2.A.1.a through 
2.A.1.e were evaluated in Impacts TRA-1, 
TRA-2, and TRA-12 in Section 3.1, Traffic 
and Circulation. 

Impacts related to queuing for 
intersections requiring queuing analysis 
per County guidelines (applicable to Items 
2.A.1.a and 2.A.1.c only) were evaluated 
in Impacts TRA-3, TRA-4, TRA-5, and TRA-
13 in Section 3.1, Traffic and Circulation. 

2. Roadway sections or segments: 

a. Green Valley Road from E. Natoma Street to Sophia Parkway 

b. Green Valley Road from Sophia Parkway to El Dorado Hills 
Boulevard 

Roadway segments impacts for Items 
2.A.2.a and 2.A.2.b were evaluated in 
Impacts TRA-6, TRA-7, and TRA-14 in 
Section 3.1, Traffic and Circulation. 

3. Review of the installation of a “pocket lane” and installation of a full 
deceleration lane eastbound at Sophia Parkway and Green Valley Road 

The proposed project’s design, as 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, substantially 
conforms to the “pocket lane” considered 
by the Board of Supervisors. See Master 
Response B.  

Two alternatives for a full deceleration 
lane design providing the deceleration 
lane length calculated for the project and 
meeting County roadway design 
requirements were described and 
evaluated in Section 4.0, Alternatives. 

2.B On-site and off-site biological and riparian impacts to the wetland 
crossing the project site. 

Impacts on riparian habitat and wetlands 
on- and off-site were evaluated in Impacts 
BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, and BIO-6 in Section 
3.2, Biological Resources. 
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EIR-Related Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Settlement Agreement Item Where Addressed in Draft EIR 

2.C Design of the Sophia Parkway/Green Valley Road intersection as it 
pertains to potentially significant impacts to automobile, 
pedestrian, and bicycle safety. 

Safety impacts were evaluated in Impacts 
TRA-8 and TRA-10 in Section 3.1, Traffic 
and Circulation. 

2.D Alternatives as required by CEQA, including an alternative of the 
installation of a full de-acceleration lane extending east from the 
intersection of Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway and the 
alternative of a “pocket lane” as previously considered by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

Section 4.0 included the following 
alternatives:  

No project alternative (see Master 
Response E);  

Full deceleration lane alternatives 
(Alternatives B1 and B2)  (see Master 
Response C); 

A longer deceleration taper design 
alternative (Alternative A) (see Master 
Response C); 

The proposed project’s design, as 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, substantially 
conforms to the “pocket lane” alternative 
considered by the Board of Supervisors. 
See Master Response B.  

2.E As required by CEQA to address subparagraphs A-D, the County 
shall update the information otherwise contained in the Negative 
Declaration. 

A traffic impact analysis was completed for 
the proposed project in August 2015 and 
incorporated into Section 3.1, Traffic and 
Circulation. 

Updated biological resources evaluations 
were completed in 2015 and incorporated 
into Section 3.2, Biological Resources. 

Section 3.0.2 contained an updated and 
detailed analysis of the remaining impact 
topic areas (aesthetics, agriculture, air 
quality, cultural resources, geology, 
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, 
hydrology and water quality, land use, 
minerals, noise, population and housing, 
public services, and utilities). 

Alternatives Analysis Other Than Driveway Access Design 

Item 2.D of the Settlement Agreement required the Draft EIR evaluate alternatives as required by 
CEQA. Some commenters were of the opinion the Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives was 
inadequate. The Draft EIR has fully complied with the requirements for an alternatives analysis, as 
explained in detail in Master Responses B, C, D, and E. 

MASTER RESPONSE B – POCKET LANE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

Item 2.D of the Settlement Agreement required that the EIR include an evaluation of a “pocket 
lane” alternative as previously considered by the Board of Supervisors. The Settlement 
Agreement was negotiated by attorneys for the plaintiff and County, but no traffic engineers 
were involved in those negotiations or in the drafting of the Settlement Agreement. Although the 
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descriptor “pocket lane” was used in the Settlement Agreement, it is not a term that is used in 
roadway design, and there is no standard technical definition. The Settlement Agreement itself 
provided no description or illustration of what the project’s pocket lane would look like. 

The design submitted by the applicant and subsequently considered by the Board of Supervisors 
at its December 2013 meeting showed a “drop lane” beginning east of the Sophia Parkway 
intersection (at the end of curb return) and extending east to the project driveway. The 
proposed drop lane design alternative (labeled “Exhibit N” in the meeting packet) was 
developed in response to public comment on the then-proposed design that did not include a 
separate transition lane from Green Valley Road into the driveway. A copy of Exhibit N is 
included in Appendix A of this Final EIR. The purpose of the drop lane was to provide room for 
motorists to move out of the right through-travel lane on eastbound Green Valley Road and to 
decelerate to a speed that would allow for safe turns into the project driveway. The drop lane 
did not begin at the outermost curb radius (i.e., it was not a new, third lane on eastbound Green 
Valley Road). Rather, the drop lane began approximately 60 feet east of the pedestrian 
crosswalk. 

For reference, the previous Condition of Approval (COA) 23 for the then-proposed project 
required the applicant to construct a “drop lane along the project Green Valley Road frontage 
generally conforming [emphasis added] to the Supplemental ‘Drop Lane/Median Exhibit’ as 
shown in Exhibit N. Details for the median barrier and lane lines are subject to the application of 
the standards contained in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California 
MUTCD 2012 edition), and approval by the Division of Transportation.”  

The Peremptory Writ of Mandate required the project approvals be set aside. As such, there is no 
specific approved design for the drop lane (pocket lane) that needed to be evaluated in the 
Draft EIR, as suggested by some commenters, nor does the Settlement Agreement require the 
applicant to use the design in Exhibit N to the exclusion of any other design. There is nothing in 
the Settlement Agreement that precludes a design that would achieve the same purpose. 

In November 2014, when work on the EIR commenced, the applicant developed a revised 
project design that incorporated the design-related conditions of approval from the prior 
approval (as noted on pages 1.0-2 and 1.0-3 in the Draft EIR), although there was no 
requirement to do so. The revised design includes a “deceleration taper” as shown in Figure 2.0-2 
on page 2.0-9 in the Draft EIR. The deceleration taper serves the same purpose as the drop lane 
(pocket lane) – that is, a lane to allow motorists to safely decelerate out of the flow of through-
traffic to turn into the project driveway along Green Valley Road. This design generally conforms 
to the concept of the drop lane shown in Exhibit N, as required under COA 23. County 
Transportation Division staff confirmed the proposed deceleration taper is the appropriate 
length and meets County Transportation Division safety standards. 

The shapes of the two types of lanes differ. These differences are shown in Figure 3.0-1 in this Final 
EIR, which is provided at the end of this section. The red line on Figure 3.0-1 shows the proposed 
project design, and the blue line shows the drop lane design. However, there is no difference in 
how they function. Under either the drop lane or deceleration taper design, motorists who are 
intending to enter the site from Green Valley Road and who are traveling at 50–55 miles per hour 
(mph) when the light is green would begin to decelerate within the intersection. Both the drop 
lane (pocket lane) and deceleration taper begin at the same point (end of curb return), and 
both would require motorists to pass through the bike lane while they decelerate and maneuver 
into the deceleration taper or drop lane. The maximum lane width where vehicles would initiate 
the turn into the driveway is the same, and the driveway is at the same location under both 
designs.  
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From a practical perspective, motorists slowing to enter the drop lane (pocket lane) would 
generally follow the same path as the deceleration taper (red line on Figure 3.0-1) and would 
continue their deceleration in a lane outside the through-traffic lane. Although some 
commenters were of the opinion the proposed deceleration taper appeared to be less safe, no 
technical data or analysis prepared by qualified professionals were provided in the comment 
letters submitted in response to the Draft EIR to support this assertion. In the professional opinion 
of the County’s licensed civil engineers and the applicant’s traffic engineering consultant, there 
is no substantial difference between the deceleration taper and the drop lane (pocket lane) 
from a public safety perspective. In addition, County Transportation Division engineers have 
confirmed that the deceleration taper design proposed by the applicant shown on Figure 2.0-2 
and evaluated in the Draft EIR is functionally equivalent to the drop lane (pocket lane).  

The proposed deceleration taper design was evaluated in detail with regard to the potential to 
create design hazards on Green Valley Road in Impact TRA-8 (Draft EIR pages 3.1-47 through 
3.1-50), which addressed sight distance, vehicle throat depth, and relationship to through traffic. 
These three design-related impacts were determined to be less than significant for the following 
reasons: 1) the available sight distance to the driveway is over 600 feet, which exceeds the 
required site distance of 430 feet; 2) there would be 100 feet of queuing area (driveway throat 
depth), which would provide more than adequate distance for the predicted amount of 
vehicle queuing (25 feet); and 3) the distance between the point at which a motorist would be 
begin to slow to make the right turn into the driveway would be 300 feet, which is greater than 
the required 275 feet. The potential for vehicle and pedestrian/bicyclist conflicts was evaluated 
in Impact TRA-10 (Draft EIR pages 3.1-50 through 3.1-52). Potential impacts specific to the 
deceleration taper along the project frontage on Green Valley Road were also less than 
significant for the same reasons. The Draft EIR specifically considered the potential for bicyclists 
to be present in the bike lane that motorists would need to cross, and no significant impacts 
were identified. 

Under CEQA, one of the purposes of the alternatives analysis is to examine an alternative that 
would avoid or reduce significant effects of a project. The proposed project’s deceleration 
taper would not result in significant impacts related to design hazards along the Green Valley 
Road frontage. As discussed above, the deceleration taper analyzed in the Draft EIR generally 
conforms to the design previously considered by the Board of Supervisors in that the function 
and safety of the two designs would be equivalent. As such, there would be no difference in the 
design hazard impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact TRA-8 or vehicle and 
pedestrian/bicyclist conflicts evaluated in Impact TRA-10. None of the comments submitted on 
the Draft EIR presented any expert opinion supported by technical data or analysis 
contradicting the conclusions of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the proposed deceleration taper 
safety considerations. 

Given that the footprint-related effects would be similar to that of the deceleration taper, the 
drop lane (pocket lane) would have the same impact, i.e., less than significant, as the proposed 
deceleration taper. Further, as the deceleration taper would not result in any significant 
environmental effects, the drop lane (pocket lane) would not avoid or reduce any impacts 
compared to the proposed deceleration taper. CEQA also establishes that alternatives need 
not evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives at the same level of detail as the 
proposed project. The deceleration taper was evaluated in greater detail than would have 
been required for the drop lane (pocket lane) alternative, thus exceeding requirements for an 
alternatives analysis under CEQA. 

Because the deceleration taper serves the same functional purpose as the drop lane (pocket 
lane), and the Draft EIR evaluated the traffic-related impacts of the deceleration taper, the 
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County has complied with the requirements of Items 2.A.3 and 2.D of the Settlement Agreement 
to evaluate a “pocket lane” design. Further, the addition of this Master Response and analysis 
provided therein that elaborates on the design features of both the pocket lane alternative and 
the deceleration taper proposed by the applicant is not “significant new information” as 
defined by Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). 

MASTER RESPONSE C – FULL DECELERATION LANE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

Items 2.A.3 and 2.D of the Settlement Agreement required that the EIR include an analysis of a 
full deceleration lane (referenced as “de-acceleration” lane in Item 2.D) extending east from 
the intersection of Green Valley Road and Sophia Parkway. As with the pocket lane, the 
Settlement Agreement did not describe or illustrate design details of this type of lane. A design 
for a full deceleration lane was not requested nor considered by the Board of Supervisors at the 
December 2013 meeting.  

It is important to note that the proposed project’s driveway access design for Green Valley Road 
would not result in any significant design hazard impacts (see Impact TRA-8 on pages 3.1-47 
through 3.1-50 in the Draft EIR, which concluded impacts would be less than significant). As such, 
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant impacts, as 
required by CEQA, is limited for this project. 

However, in order to comply with the Settlement Agreement, the project applicant developed 
an alternative with two design options (Alternative B1 and Alternative B2) illustrating how a full 
deceleration lane could be designed along the project frontage on Green Valley Road. The 
designs for these alternatives were shown in Figures 4.0-2 and 4.0-3 and described on pages 4.0-
3 through 4.0-9 in Section 4.0, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. The traffic and circulation impacts of 
this alternative were evaluated on pages 4.0-9 through 4.0-14 in the Draft EIR. The following 
explains the design assumptions of the full deceleration lane alternative evaluated in the Draft 
EIR.  

The assumption for this alternative is that motorists would begin to decelerate after passing 
through the east side of the Sophia Parkway intersection and would be traveling 55 mph. The 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual describes the area available for a vehicle to slow down as the 
deceleration lane length. As stated on page 4.0-3 in the Draft EIR, the full deceleration lane 
consisting of a bay taper and right-turn lane would be 450 feet long and assumes motorists are 
traveling 55 mph through the Sophia Parkway intersection when the light is green. To 
accommodate the 450-foot length, the project driveway would need to be shifted farther east, 
which would place it off-site. The rationale for driveway access off Amy’s Lane was to avoid 
having a driveway encroachment along Green Valley Road while still providing the required 
deceleration lane distance. 

In order to include another reasonable alternative under CEQA and to comply with Settlement 
Agreement Item 2.D, the Draft EIR also included an evaluation of a design that did not extend all 
the way to Amy’s Lane (Alternative A: longer deceleration taper, as shown in Figure 4.0-1 and 
described on page 4.0-3 in the Draft EIR). The design assumption for this alternative provides for 
access off of Green Valley Road and a 275-foot-long bay taper/right-turn lane. The traffic and 
circulation impacts of this alternative were evaluated on pages 4.0-9 through 4.0-14 in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Some commenters interpreted the full deceleration lane design to mean installing a new “third 
lane” along the project frontage on Green Valley Road, and this lane would lead to the 
driveway on the project site.1 The County Transportation Division does not consider this a viable 
design option that should have been evaluated in the Draft EIR for several reasons, which are 
explained below.  

Assuming this configuration, a “third lane” on Green Valley Road would become both a 
deceleration lane for motorists intending to enter the Green Valley Road driveway and an 
acceleration lane for eastbound motorists wishing to enter Green Valley Road through traffic 
from Sophia Parkway. There are no plans to widen eastbound Green Valley Road to three 
through lanes in the vicinity of the project site, and the creation of a third lane over a short 
distance to serve a single purpose would not provide any benefit to traffic operations on Green 
Valley Road.  

Such a configuration would create confusion for motorists, because some motorists would 
attempt to accelerate in the same lane as motorists who are decelerating. For safety reasons, 
the lane could not be designed for both accelerating and decelerating in the same physical 
space. A third lane configuration would also not conform to design requirements for 
acceleration or a deceleration lane, and as a result would not function properly. The non-
standard length and function would cause confusion for motorists and potentially create an 
unsafe condition. Additionally, the California Vehicle Code (CVC) Sections 21658(a) and 22107 
prohibit unsafe lane changes, such as changing lanes in the middle of an intersection. 
Eastbound motorists would either have to change lanes in the middle of the intersection to use 
the third eastbound lane, which could be considered an unsafe lane change under the CVC, or 
change lanes after they drive through the intersection. Another consideration is that the 
maneuvering currently experienced by motorists traveling eastbound as Green Valley Road 
transitions from one lane to two lanes (noted on page 3.1-49 in the Draft EIR) could be 
exacerbated if there were a perceived third lane. The potential for unsafe lane changes under 
this configuration could pose a potential safety hazard that would not occur with the project.  

As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.0-3), Alternatives A, B1, and B2 would result in the project 
driveway located off-site on adjacent parcels. Some commenters stated these alternatives 
should not have been considered as feasible alternatives because the project driveway would 
be located on property not owned by the applicant. These alternatives were developed and 
included in the Draft EIR to respond specifically to the Settlement Agreement’s requirement to 
evaluate a full deceleration lane eastbound on Green Valley Road, as noted above. The only 
way to provide a full deceleration lane would be to place driveway off-site because a separate 
third lane along the project frontage is not a design option, as noted above. 

The first sentence under the “Alternative A” subheading on page 4.0-3, the last sentence on 
page 4.0-3 under the “Alternatives B1 and B2” subheading, and the first sentence on page 4.0-9 
in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows to note that the off-site driveway under each of 
these alternatives would be on parcels not owned by the project applicant. This revision does 
not change the conclusions of the analysis of the full deceleration lane alternatives. 

Under Alternative A, the access driveway would be moved off-site to a location 
approximately 140 feet farther east on Green Valley Road on an off-site parcel not 
owned by the applicant. The total length of the bay taper and right-turn lane… 

                                                      

1 An example of a commenter’s interpretation of this design is shown in Comment 9-3. 
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Alternative B1, shown in Figure 4.0-2, would have a driveway off Amy’s Lane crossing two 
off-site properties not owned by the applicant, beginning just south of Green Valley 
Road. 

Under Alternative B2, shown in Figure 4.0-3, the driveway off Amy’s Lane would be further 
south than Alternative B1 and would cross one off-site property not owned by the 
applicant. 

MASTER RESPONSE D – REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE AND OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

The primary purpose of an alternatives analysis is to disclose other ways that the objectives of the 
project could be attained while substantially reducing or avoiding the significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed project (see Draft EIR page 4.0-1). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) 
states that the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” and that 
an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making 
and public participation. Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines establishes that factors that 
may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to 
meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts.  

All of the proposed project’s biological resources and traffic and circulation impacts can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels. There are no significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
proposed project. As such, an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce 
or avoid significant impacts, as required by CEQA, is limited for this project. However, as stated in 
the Draft EIR on page 4.0-16 in Section 4.0, Alternatives, the County considered two other 
potential additional alternatives, a Reduced Project Alternative and an Off-Site Alternative. The 
Draft EIR was not required by the Settlement Agreement to include either of these types of 
alternatives, but they were included to inform the decision-making process. 

These potential alternatives were dismissed from detailed evaluation in the Draft EIR, as allowed 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). The reasons for eliminating the Reduced Project 
Alternative for further analysis were stated on pages 4.0-16 through 4.0-17 in the Draft EIR, and 
the reasons for eliminating the Off-Site Alternative were stated on page 4.0-17. 

An alternative that is rejected from further analysis in the Draft EIR does not require the same 
level of detail of technical analysis as the proposed project. The Board of Supervisors would not 
be able to further consider either alternative without additional environmental review.  

The following responds to specific issues raised by commenters for each of these alternatives. 

Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative described on page 4.0-16 in the Draft EIR would eliminate the 
convenience market and car wash would have the fueling stations only. In response to 
comments on this alternative, the applicant has provided the following information about the 
economic feasibility of a smaller project (i.e., fueling component only) that further supports its 
elimination as an alternative that should have been evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR. The 
revenue information provided by the applicant, below, is from an operation at another location 
that has 8 fuel pumps (16 fueling positions). A station with 16 fueling positions and no 
convenience store and car wash would lose approximately $14,500 per month, calculated as 
follows:  
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COMPARISON OF MONTHLY SALES AND EXPENSES (16 FUELING POSITIONS ONLY) 

Sales 

Fuel Sales $36,974 

Expenses 

Payroll $15,000 

Payroll taxes $1,500 

License and taxes $3,000 

Maintenance $2,200 

Insurance $2,000 

Special services $2,500 

Bank charges $439 

Supplies $700 

Uniforms $139 

Utilities $6,000 

Loan payment $15,000 

Corporate office $3,000 

 Total expenses $51,478 

Difference ($14,504), not including 
depreciation and amortization 

Source: The Strauch Companies, 2015 

Some commenters suggested a Reduced Project Alternative that would reduce the number of 
fuel pumps and have a smaller convenience store combined with a car wash should have been 
evaluated. They surmised this could allow a greater setback from the wetlands and could result 
in fewer vehicle trips. However, all of the proposed project’s wetlands/water quality and traffic 
and circulation impacts would be less than significant or can be mitigated to less than 
significant levels, and a smaller project with the three services would not avoid or substantially 
reduce any significant impacts. The fuel pumps-only Reduced Project Alternative considered in 
the Draft EIR would also have a smaller footprint. Without the convenience store and car wash, 
there would be fewer trips. As such, consideration of a different scenario, such as that suggested 
by some commenters, would not provide any additional information from a CEQA perspective 
with regard to footprint and traffic and circulation environmental impacts. 

The project applicant’s proposal for 8 fuel pumps (16 fueling positions), the approximately 3,000-
square-foot convenience store, and a car wash is the result of the applicant’s coordination with 
BP corporate offices. The proposed number of fuel pumps, convenience store size, and car wash 
represent BP’s assumption for a full convenience center providing the three services at the 
project site. A reduction in size (e.g., fewer pumps and smaller store) would not be consistent 
with BP’s assumption of what the project site size and layout should accommodate. Revenue 
data for a smaller-scale project is not available. Each convenience center operates differently, 
depending on location and customer visits. The number of pumps or size of the convenience 
store is not the primary factor for revenue. That is, there is no “average” revenue for one location 
that can be assumed for the proposed project’s location, and it would be speculative to do so. 
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As such, the Draft EIR’s assumption for a fuel pumps-only Reduced Project Alternative was an 
appropriate alternative for consideration whether it should have been evaluated in detail 
because it was based on substantial evidence, not forecasting or speculation. 

Off-Site Alternative: Sophia Parkway (West Side)/Green Valley Road 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) specifically addresses consideration of alternative 
locations and establishes that only locations that would avoid  or substantially lessen a project’s 
significant effects need be considered in the EIR. The Draft EIR did consider whether an alternate 
location should be evaluated, consistent with CEQA requirements. Two potential sites were 
identified: Sophia Parkway (West Side)/Green Valley Road and Francisco Drive/Green Valley 
Road (see page 4.0-17 in the Draft EIR). This Master Response addresses the Sophia Parkway 
(West Side)/Green Valley Road off-site alternative because the comments were focused on this 
off-site location alternative only.   

This alternative site is immediately west of the proposed project site, on the west side of Sophia 
Parkway south of Green Valley Road. It is bisected by the same seasonal stream as the 
proposed project site, contains a seasonal wetland, and has riparian habitat. It is closer to the 
Mormon Island Wetland Preserve than the proposed project. As stated on page 4.0-17 in the 
Draft EIR, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would not reduce 
any of the traffic and circulation or biological resources impacts of the proposed project and 
the applicant does not own the parcel.  

Some commenters were of the opinion this site appears to be a better location for access and 
would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts; however, none provided any technical 
analysis to support this. The Draft EIR was not required to evaluate the access/circulation 
impacts of this off-site alternative because it was not considered a feasible alternative that 
should have been evaluated in detail. However, in order to respond to comments requesting 
additional information about traffic and circulation, the following is provided for informational 
purposes and addresses project access and circulation considerations for Green Valley Road 
and Sophia Parkway as it relates to the off-site alternative west of Sophia Parkway. 

If the project were situated on the parcel immediately on the west side of Sophia Parkway and 
assuming one right-in/right-out driveway on Green Valley Road and one right-in/right-out 
driveway on Sophia Parkway, this could pose traffic circulation problems that would not exist 
with the proposed project.  A raised median would be necessary to prevent motorists traveling 
westbound on Green Valley Road from making a left turn across two lanes of oncoming traffic. 
To access this site in the westbound direction, motorists would have to make a left turn at Sophia 
Parkway to enter the driveway on Sophia Parkway. Motorists wishing to continue westbound 
from the site would have to turn right onto Green Valley Road and make an immediate right on 
Sophia Parkway, or exit via the Sophia Parkway driveway and turn right. In either situation, 
motorists would have to travel south on Sophia Parkway and make a U-turn at Corsica Drive, 
and then travel north to the left-turn lane at Green Valley Road.  The potential for additional U-
turns at Corsica Drive was concern expressed by some commenters. As such, this off-site 
alternative would increase the number of U-turns at Corsica Drive, compared to the proposed 
project. By comparison, motorists exiting the proposed project site and who leave via the Sophia 
Parkway driveway to travel either westbound or eastbound on Green Valley Road would not 
have to make a U-turn at Corsica Drive. 

In the eastbound direction from Folsom, there is currently no feasible option for providing the 
required deceleration lane west of and leading to the parcel that would be available to the 
applicant for a right-in driveway under the current roadway configuration (one through lane 
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and a right-only lane). If the planned roadway widening is constructed, the right-only lane would 
be restriped as a combination through/right lane, but this would not meet the criterion as a 
through lane in which partial deceleration is permitted in terms of designing a deceleration 
taper. Under either scenario, if there were a right-in/right-out driveway, motorists exiting to travel 
eastbound would either have to enter traffic moving at a high rate of speed, if the light at 
Sophia Parkway is green, or enter congested traffic. By comparison, under the proposed project, 
motorists may safely exit the Green Valley Road driveway to travel eastbound when traffic is 
stopped by the light at Sophia Parkway; there is also sufficient sight distance to see traffic when 
the light is green. If motorists exit the Sophia Parkway driveway from the alternate site, they 
would have to make a U-turn at Corsica Drive, which could substantially increase turning 
movements at that location, a condition for which some commenters have expressed concern, 
as noted above. 

As such, the off-site location west of Sophia Parkway would not avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the project’s traffic and circulation impacts related to driveway location and design and 
would likely result in greater safety hazards than the project’s proposed access configuration. 

MASTER RESPONSE E – NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) establishes the requirements for evaluation of a “no 
project” alternative. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow 
decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with not approving 
the proposed project. A discussion of the no project alternative proceeds along one of two lines: 
when the project is the revision of a land use or regulatory plan, policy, or ongoing operation, 
the no project alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy, or operation into 
the future. If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development 
project on identifiable property, the no project alternative is the circumstance under which the 
project does not proceed. Here, the discussion would compare the environmental effects of the 
property remaining in its existing state against the environmental effects that would occur if the 
project is approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable 
actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this no project consequence 
should be discussed. After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, 
the lead agency may analyze (but is not required to analyze) the impacts of the no project 
alternative by projecting what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure. The lead agency’s discretion regarding this second type of no project evaluation 
is established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C). The Draft EIR evaluated two no 
project alternatives: a No Project/No Build alternative and a No Project/Commercial Zoning 
alternative. 

The proposed project is a development project; thus the appropriate basis for the analysis 
should evaluate the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state against 
the environmental effects that would occur if the project is approved. The Draft EIR has 
complied with this requirement on page 4.0-9 in Section 4.0, Alternatives, by evaluating a no 
development alternative. The Draft EIR stated that the site would remain in its existing, vacant, 
and undeveloped condition, and as a result there would be no transportation and circulation or 
biological resources impacts. 

The Draft EIR also evaluated a No Project/Commercial Zoning alternative, although there was no 
requirement to include this type of analysis, as provided under the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft 
EIR (page 4.0-9) identified a range of uses allowed by right, as defined in Section 130.32.020 of 
the County Code of Ordinances. Such uses could include an office, health or community care 
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facility, and retail sale, repair and services, as mentioned by one commenter. The Draft EIR 
(page 4.0-9) provided a general comparison of environmental impacts to the proposed project 
regarding biological resources and traffic and circulation impacts.  

Some commenters suggested the evaluation of the No Project/Commercial Zoning alternative 
should have considered specific land uses other than the proposed project, and included more 
detail such as maximum square footage and number of parking spaces that could be 
developed on the site, or having a Sophia Parkway-only access. Some commenters requested 
the traffic and circulation impacts be evaluated for a smaller, different type of project. The 
County has received no other applications for a development project on this site currently 
owned by the applicant, and the applicant does not intend to construct any other type of 
project.  As such, there is uncertainty whether an application for a different project would be 
submitted to the County. As provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3), an EIR need not 
consider an alternative whose environmental effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative. Further, the County would not be taking 
action to approve a project that is not proposed. Thus the level of detail and analysis requested 
by the commenters is not required. 

However, in response to comments received on the No Project/Commercial Zoning alternative, 
the Draft EIR (fourth full paragraph on page 4.0-9) has been revised as follows: 

The developable portion of the parcel is approximately 1.3 acres, which is necessary to 
avoid impacts on the seasonal stream and seasonal wetland, and to maintain 
consistency with General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4 and interim interpretive guidelines for 
wetland setbacks. It is unlikely many Some of the uses allowed by-right could be 
developed on the parcel and also provide the required amount of parking and 
landscaping in addition to the building footprint, and they. For commercial uses that 
could be developed on the site and provide adequate parking, this alternative would 
likely result in greater similar biological resource impacts than to those of the proposed 
project. Some uses could generate more traffic/turning movements at the Green Valley 
Road/Sophia Parkway intersection (e.g., a fast food restaurant). Some uses could result in 
less traffic. Because no other applications have been submitted for the project site and a 
variety of uses could be developed on the site based on the existing zoning, it would be 
speculative to determine the use, and thus the physical impacts, associated with this 
alternative. The No Project/Commercial Zoning alternative would not achieve any of the 
proposed project objectives.  
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Letter A: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  

Response A-1 

The State Clearinghouse (SCH) submitted the Draft EIR to the following state agencies for review: 
Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2; Cal Fire; Department of Parks and 
Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, District 3S; California Air Resources Board; 
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality; Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Region 5 (Sacramento); Department of Toxic Substances Control; and Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

No state agency submitted comment letters to the SCH by the close of the comment period 
(November 19, 2015). 

Response A-2 

The comment states the County has complied with SCH review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. 
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Letter 1: Amy L. Anders 

Response 1-1 

This is an introductory comment in which the commenter states her tenants/business owners and 
their employees “will be directly impacted” by the proposed project. However, the comment 
does not provide any specific details what those impacts would be and how such impacts 
should have been evaluated in the Draft EIR. No further response can be provided. 

Response 1-2 

The Draft EIR evaluated all turning movements associated with the project. The proposed project 
provides two entrance/exit driveways from the site, one on Green Valley Road and one on 
Sophia Parkway. The project would not designate “one-way” travel lanes to access the fuel 
pumps or enter/exit the site, as occurs at some gas stations. There would be sufficient 
maneuvering space in the project site for patrons who wish to travel westbound on Green Valley 
Road to drive to the Sophia Parkway driveway and then turn left at the signal (indicated by the 
red arrow in the figure provided in the comment). Patrons would not be forced to exit onto 
Green Valley and then have to make a U-turn at some other location farther eastbound in order 
to travel westbound (as depicted by the red arrows on Green Valley Road in the figure provided 
in the comment). The proposed project would also include restriping the westbound left-turn 
only lane at Sophia Parkway and modification of the curb at the southeast corner of the 
intersection to accommodate U-turns (indicated by the yellow arrow in the figure provided in 
the comment). This would allow westbound motorists wishing to use the driveway on eastbound 
Green Valley Road to safely make a U-turn when traffic in other directions is stopped by a red 
light. No additional analysis is required. 

Response 1-3 

The traffic calming and safety improvement recommendations in the Final Corridor Analysis 
Green Valley Road prepared by Kittelson & Associates in 2014 regarding Green Valley Road in 
the vicinity of the Purple Place (east of the proposed project on the north side of the roadway) 
do not require analysis in the Draft EIR because that is not the project that is proposed.  

Further, westbound conditions in the vicinity of the Purple Place are not analogous to traffic 
conditions that would occur in the eastbound direction on Green Valley Road at the project’s 
Green Valley Road access. The driveway access points to the parking lot at the Purple Place are 
directly off of Green Valley Road. There is no deceleration taper (or lane) that provides room 
outside the westbound right travel lane for motorists to begin to slow before turning into the 
parking lot. As a result, motorists must decelerate in the through travel lane, which causes the 
trailing motorists to slow down or move into the adjacent lane to pass. As shown in Figure 2.0-2, 
the proposed project includes a deceleration lane. This allows motorists wishing to turn into the 
project to safely move out of the through lane and decelerate in that lane, thus allowing trailing 
through traffic to continue moving westbound and safely pass motorists turning into the project 
driveway.  

The traffic study and project design for the proposed project assume the deceleration taper 
(lane), which meets the required distance to ensure traffic safety (see Impact TRA-8 pages 3.1-
47 through 3.1-50 in the Draft EIR). Based on this, KD Anderson determined no additional 
mitigation, such as traffic calming or other safety improvements, would be necessary. 
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Response 1-4 

The widening of Green Valley Road to two lanes each direction west of Sophia Parkway in the 
City of Folsom is not the proposed project, nor is it required for the proposed project. As such, the 
Draft EIR does not need to evaluate the impacts of the road-widening project, nor would it be 
appropriate to ascertain how vehicle speeds might change with the improvement. However, 
the Draft EIR (page 3.1-49) did consider how the road-widening project might have an effect on 
the bottleneck that currently exist in the eastbound direction in relation to the project’s potential 
through traffic design hazards in Impact TRA-8 (pages 3.1-47 through 3.1-50 in the Draft EIR). As 
stated in the Draft EIR, because eastbound vehicles will be able to maintain travel speed from 
Folsom to the Sophia Parkway intersection, the maneuvering between lanes that has been 
observed by the public as motorists try to negotiate from one lane to two lanes to pass slower-
moving vehicles would be substantially reduced. 

The commenter speculates Folsom’s road-widening project would result in increased vehicle 
speeds when the roadway is widened from two to four lanes. The posted speed limit is 50 mph, 
and motorists are required to comply with that speed limit. The Draft EIR is not required to 
evaluate conditions that are illegal, such as exceeding the speed limit. However, as noted by 
the commenter and as indicated on page 3.1-30 in the Draft EIR, speed surveys have shown 
motorists typically travel at 55 mph.  

The Draft EIR evaluated the project’s impacts on sight distance in Impact TRA-8 on page 3.1-47. 
The stopping sight distance (SSD), which is the distance that must be available for a motorist to 
perceive a hazard in the road and come to a stop, was calculated for the project in 
accordance with standard traffic engineering procedures set forth in the Highway Design 
Manual based on the 50 mph posted speed. For the proposed project, that distance is 430 feet, 
as stated on page 3.1-47 in the Draft EIR. The sight distance on that segment of Green Valley 
Road is over 600 feet, which also provides for adequate sight distance at 55 mph. Therefore, 
there is sufficient sight distance. No additional analysis is required. 

Response 1-5 

This is a general comment in which the commenter asserts the proposed project will create 
serious traffic, biological, noise, and public safety issues and that the Draft EIR is deficient. The 
commenter also references the Settlement Agreement and Writ, but not any specific 
requirement thereof. It asserts additional work is needed for the traffic study and Draft EIR to 
satisfy the Settlement Agreement and Writ. However, the commenter did not provide any 
specific information as to what information or analysis may be lacking in the traffic study or Draft 
EIR, and no further response can be provided. 

Response 1-6 

The commenter is of the opinion the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated for further 
public review, but did not provide any details as to how the Draft EIR should be revised. Section 
15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines establishes the requirements for recirculation, as follows: 
“A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review but before 
certification.”  The Draft EIR has been revised, as appropriate, based on relevant comments, 
and those revisions are presented in Section 4.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. These 
revisions are minor. Because “new significant information,” as that term is defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), has not been added 
to the Draft EIR, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
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Letter 2: Amy L. Anders 

Response 2-1 

The commenter requested an extension of the 45-day review period for personal reasons. The 
County did not receive any other requests to extend the comment period. County staff 
considered this request and determined the review period should not be extended. In its 
response to the request, County staff indicated comments submitted after the close of 
comment period would be considered, but only comments submitted by the close of the 
comment period would be required to be addressed in the Final EIR. 

The commenter did provide comments by the close of the comment period. The individual’s 
comments are in Letter 1, and comments made by the individual on behalf of Friends of Green 
Valley are included in Letter 9. 
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Letter 3: Annette S. Chinn 

Response 3-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project, which will be considered by the 
County during the decision-making process. The comment asserts there would be impacts on 
environmentally sensitive natural areas, which the County assumes is in reference to the wetland 
mentioned in Comment 3-4. The commenter also expressed concern about safety and impacts 
on neighboring homes, which are addressed in Responses 3-3, 3-5, and 3-6. 

Response 3-2 

The Draft EIR evaluated the project’s access design and potential pedestrian and bicycle safety 
impacts in Impacts TRA-8 and TRA-10 in Section 3.1, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR 
(pages 3.1-47 through 3.1-52). The commenter asserts the project will likely cause injuries and 
possibly deaths but did not provide comments on the adequacy of that analysis or any 
additional documentation to support that conclusion that the County should have considered.  

The Draft EIR did evaluate a full deceleration lane alternative (Alternatives B1 and B2), which 
was provided in Section 4.2 on pages 4.0-3 through 4.0-15  in Section 4.0, Alternatives, in the 
Draft EIR. 

Response 3-3 

The screen wall referenced by the commenter, shown in Figure 2.0-7 and described on page 
2.0-21 in the Draft EIR, is not the only method proposed for screening the site from views from the 
south. As stated on page 2.0-21, the graded slope below the screen wall would be planted with 
trees (24-inch boxes or equivalent) and shrubs. Figure 2.0-8 on page 2.0-23 is the proposed 
project landscape plan, which shows the extensive tree and shrub plantings for the south side of 
the building.  

Response 3-4 

The trees and shrubs that would provide a visual buffer to the south would be planted on the 
graded slope north of the seasonal stream. The seasonal wetland is south of the stream. There is 
sufficient room on the site north of the seasonal stream for the plantings. The proposed project 
has been designed to completely avoid the seasonal wetland. 

Response 3-5 

The proposed project includes doors on the car wash (see Draft EIR page 2.0-8). The car wash 
dryer is the primary source of noise, and the impacts of the car wash with doors closed were 
evaluated on page 3.0-21 in the Draft EIR. The analysis was based on an Environmental Noise 
Analysis prepared in 2015, referenced in the Draft EIR. The General Plan’s Noise Element Policy 
6.5.1.7 and Table 6-2 establish that the exterior noise level standard shall be applied to the 
property line of the receiving property in community areas. Noise levels would be 31-45 dB Leq 
and 37-51 dBA Lmax with the doors closed at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. The hourly 
noise levels (Leq) and maximum (Lmax) would not exceed the County’s standards for daytime, 
evening, and nighttime noise listed in Table 3.0-4 on page 3.0-20 in the Draft EIR. An evaluation 
of the effects of terrain on noise at locations farther south of the project at properties not 
adjoining the site is not required. Noise emanating from the car wash dryers would also be 
subject to the noise prohibitions set forth in Section 9.16.040 of the County Code of Ordinances.   
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The commenter states someone representing the applicant indicated the doors would not be 
closed. The name of the applicant’s representative and the date of this communication were 
not provided by the commenter to verify the accuracy of this comment. 

Although the project would not result in any significant noise impacts related to car wash 
operation that would require mitigation, the County will condition the project to ensure the car 
wash doors are installed and operated as assumed in the 2015 Environmental Noise Analysis. 

Response 3-6 

The commenter is of the opinion property values would be negatively affected by the proposed 
project as a result of noise and aesthetics of the project. As noted in Response 3-5, project 
operation would not result in noise levels that would exceed County standards. The project 
design includes extensive landscaping on the south side of the site, as indicated in Responses 3-3 
and 3-4. 

With regard to property values, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states, “Economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may 
trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated 
economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the 
economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 
analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus 
of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” For example, conditions that would lead to 
physical deterioration of a property resulting in blight would be a type of impact that would be 
evaluated. The commenter did not provide any specific information or analysis how the project 
could affect property values in a way that would cause an environmental effect that should 
have been analyzed in the Draft EIR or that would contradict the Draft EIR’s conclusions 
regarding the project’s noise and aesthetic impacts. 

Response 3-7 

Please see Response 3-2 regarding public safety. 
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Letter 4: Claire LeBeaux 

Response 4-1 

The commenter suggests the deceleration lane length of 275 feet used in the Draft EIR analysis 
should have been 475 or 500 feet (based on the data presented in Table 3.1-9 in the Draft EIR) 
because motorists are driving 55 miles per hour and often accelerating. The observed 
acceleration eastbound through the intersection when the light is green is a function of motorists 
maneuvering from the one through-lane on the west side of Sophia Parkway into the two 
through-lanes on the east side of Sophia Parkway (Draft EIR page 3.1-49).  

The commenter’s assumption that vehicles would be traveling at 55 mph and possibly 
accelerating is incorrect in the context of determining the required deceleration lane distance. 
A motorist would not be able to safely make a turn into the project driveway without 
decelerating, as would be the case any time a motorist is intending to make a directional turn or 
turn into a driveway. A typical motorist intending to turn into the project driveway on Green 
Valley Road would be decelerating as they pass through the intersection, not accelerating. The 
Caltrans Highway Capacity Manual allows partial deceleration to occur on the through lanes; 
i.e., motorists will begin to decelerate prior to entering the turn lane.  A reduction in design 
speed of up to 20 mph is not an “odd standard” as suggested in the comment. It is acceptable 
under Caltrans standards, and this reduction is appropriate (Draft EIR page 3.1-30). The project’s 
Green Valley Road proposed deceleration taper design meets required safety standards. 

Response 4-2 

This comment is in reference to General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4, which is listed in its entirety on pages 
3.2-29 and 3.2-30 in the Draft EIR. The commenter has mischaracterized this policy, which 
addresses protection of riparian areas and wetlands. If the project is approved, the County 
would not be impermissibly allowing development within the buffer, as suggested by the 
comment. 

Policy 7.3.3.4 states “until standards for buffers and special setbacks are established in the Zoning 
Ordinance, the County shall apply a minimum setback of 100 feet from all perennial streams, 
rivers, lakes, and 50 feet from intermittent streams and wetlands. These interim standards may be 
modified in a particular instance if more detailed information … demonstrates a different 
setback is necessary or would be sufficient to protect the particular riparian area at issue.” The 
detailed information required under this policy and the analysis for an alternative setback was 
included in the Draft EIR in Impact BIO-6 on pages 3.2-24 through 3.2-28. As stated on page 3.2-
28 in the Draft EIR, although a different setback is necessary, implementation of the controls, 
permits, and mitigation measures MM-BIO-2 and MM-BIO-3 would be sufficient to protect the 
riparian area and wetland at the project site.  

The project site is approximately 500 feet east of the Mormon Island Wetland Preserve. There are 
no contiguous riparian areas associated with the Preserve on the project site because both 
Sophia Parkway and Shadowfax Lane create artificial barriers. The County’s jurisdiction does not 
extend into the Preserve because the Preserve is within the Folsom Lake SRA. Policy 7.3.3.4 would 
not be applicable. However, the Draft EIR did evaluate the potential for the project to affect 
water quality in the Preserve in Impact BIO-4 on page 3.2-23. With implementation of mitigation 
measure MM-BIO-3, the project’s impacts would not be significant. 
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Response 4-3 

As discussed in Response 4-2, Policy 7.3.3.4 allows for standards to be modified if project-specific 
information demonstrates the modification would sufficiently protect the resource. As noted 
above, that information was provided in the Draft EIR in Impact BIO-6 on pages 3.2-24 through 
3.2-28. This comment expresses a general opinion about sidewalks in the local vicinity of the 
project, which is not directly relevant to the project. However, it should be noted the project is 
not proposing to reduce sidewalks. The sidewalk along Sophia Parkway would continue to be in 
place, and a new sidewalk will be added to the south side of Green Valley Road along the 
project frontage. 

Response 4-4 

Car wash noise was evaluated in the Draft EIR, based on the project design submitted to the 
County and supporting noise analysis which assumed doors on the car wash. Please see 
Response to Comment 3-5 regarding car wash noise. The County will condition the project to 
include and operate the car wash doors. 

Response 4-5 

The County is not lowering any standards to accommodate the proposed project. The project 
meets County requirements for the design of this type of project. No design waivers have been 
proposed or contemplated. The County General Plan provides for alternate wetland setbacks, 
as noted in Response 4-2. 
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Letter 5: Curt and Mary Ann Ippensen 

Response 5-1 

This comment expresses support for an off-site alternative. 

Response 5-2 

This response assumes the commenter is referring to Alternative A, as there is no Alternative A1 
identified or evaluated in the Draft EIR. Alternative A proposes a longer deceleration lane on the 
Green Valley Road frontage. This comment recommends that only right turns into and out of the 
site should be allowed. As stated on page 2.0-8 in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed 
project driveway on Green Valley Road would be right-in, right-out only. Alternative A would be 
right-in, right-out only, identical to the proposed project.  

Response 5-3 

The commenter suggests a no U-turn sign be posted on Sophia Parkway at the Corsica Drive 
intersection and at the intersection of Sophia Parkway and Elmores Drive if Alternative A were to 
be selected instead of the project as proposed. No reasons were given as to why the signs 
would be needed.  U-turns are currently allowed on Sophia Parkway at Corsica Drive, and U-
turns already occur as motorists traveling southbound make the U-turn to park on the east side of 
Sophia Parkway or to access Green Valley Road eastbound at the intersection. The Elmores 
Drive intersection is farther south than the Corsica Drive intersection. 

The driveway access along Sophia Parkway would be identical between the proposed project 
and Alternative A, and neither would result in an impact at these intersections that would result 
in the need for no U-turn signs. Motorists traveling westbound along Green Valley Road and 
intending to enter the project site would be able to make a U-turn at Sophia Parkway to access 
the Green Valley Road driveway. They would not need to turn left at Sophia Parkway and make 
a U-turn at Corsica Drive. Motorists traveling eastbound on Green Valley Road would be able to 
enter the project site directly from Green Valley Road. 

Response 5-4 

This comment expresses support for deceleration lane included in Alternative A. Alternative A 
provides a longer deceleration taper to the driveway; it is not a combination 
deceleration/acceleration lane (see also Master Response D). The lane ends at the driveway. 
This comment also asserts Alternative A would still create a traffic hazard, but no analysis or 
documentation was provided to support this conclusion. The Draft EIR evaluated traffic safety 
impacts of this alternative on pages 4.0-10 through 4.0-14. The impacts of this alternative would 
not differ from the proposed project, which were determined to be less than significant. 

Response 5-5 

The comment correctly notes, as stated on page 4.10-13 in the Draft EIR, the design of 
Alternatives B1 and B2 would allow for left turns out of Amy’s Lane into westbound Green Valley 
Road, which would require motorists to cross the two eastbound lanes of Green Valley Road 
before entering the two-way center turn lane. As indicated in Master Response C, these 
alternatives were included in the Draft EIR to comply with the Settlement Agreement. The 
volume of project traffic making left turns onto westbound Green Valley Road from Amy’s Lane 
would not warrant a traffic signal. 
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Letter 6: Darren Bobrowsky 

Response 6-1 

Please see Master Responses B and C regarding the pocket lane and full deceleration lane 
alternatives.  

The Draft EIR included all of the written comments received on the NOP in Appendix A, which 
included each commenter’s name, a summary of the comments, and where the topics 
identified in the comments were evaluated in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR Table A-1). The commenter 
did not provide any specific examples of other public comments on the NOP that were not 
addressed. 

Response 6-2 

The Draft EIR’s traffic analysis considered the potential for vehicles pulling boat trailers to use the 
project, and this information was specifically included in response to the commenter’s NOP 
letter. As stated on page 3.1-49 in Section 3.1, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR, the project 
has been designed to accommodate long vehicles such as fuel trucks. An AutoTurn assessment 
was prepared for the project, which considered fuel truck access into the project site along 
Green Valley Road.  Fuel tanker trucks, including an attached trailer, are larger vehicles than the 
auto/truck-boat combination and require larger turning radii.  The proposed layout accounts for 
these vehicles and will be able to accommodate auto/truck-boat combinations. Therefore, 
vehicles with boat trailers would also be able to safely make turns in and out of the site without 
affecting vehicle throat depth.  

Response 6-3 

The County is aware of traffic conditions along eastbound Green Valley Road in the vicinity of 
the project and at Sophia Parkway. However, the Draft EIR’s characterization of queues on 
Green Valley Road is correct. As stated on page 3.1-9 under the “Observations” subheading, 
the long queues are actually “moving” rather than “stopped” and occur randomly or as the 
result of slow-moving vehicles.  The congestion and queuing along eastbound Green Valley 
Road is caused primarily by the lane drop from two lanes just east of the Green Valley Road/Blue 
Ravine Road/East Natoma Street to one lane in the City of Folsom before that segment of Green 
Valley Road reaches the County line. This creates a bottleneck.  The operation of the traffic 
signal at Sophia Parkway was not observed to be the major factor in queue lengths along 
eastbound Green Valley Road.  This segment of Green Valley Road, from East Natoma Street to 
the County line, will be widened by the City of Folsom to a four-lane roadway that will connect 
to the existing four-lane section just west of Sophia Parkway.  This widening project is scheduled 
to be ready for construction in fiscal year 2016/2017.  It is expected that the rolling queues will 
dissipate based on the added roadway capacity.  

The commenter speculates that vehicles slowing to enter the project on Green Valley Road in 
the eastbound direction would exacerbate the existing queuing problem. However, the 
commenter did not provide any technical analysis to support this assertion. The Draft EIR 
evaluated queuing impacts on Green Valley Road at the Sophia Parkway intersection (Impact 
TRA-3, pages 3.1-41 and 3.1-42). The simulations under project conditions (without the lane-
widening project in Folsom) indicate that the network will operate at acceptable conditions with 
minimal additional queues generated along Green Valley Road.  
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The commenter also speculates that modifying the signal timing to provide a longer green 
phase for pedestrian (mitigation measure MM TRA-3 on page 3.1-43) would also impact 
queuing. No technical data were provided in this comment to support this assumption. As stated 
on page 3.1-9 in the Draft EIR, the existing queuing and congestion problem at the Sophia 
Parkway intersection is caused primarily by the lane drop from two lanes to one lane in the City 
of Folsom. The operation of the traffic signal at Sophia Parkway was not observed to be an 
appreciable factor in queuing along eastbound Green Valley Road. As such, motor vehicle 
traffic in the eastbound direction is not likely to be impacted by the recommendation to alter 
the timing along Sophia Parkway to provide a Leading Pedestal Interval (LPI).  The LPI will 
typically add between three and seven seconds of pedestrian walk time prior to the green 
movement for motor vehicles.  This will improve pedestrian visibility and safety for right-turning 
motorists when walking across Green Valley Road as the pedestrians will be further into the 
intersection when the northbound Sophia Parkway traffic is given a green light. 

Response 6-4 

The Draft EIR correctly describes the project design and potential uses of the site on pages 2.0-2 
through 2.0-27 in Section 2.0, Project Description, and evaluated potential safety impacts related 
to bicycle traffic and potential conflicts with vehicles in Impact TRA-10 (pages 3.1-50 through 3.1-
52). The average volume of 24 bicyclists per hour reported on page 3.1-12 in the Draft EIR was 
based on direct observation and is a reasonable assumption based on facts under which to 
evaluate impacts. The commenter speculates there would be in excess of 100 bicyclists per hour 
during peak riding season (assumed to be summer). No documentation was provided in the 
comment (e.g., direct observation by the commenter or others indicating dates and times 
where this many bicyclists have been present) to support this assumption.  

California requires motorists to make turns as close as practicable to the curb or edge of 
roadway. Bike lanes are striped with a broken line beginning between at least 50 feet and 200 
feet prior to the turn location. There is nothing in state law that prohibits motorists from passing 
through a bike lane to make a turn into a driveway.  In order to comply with the requirement to 
make a turn as close as practicable to the curb or edge of roadway, motorists intending to 
enter the project from the Green Valley Road driveway would cross through the bike lane as 
they enter the taper. As stated on page 3.1-51 in the Draft EIR, there is sufficient sight distance to 
allow a motorist to see and react to a bicyclist (or several bicyclists) in the bike lane 
approaching or passing by the driveway.  

Notably, other driveways to commercial businesses along Green Valley Road in the vicinity of 
the project do not have deceleration lanes associated with them; motorists must slow down in 
the through-travel lane to make turns into driveways, and motorists would still need to turn 
through a bike lane (if one were present) in order to enter a commercial driveway. 

Response 6-5 

The proposed design accounts for vehicles pulling trailers. Please see Response 6-2. The Draft EIR 
evaluated potential safety hazards associated with vehicles pulling trailers exiting the project 
onto eastbound Green Valley Road in Impact TRA-8 on page 3.1-49. The following elaborates on 
that analysis.  

Motorists entering Green Valley Road from the project site will enter the roadway similarly to 
other driveways along the roadway.  There is no reason to expect that their habits will change at 
this location.  Motorists will enter the roadway based on the perceived ability to safely enter the 
roadway accounting for sight distance along the roadway and their acceleration habits for the 
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vehicle they are driving.  The sight distance in the eastbound direction is over 600 feet, which 
exceeds the required site distance (see Response 1-4). Motorists pulling trailers typically 
understand that their acceleration is slower and will delay their entry into the roadway because 
of the slower acceleration rates.  Further, the traffic signal at Sophia Parkway will create gaps in 
traffic along eastbound Green Valley Road, specifically when the eastbound Green Valley 
Road movement is red.  This will occur multiple times in the signal cycle, under the westbound 
left-turn green light and under the Sophia Parkway green light.  

Response 6-6 

The project’s driveways will not be lower than Green Valley Road or Sophia Parkway. As stated 
on page 2.0-21 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, the area containing the 
structures and paved areas would be raised to transition from the existing grade at the 
roadways. The analysis of sight distance is correct. 

Response 6-7 

Please see Master Response E regarding the evaluation of the No Project Alternative.  

Response 6-8 

The subheading of this comment refers to the Off-Site Alternative, but the first sentence refers to 
the No Project Alternative. For purposes of this response, it is assumed the comment is in 
reference to the Off-Site Alternative, which is described on page 4.0-17 in the Draft EIR. Two 
locations were described for this alternative. The one referenced by the commenter is a site on 
the west side of Sophia Parkway, south of Green Valley Road.  

The commenter is of the opinion the site parcel west of Sophia Parkway on the south side of 
Green Valley Road would be a better location for the project, noting that it would address 
“many of the traffic impacts” identified. No data or analysis was provided with the comment. 
This alternative would result in greater traffic safety hazards than the proposed project. Please 
see Master Response D.  

The commenter’s characterization of on-site conditions is incorrect. There is a seasonal wetland 
on the off-site parcel, and it is not flat. The portion of the parcel closest to the roadways contains 
a large soil stockpile. Although the entire parcel is larger, the developable portion of the site that 
would need to be adjacent to Green Valley Road for access is constrained by the same 
wetland, seasonal stream, and riparian features as the project site. 

The commenter’s statement that the parcel on the west side of Sophia Parkway is owned by the 
same owner/seller of the proposed project site is incorrect. The commenter did not provide any 
documentation supporting this statement. According to El Dorado County Assessor records, the 
proposed project site has been owned by Cameron Park Petroleum, Inc. CA CP as 100% 
separate property since 2014, not Cemo Commercial, as stated by the commenter. The parcel 
on the west side of Sophia Parkway (APN 124-30-145) is also not owned by Cemo Commercial, 
according to County records.  

Response 6-9 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15384 define “substantial evidence” as facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. Substantial 
evidence is not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or narrative or evidence that is 
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clearly erroneous or inaccurate. The personal observations, opinion, and speculative 
assumptions provided by the commenter do not comprise substantial evidence, and in some 
cases the statements made by the commenter were incorrect, as noted above.  

The Draft EIR considered all comments received on the NOP (see Response 6-1). The Draft EIR 
included an analysis for each of the topics required to be evaluated per the Settlement 
Agreement (see Master Responses A through E).  

The commenter stated there were substantial adverse effects that were not identified and 
addressed in the Draft EIR. However, the commenter did not provide specific examples of what 
those effects are beyond those noted in the comment letter, which are addressed in Responses 
6-2 through 6-8. The Draft EIR has fully disclosed the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, based on substantial evidence, and complies with CEQA requirements.  

Please see Response to Comment 1-6 regarding recirculation. 
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Letter 7: Ellen Van Dyke 

Response 7-1 

The Draft EIR complies with the requirements for the analysis of alternatives, as required by 
CEQA.  See Responses 7-2 through 7-5. Please see Response 1-6 regarding recirculation. 

Response 7-2 

Please see Master Response E regarding the evaluation of the No Project Alternative. 

Response 7-3 

The Draft EIR clearly stated the assumption for the Reduced Project Alternative as having the 
fueling component only (Draft EIR page 4.0-16). There is no inaccuracy in that description, as 
asserted by the commenter. Please see Master Response D regarding the evaluation of the 
Reduced Project Alternative. 

Response 7-4 

Alternatives A, B1, and B2 were developed specifically in response to Items 2.A.3 and 2.D in the 
Settlement Agreement. Please see Master Response C. 

Response 7-5 

The Draft EIR did not include an “Alternate Site” alternative but it did identify two off-site 
alternatives, one of which is the west side of Sophia Parkway at Green Valley Road. For purposes 
of this response, it is assumed the commenter is referring to that location. This comment refers to 
testimony during previous hearings regarding the site on the west side of Sophia Parkway, but no 
documentation was provided with the comment (e.g., a transcript or minutes) for County review 
to verify statements made. The potential traffic and circulation considerations of the off-site 
alternative are explained in Master Response D. 

Response 7-6 

The Draft EIR evaluated a pocket lane. A drop lane that is functionally equivalent to the pocket 
lane and similar to the depiction shown in the commenter’s figure was fully analyzed in the Draft 
EIR. Please see Master Response B.  

The lane configuration described by the commenter (dedicated vehicle access to the site from 
Sophia Parkway without entering through traffic on Green Valley Road) would not be necessary 
because the project would also provide a driveway on Sophia Parkway. It is unlikely motorists 
would turn right onto Green Valley Road from Sophia Parkway to enter the project site from 
Green Valley Road if there is a driveway on Sophia Parkway. Further, the lane configuration 
described by the commenter would pose design problems and safety hazards that would not 
exist with the proposed project, and the County does not consider this a viable design option 
that required analysis in the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response C. 

Response 7-7 

The maximum height of proposed structures would be 26.9 feet above finished floor, as shown in 
the Draft EIR in Figures 2.0-4 and 2.0-5. This is less than the County’s 35-foot-high standard for 
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commercial zoning (County Code of Ordinances 130.32.040), and the design complies with the 
Community Design Guide. The Draft EIR is not required to evaluate the difference between the 
previously approved project and the current project; it only needs to evaluate the effects of the 
proposed project. As provided by the Settlement Agreement Item 2.E, the Draft EIR was not 
required to evaluate aesthetics impacts in detail, but it was required to update the information 
where necessary. The Draft EIR included the proposed design showing the heights and 
evaluated aesthetics impacts on pages 3.0-2 through 3.0-4.  

The EIR has been prepared in response to a Peremptory Writ of Mandate, and the decision 
whether to certify the EIR and approve the project will be made by the Board of Supervisors. The 
project is not required to be heard by the Planning Commission. 

Response 7-8 

The Draft EIR, on pages 2.0-22 and 2.0-27, accurately described how stormwater runoff will be 
managed, and it is not inconsistent in its description, as suggested by the commenter. 
Stormwater runoff from the site would be discharged to the seasonal creek south of the site, but 
only after it has been collected in the on-site drainage system and treated. The site’s drainage 
system would be designed so that all stormwater runoff is conveyed to the on-site treatment 
system, which consists of an underground vault containing filter media on the west side of the 
site, called “detention vault” on Figure 2.0-9. Treated stormwater from the vault would flow 
through an underground pipe to a culvert, where it would discharge into the seasonal creek. 
The first paragraph under the “Storm Drainage” subheading on page 2.0-22 in the Draft EIR has 
been revised to clarify the general description of how stormwater runoff on the site would be 
collected. 

Stormwater runoff from the developed portion of the site would be collected in a series 
of at-grade concrete swales, catch basins, and a pipe conveyance system that would 
convey flows into an on-site stormwater treatment system and flow control structure, then 
released into a culvert that discharges into the existing seasonal creek that bisects the 
site. The culvert would have a concrete headwall and rip-rap apron.  The rip-rap apron 
would be approximately 24 feet from the channel at the nearest point. Figure 2.0-9 shows 
the location of the storm drain outfall and existing culverts relative to the seasonal 
stream. 

The Draft EIR (Impact BIO-4 on pages 3.2-21 through 3.23-23) provides a comprehensive and 
detailed analysis and explanation how the seasonal creek would be protected from 
contaminants. The analysis lists the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be implemented 
to meet the County’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) requirements (Draft EIR 
page 3.2-21). The SWPPP is a requirement of the State General Construction Activity Permit, 
which is described on page 3.2-12 in the Draft EIR. Before the County issues a grading permit for 
the project, it will require the applicant to submit a detailed site plan identifying where BMPs will 
be located. 

Response 7-9 

The commenter mischaracterizes information in the Draft EIR pertaining to wetlands avoidance. 
The wetland is south of the seasonal stream and is not within the development footprint or area 
that would be revegetated (see Figure 3.2-3 in the Draft EIR). As such, the wetland would be 
avoided in its entirety by the proposed project. As stated on page 3.2-23 in the Draft EIR, a 
wetland delineation was prepared for the project, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers staff has 
reconfirmed its previous determination that no fill would occur in the wetland. 
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The applicant has already applied for and received a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) 
from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to allow for installation of the storm drain pipe 
and outfall into the seasonal stream, as stated on page 3.2-18. Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 
requires implementation of BMPs during construction to protect the seasonal stream. Under MM 
BIO-3.d, the County will not issue a grading permit until the current SAA is revalidated or 
documentation is provided that an SAA is not required. 

The wetland and the seasonal stream to the north of the wetland are within the 50-foot interim 
standard setback from interim channels and wetlands provision of Policy 7.3.3.4. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR (Impact BIO-6 on pages 3.2-24 through 3.2-28) included the alternative setback analysis 
required under this policy. This analysis is supported by substantial evidence, which is presented 
in Impact BIO-3 (riparian habitat along the stream) on pages 3.2-17 through 3.2-19), Impact BIO-
4 (water quality in the stream) on pages 3.2-21 through 3.2-23, Impact BIO-5 (wetlands) on 
pages 3.2-23 through 3.2-24, and Impact BIO-6 (the Policy 7.3.3.4 analysis). The commenter did 
not provide any documentation that contradicts the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the 
seasonal stream and wetlands. 

Response 7-10 

Current migratory mapping for deer and other wildlife, as requested by the commenter, is not 
necessary to support the Draft EIR’s analysis of wildlife movement and migration impacts or the 
alternatives setback analysis. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or requested 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 (CEQA Guidelines Section15204). 

The Draft EIR (Impact BIO-7 on page 3.2-29) evaluated impacts on wildlife movement. Habitat 
value for wildlife movement or migration is precluded by surrounding residential and commercial 
development, Green Valley Road, the culvert under Sophia Parkway, and the presence of 
invasive Himalayan blackberry on the site, which Cal-IPC considers as moderately negative, and 
the site is not in a County-designated “Important Biological Corridor.” The Draft EIR concluded 
impacts would be less than significant. 

There have been no substantial physical changes in the area surrounding the project site since 
2008. The residential and commercial uses that are present today to the east, south, and west of 
the project site are the same as 2008 (with the exception of the former nursery on the west side 
of Sophia Parkway). Conditions have not changed in the Folsom Lake SRA, other than ongoing 
construction associated with the Mormon Island Auxiliary Dam project. No development has 
occurred that would have resulted in changes in migration patterns, such as conversion of open 
space habitat to urban uses. The commenter did not provide any description or maps indicating 
where “significant development has occurred” that should have been considered in the 
context of wildlife movement and migration that would be relevant to the project site. 

However, to create consistency between the conclusion in Impact BIO-7 and Item “d” in the 
Alternative Setback Analysis in Impact BIO-6 on page 3.2-27, which states (as noted by the 
commenter) the project would not impact wildlife movement or migration, the Draft EIR has 
been revised as follows: 

d. Wildlife Movement/Migration: The proposed project would not substantially or 
adversely affect wildlife movement or migration. 
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Response 7-11 

The traffic impact analysis prepared for the project considered both levels of service (LOS) and 
direct observation of traffic conditions in the vicinity of the Green Valley Road/Sophia Parkway 
vicinity. The LOS methodology was described on page 3.1-3 in the Draft EIR, and the LOS 
definitions are listed in Table 3.1-1. LOS is calculated based on many data inputs (e.g., number of 
lanes, traffic volumes, signalization, queuing, and other variables) that are processed in a 
complex software program. They are not based solely on observations. The LOS B and LOS C 
data presented in Table 3.1-10 are identical to the LOS values for that intersection presented in 
Table 11 in the Kittelson & Associates Final Corridor Analysis Report Green Valley Road prepared 
in October 2014.  

The “LOS F conditions experienced by drivers” noted by the commenter appear to be based on 
perception of congested conditions caused by the queues at the intersection during peak 
hours. The commenter did not provide any technical data or analysis demonstrating that the 
intersection LOS values reported in the Draft EIR were incorrect. 

This comment refers to testimony during public hearings about traffic conditions at Sophia 
Parkway and “photo evidence,” but no documentation was provided with the comment (e.g., 
a transcript or minutes) or photos. However, the County recognizes there is traffic congestion in 
the vicinity of the Sophia Parkway and Green Valley Road intersection, and the Draft EIR 
included information about those conditions on page 3.1-9 in the Draft EIR under the 
“Observations” subheading. These conditions are primarily the result of the lane drop from two 
lanes to one lane in the City of Folsom (please see also Response 6-3). The LOS along the 
roadway segment west of the Sophia Parkway/Green Valley Road intersection is LOS E (Draft EIR, 
Table 3.1-4 on page 3.1-11).  

The County’s Travel Demand Model (TDM) is used for forecasting year 2035 cumulative 
conditions. It is not used for evaluating existing plus project conditions, which is the example 
provided by the commenter. The analysis of existing plus project conditions used the 
methodology set forth in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, as noted in the Draft EIR (page 
3.1-23). 

The Draft EIR’s analysis of cumulative 2035 conditions was prepared using the County’s recently 
updated countywide regional travel demand forecasting model (Draft EIR page 3.1-24). The 
Draft EIR does not need to reconcile “inconsistencies between the model and actual 
conditions” as requested by the commenter because the model is used to predict future 
cumulative conditions, not existing conditions. 

The commenter’s characterization of the County’s TDM model as flawed is incorrect. In their 
letters of February 3, 2014, and September 22, 2014, respectively, both SACOG and Caltrans 
found the County’s TDM “conforms to state-of-the-art practice in subarea travel demand 
modeling; meets overall traffic assignment validation standards suggested by FHWA and 
Caltrans; and is an appropriate tool for the County’s intended purposes.”2  

                                                      

2 Mike McKeever, Chief Executive Office, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, letter to Kimberly A. Kerr, Acting 
Community Development Director, El Dorado County Community Development Agency, February 3, 2014; and Marlon 
A. Flournoy, Deputy District Director, California Department of Transportation District 3, letter to Steve Pedretti, Director, El 
Dorado County Community Development Agency, September 22, 2014. 
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Response 7-12 

This is a general comment directed to the merits of the proposed project and will be considered 
by the County during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 8: Erik Christiansen 

Response 8-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. It will be considered by the County during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 9: Friends of Green Valley 

Response 9-1 

This comment is introductory in nature and summarizes project litigation. Detailed information 
was provided in the Draft EIR in Section 1.3 in Section 1.0, Introduction, on pages 1.0-1 through 
1.0-3. 

Response 9-2 

This comment restates items from the Settlement Agreement. 

Response 9-3 

The commenter’s disagreement regarding compliance with the Settlement Agreement is noted. 
The commenter has provided two figures depicting her interpretation of alternatives that should 
have been evaluated under Item 2.D of the Settlement Agreement. The first figure labeled 
Alternative 1 is not the site plan that was included with the Board of Supervisors agenda item 
packet and considered by the Board of Supervisors at its December 10, 2013, meeting. The plan 
that was considered by the board (Exhibit N) is included in this Final EIR. Please see Master 
Response B regarding the pocket lane alternative. A drop lane that is functionally equivalent to 
the pocket lane and similar to the depiction shown in the commenter’s figure was fully analyzed 
in the Draft EIR. 

Regarding Alternative 2, the commenter provided a figure depicting a deceleration lane that 
extends east from westernmost radius of the intersection of Sophia Parkway and Green Valley 
Road to the project driveway, stating that this configuration was “described in detail during 
settlement negotiations.” As noted in the comment, this design would involve relocating utilities 
and would result in a dedicated lane on Green Valley Road to move traffic out of the through 
lanes. Neither County staff nor the project applicant participated in these negotiations. The 
Settlement Agreement did not describe any specific design other than a “full deceleration 
lane.” The design included in this comment was not submitted by any member of the public 
during the NOP and public scoping period for consideration, and the County did not present this 
as an alternative at the public scoping meeting in January 2015.  

There is no stipulation in the Settlement Agreement where the full deceleration lane should begin 
or its specific design. By definition, an intersection consists of the beginning of the curb return 
(BCR) to the end of the curb return (ECR). Thus, there is nothing that prohibits a deceleration 
lane from beginning at the ECR, as illustrated in Figure 2.0-2 and as evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
More importantly, a full deceleration lane beginning farther west (e.g., BCR), which would result 
in the creation of a third lane on Green Valley Road, is not a viable design option. Please see 
Master Response C. 

Because such a design would not be considered for approval, the analysis of traffic impacts 
requested by the commenter is not required. A detailed analysis of costs would also not be 
required because it is not a feasible alternative and because an evaluation of costs to relocate 
utilities does not require analysis under CEQA. 

 Response 9-4 

Contract terms between the County and its consultant are not the basis for determining how 
many alternatives should be evaluated in an EIR. The alternatives analysis presented in the Draft 
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EIR in Section 4.0, Alternatives, was based on the requirements of the Settlement Agreement and 
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Draft EIR has complied with the requirements of the 
Settlement Agreement to evaluate a full deceleration lane alternative (see Master Response C) 
and other alternatives as required by CEQA (see Master Responses D and E). 

The County has not arbitrarily applied different standards regarding the feasibility of an 
alternative in the context of what should be evaluated in the Draft EIR, as asserted by the 
commenter. There is a distinction between the Board of Supervisors’ decision to reject an 
alternative and rejecting an alternative from detailed analysis in the Draft EIR. Section 15126.6(c) 
of the CEQA Guidelines establishes that factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) 
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. The full deceleration lane 
alternatives were evaluated in detail because they were required to be evaluated under the 
Settlement Agreement.  

It is not the purpose of the Draft EIR to approve or reject the project or an alternative to the 
project. The purpose of the EIR is to inform the decision-making process about the physical 
environmental impacts of a project and alternatives to the project. The determination whether 
any or all of the full deceleration lane alternatives should be approved or rejected will be made 
the Board of Supervisors, and such decisions will be documented in the required CEQA Findings, 
and based on information presented in the EIR.  

The Draft EIR (page 4.0-17) considered the alternative site on the southwest side of Green Valley 
Road at Sophia Parkway identified in the comment. Please see Master Response D regarding 
the analysis of the Off-Site Alternative. 

Response 9-5 

Please see Master Response D regarding the evaluation of the Reduced Project Alternative, 
which includes financial information provided by the applicant.  

Response 9-6 

Please see Master Response E regarding the evaluation of the No Project Alternative. 

Response 9-7 

The commenter’s assertion that the evaluation of wildlife movement and migration was based 
on “subjective and uninformed speculation” is unfounded. The technical studies supporting the 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR were prepared by Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
These studies, which are cited throughout Section 3.2, Biological Resources, and are listed on 
page 3.2-35 in the Draft EIR, were prepared by professional biologists with expertise in resource 
conditions at the project site. Site visits and research regarding site conditions began in 2007, 
with the most current assessment of conditions in 2015. Wildlife conditions were described in the 
Draft EIR on pages 3.2-10 and 3.2-27, and in Impact BIO-7 on page 3.2-29. 

In the expert opinion of the professional biologists, habitat value for wildlife movement or 
migration on the project site is precluded by surrounding residential and commercial 
development, Green Valley Road, the culvert under Sophia Parkway, and the presence of 
invasive Himalayan blackberry on the site, which Cal-IPC considers as moderately negative, and 
the site is not in a County-designated “Important Biological Corridor” (Draft EIR page 3.2-29). The 
Draft EIR did note (page 3.2-11) the Mormon Island Wetland Preserve west of the site supports 

13-1347 5K 82 of 126



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

County of El Dorado Green Valley Convenience Center 
January 2016 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-67 

many species of wildlife that depend on freshwater marsh and/or riparian habitat for foraging 
and rearing young.  

The commenter’s disagreement with the Draft EIR’s conclusion about habitat value of the 
wetland and seasonal stream is noted. However, other than opinion, no factual information was 
provided in the comment (such as an assessment from a professional biologist) that contradicts 
the Draft EIR. 

The County appreciates the information regarding observations of North American river otter 
(also known as northern river otter) in the intermittent stream upstream of the project site. The 
northern river otter is not a special-status species protected under federal or state regulations. 
Typical river otter habitat consists of riparian and other wetland vegetation associated with a 
large, permanent water source. The wetland and seasonal stream on the project site does not 
provide year-round habitat due to the lack of a large, permanent water sources. The otter could 
periodically cross the site using the seasonal stream, but this feature is much smaller than those 
typically used by river otter.   

Information regarding the western pond turtle was provided in the Draft EIR on page 3.2-9, which 
indicated the seasonal stream and wetlands on the project site provide marginal seasonal 
habitat due to the intermittent nature of the features, and the project site itself does not provide 
suitable nesting habitat for the species. 

The proposed project would not create barriers for river otter or western pond turtle movement 
or result in loss of migratory habitat. The proposed project would avoid the wetland south of the 
seasonal stream entirely. The project would not involve any work directly in the seasonal stream 
or alter the stream in a manner that would reduce or limit its potential for wildlife movement. 
Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 requires implementation of BMPs during construction to protect 
the seasonal stream.  In addition, the proposed project would implement a revegetation plan to 
ensure there would be no net loss of riparian vegetation along the seasonal stream. Because the 
proposed project would avoid the wetland, would not adversely affect the seasonal stream, 
and would replace riparian vegetation, it would not affect the ability of North American river 
otter, western pond turtle, or other wildlife that may be present to move between locations. 
Further, as described in Impact BIO-4 (pages 3.2-21 through 3.2-23 in the Draft EIR), water quality 
in the seasonal stream would not be degraded either on-site or off-site as a result of the 
proposed project with implementation of the proposed stormwater collection and treatment 
system, project design, and implementation of BMPs and requirements of the SAA previously 
issued to the project by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Draft EIR page 3.2-20). 

The County has considered the commenter’s request for migratory mapping for North American 
pond turtle and other wildlife. Other than North American river otter and western pond turtle, the 
comment does not state which other wildlife should be considered. Mapping otter and turtle 
migration corridors is not necessary to support the Draft EIR’s analysis of wildlife movement and 
migration impacts because the proposed project would not have a significant effect on these 
species, their habitat, or migration corridors. Please see also Response 7-9. 

Response 9-8 

This comment is directed to the merits of the project design. CEQA does not require that the 
analysis substantiate or provide justification for design considerations, such as tree removal. The 
commenter’s reference to the “a reduced setback is necessary due to site constraints” has 
been taken out of the context. This statement appears in item “g” in the Alternative Setback 
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Analysis on pages 3.2-27 and 3.2-28 in the Draft EIR. County Policy 7.3.3.4 requires this analysis, 
which is presented in the Draft EIR for disclosure purposes. 

However, the purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the effects of the proposed project on the 
environment. The Draft EIR evaluated the environmental effects of tree removal in Section 3.2, 
Biological Resources. As correctly noted by the commenter, two red willows and one 
Goodding’s black willow would be removed (Draft EIR page 3.2-17). These willows are native 
trees that are common throughout the region in riparian areas. They are not threatened, 
endangered, or otherwise protected special-status plants. Although the trees would be 
removed, as shown in Figure 2.0-8 on page 2.0-23 in Section 2.0, Project Description, and as 
indicated in the revegetation plan provided in the Draft EIR on page 3.2-19, 16 red willows and 3 
Goodding’s black willow would be planted. This would substantially increase the willows on-site 
compared to existing conditions.  

Response 9-9 

The Draft EIR evaluated the potential project-level effects of toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
emissions in Section 3.0 (pages 3.0-8, 3.0-9, and 3.0-12). The analysis on page 3.0-9 and 3.0-12 
(which specifically addresses land use conflicts and sensitive receptors) clearly references the 
CAPCOA Health Risk Assessment for Proposed Land Use Projects document and the 50-foot 
distance noted by the commenter. Increased health risks from TACs are the result of long-term 
exposure, not occasional or intermittent exposure, such as would occur with pedestrians and 
cyclists in the vicinity of the site. 

Lands associated with the Folsom Lake SRA are not 20 feet from the project; the commenter did 
not provide any information, such as a map or drawing, indicting where this 20-foot distance 
occurs. The project site is on the south side of Green Valley Road and east side of Sophia 
Parkway. The Folsom Lake SRA is on the north side of Green Valley Road, a County road that is 
not within the SRA. At its closest point (northwest corner of the site to the SRA boundary), the 
distance is 137 feet. The Folsom SRA boundary south of Green Valley Road is at Shadowfax Lane, 
a distance of over 800 feet. 

The cumulative impact of the project combined with the existing Chevron gas station and two 
other gas stations in the vicinity (each approximately 1 mile away) was evaluated on page 3.0-
11 in the Draft EIR.  No federal, state, or local agency has promulgated specific levels or 
concentrations of TACs in air that are analogous to those enacted for criteria air pollutants such 
as ozone or PM10.  

The analysis of TACs was prepared in compliance with the El Dorado County Air Quality 
Management District’s requirements and in consideration of the analytical methods therein for 
determining TAC impacts. 

Response 9-10 

This part of the comment provides the commenter’s interpretation of the County’s traffic CIP 
process. This comment is not directed to the analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR included a 
detailed description of the County’s process on page 3.1-15 in Section 3.1, Traffic and 
Circulation, because there are CIP projects that were identified to mitigate project impacts. 
However, the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate the impacts of the 2015 CIP projects 
themselves prior to their implementation because that is not the project evaluated in the Draft 
EIR. 
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The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the proposed project on intersections in Impacts TRA-1, 
TRA-2, TRA-3, and TRA-4. One intersection – Green Valley Road/El Dorado Hills Boulevard–Salmon 
Falls Road – would experience worsened LOS F conditions with the project in Year 2019 
Approved Project Plus Approved Projects Conditions. The unmitigated impact was determined 
to be significant. LOS F conditions would be improved at this intersection through 
implementation of CIP projects GP 178 and GP 159, as stated in the third paragraph on page 
3.1-41 in the Draft EIR. As such, the Draft EIR correctly evaluated the intersection prior to 
implementation of the applicable CIP projects.  

In order to ensure that adequate funding is available and sufficient revenue is collected to fund 
CIP projects identified to be required as a result of development and to maintain a level of 
service consistent with General Plan policies, the Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) fee program and 
TIM fees are adjusted and updated on an annual and five-year basis along with the CIP. The 
County considers payment of the TIM fees to satisfy the project’s proportionate fair share 
obligations for the required improvements. Through careful monitoring and implementation of 
the CIP and TIM fee programs, the County has a high level of certainty that projects in the CIP 
will be constructed when improvements are needed and can be implemented in their entirety 
over time, making reliance on the implementation of CIP projects as mitigation for forecasted 
impacts sufficient to reduce a project’s impact to less than significant. The CIP projects that 
would improve intersection conditions are reasonably foreseeable. CEQA does not require 
analysis of a condition in which an improvement identified in the CIP is not constructed or is 
delayed. 

Response 9-11 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the 
contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment will be considered by the County during 
the decision-making process. 

Response 9-12 

The County has considered all written comments submitted as part of the CEQA environmental 
review process for the proposed project. Written comments received on the NOP were included 
in the Draft EIR Appendix A, along with a table (Table A-1) identifying where those comments 
concerning the environmental analysis were addressed. This section of the Final EIR responds to 
all issues concerning the environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA requirements. The 
Draft EIR fully evaluated public safety impacts, and no comments were received on the Draft EIR 
that resulted in the need for additional or new analysis. 

Response 9-13 

The text quoted by the commenter is an excerpt from page 111 of the Kittelson & Associates 
Green Valley Corridor Analysis, October 2014. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft 
EIR did include information from the study. The Draft EIR included relevant information from that 
report on page 3.1-11 under the “Collision History” subheading, which stated the segment of 
Green Valley Road from Sophia Parkway experienced 0.60 crashes per million vehicle miles 
(MVM), and the Sophia Parkway/Green Valley Road intersection experienced 0.38 crashes per 
million entered vehicles (MEV). As further stated on page 3.1-11, the County has established 
benchmark thresholds for determining when collision history warrants further investigation. For 
segments, the crash rate threshold is 1.7 MVM, and for intersections it is 1.0 MEV. The rates 
determined by Kittelson are well below the County’s thresholds for investigation. However, these 
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data were considered in the overall evaluation of potential access design hazards described in 
Impact TRA-8 on pages 3.1-47 through 3.1-50 in the Draft EIR.   

Response 9-14 

The Draft EIR has been prepared in full compliance with CEQA and the requirements of the Writ 
and Settlement Agreement. Please see Response 1-6 regarding recirculation. 
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Letter 10:  John Hidahl 

Response 10-1 

This comment is of a general nature. The commenter is of the opinion the EIR is deficient in 
several areas, primarily related to mitigating and conditioning “public safety issues” associated 
with the Green Valley Road/Sophia Parkway intersection. The Draft EIR evaluated safety issues at 
this intersection in Impacts TRA-8 and TRA-10 in Section 3.1, Traffic and Circulation. This comment 
did not identify specific items of concern that should have been considered in the Draft EIR or 
suggestions how mitigation measures included the Draft EIR could be improved.  

Response 10-2 

This comment provides a summary of the El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee’s 
(APAC) previous recommendation for conditional support of the then-proposed project in 
September 2013. COA No. 23 required a drop lane along the Green Valley Road frontage.  The 
inclusion of doors on the car wash was identified as Mitigation Measure NOI-1 in the previously 
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The project evaluated in the Draft EIR includes 
these features. There were no other mitigation measures in the MND specifically addressing 
project design. 

Response 10-3 

The commenter has provided three suggested conditions of approval, identified as items 1, 2, 
and 3. There was no supporting analysis, evidence, or documentation included in the comment 
letter explaining the need for the proposed conditions. The County’s response to each of the 
requested conditions is provided in Responses 10-4 through 10-6, below. 

Response 10-4 

The commenter requests the County condition the proposed project to monitor accidents 
attributable to the proposed project for one year to determine if they exceed a “national 
highway standard of 1 per million vehicle miles.” As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.1-11, the 
segment of Green Valley Road from Sophia Parkway experienced 0.60 crashes per MVM. The 
County has established benchmark thresholds for determining when collision history warrants 
further investigation. For segments, the crash rate threshold is 1.7 MVM. The proposed project’s 
access design was evaluated in Impact TRA-8 on pages 3.1-47 through 3.1-50 in the Draft EIR 
and considered the relation to through traffic on Green Valley Road, sight distance, and vehicle 
throat depth. No significant impacts requiring mitigation were identified. The commenter did not 
provide any analysis indicating why such monitoring would be required or why a lower crash 
rate value should be used. Please see also Response 9-13. 

Response 10-5 

The commenter requests the County condition the project to perform noise monitoring of car 
wash noise levels. The purpose for noise monitoring was not stated, nor was any analysis 
provided there would be noise levels that would require monitoring. The proposed project 
includes doors on the car wash. The noise impacts of the car wash with doors were evaluated in 
the Draft EIR on page 3.0-21 in the Draft EIR and were determined to not exceed County 
thresholds for daytime, evening, or nighttime. Please see also Response 3-5.  
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Response 10-6 

The proposed project does not include a fast-food restaurant; there would be no drive-through 
window. The removal of the fast-food restaurant component of the then-proposed project was 
noted on page 1.0-3 in Section 1.0, Introduction, in the Draft EIR. The proposed project would not 
need to be conditioned to monitoring queuing for a fast-food restaurant because no restaurant 
is proposed. 

Response 10-7 

The comment letter did not include any documentation identifying which “primary issues APAC 
defined requiring mitigation/project conditioning” should have been considered in the traffic 
safety analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response can be provided. The Draft EIR has fully 
complied with the requirements of the Settlement Agreement and CEQA. Please see Master 
Responses A through E. 
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Letter 11: Jerry E. Marquart 

Response 11-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. It will be considered by the County during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 12: Lisa Wolf 

Response 12-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. It will be considered by the County during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 13: Norma Santiago 

Response 13-1 

The Draft EIR fully complies with the requirements of the Settlement Agreement. See Master 
Response A. 

Response 13-2 

The Draft EIR has complied with the requirements of the Settlement Agreement pertaining to 
alternatives and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Please see Master 
Responses A through E. The County has not arbitrarily applied CEQA guidelines pertaining to the 
development of alternatives. See also Response 9-4. 

Response 13-3 

The traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed design relative to public safety and turning 
geometrics shown in Figure 2.0-2 were evaluated in Impacts TRA-8 (pages 3.1-47 through 3.1-50) 
and TRA-10 (pages 3.1-50 through 3.1-52) in the Draft EIR. The Green Valley Road driveway 
access alternatives required to be evaluated under the Settlement Agreement were fully 
evaluated on pages 4.0-9 through 4.0-16 in Section 4.0, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. Please see 
also Responses 13-7 and 13-11. 

Response 13-4 

The Draft EIR included a detailed evaluation of air quality impacts. Please see Response 13-13. 

Response 13-5 

Please see Master Response A regarding compliance with the Settlement Agreement 
requirements for the EIR analysis and Master Response B regarding the pocket lane alternative. 

Response 13-6 

Please see Master Response B regarding the pocket lane and Master Response C regarding the 
full deceleration lane. 

Response 13-7 

The design of the intersection improvements for the proposed project is shown on Figure 2.0-2 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, and is described on page 2.0-8 in the Draft EIR. U-turns from the 
left-turn lane at Sophia Parkway on Green Valley Road are not currently allowed. The 
improvements would consist of restriping the left-turn lane and signage to indicate U-turns would 
be allowed and modifying the curb to conform to County standards to provide sufficient room 
for vehicles to make a U-turn from the left-turn lane to then proceed eastbound on Green Valley 
Road to enter the driveway. Figure 2.0-2 shows where the new curb and sidewalk and new 
pavement (shaded area) would be. Impact TRA-8 on pages 3.1-47 through 50 and Impact TRA-
10 on pages 3.1-50 through 3.1-52 evaluated the project driveway access design-related 
impacts in accordance with Item 2.C of the Settlement Agreement. The improvements are part 
of the project design, as evaluated in Impacts TRA-8 and TRA-10. The traffic analysis did not 
identify the need to modify the proposed physical improvements or add additional elements to 
the proposed design as mitigation measures. Thus, there is no other design that needs to be 
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shown. The change in the signal timing, which is a component of mitigation measure MM TRA-3, 
is not a physical feature that would be shown on a site plan. The signal timing adjustment would 
facilitate the Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) required under mitigation measure MM TRA-10.  

Response 13-8 

Please see Master Response B regarding the pocket lane and Master Response C regarding the 
full deceleration lane. 

Response 13-9 

Please see Master Response D regarding the evaluation of the Reduced Project and Off-Site 
Alternatives. 

Response 13-10 

The Draft EIR included Alternatives A, B1, and B2 in response to the Settlement Agreement, which 
required the analysis of a full deceleration lane. The Settlement Agreement did not stipulate the 
design of the deceleration lane. Please see Master Response C. The County has not subjectively 
applied a different standard regarding the feasibility of an alternative for consideration in the 
Draft EIR. Please see Response 9-4. 

Response 13-11 

The proposed project design includes the median along Green Valley Road, as shown in Figure 
2.0-2 on page 2.0-9 in the Draft EIR; it is not a mitigation measure.  As such, the potential safety 
impacts with the median as part of design were evaluated in the Draft EIR. The median would 
only extend 350 feet to the east along Green Valley Road. There are no driveways or other forms 
of access to the property on the north side of Green Valley Road for 350 feet where a motorist 
would need to make a left turn. Beyond the proposed median, there is a two-way turn lane that 
provides for left turns into driveways and commercial development. The project would not affect 
those accesses.  Further, the proposed project provides two exits from the site, one on Green 
Valley Road and one on Sophia Parkway. Patrons would not have to exit onto Green Valley and 
then have to make a U-turn at some other location farther east along Green Valley Road in 
order to travel westbound. They could exit via the Sophia Parkway driveway and make a left 
turn at the signal at Sophia Parkway. No additional analysis is required. Please see also 
Responses 7-6 and 9-3. 

Response 13-12 

The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the proposed project on intersections in Impacts TRA-1, 
TRA-2, TRA-3, and TRA-4 (pages 3.1-33 to 3.1-45). One intersection (Green Valley Road/El Dorado 
Hills Boulevard-Salmon Falls Road) would experience worsened LOS F conditions with the project 
in Year 2019 Approved Project Plus Approved Projects Conditions. The project would not result in 
a significant impact under “current” conditions (Impact TRA-2) or cumulative conditions (Impact 
TRA-4). The unmitigated impact for year 2019 (TRA-3) was determined to be significant. LOS F 
conditions would be improved at this intersection through implementation of CIP projects GP 178 
and GP 159, as stated in the third paragraph on page 3.1.41 in the Draft EIR. This would reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. As such, the Draft EIR correctly evaluated the 
intersection prior to implementation of the applicable CIP project. Under mitigation measure MM 
TRA-2, the project applicant is required to pay TIM fees at the time of building permit issuance. 
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The TIM fee program is used to fund CIP projects that mitigate traffic impacts resulting from 
development. Please see also Response 9-10 regarding the County’s CIP and TIM fee process. 

Response 13-13 

The Draft EIR included an updated and expanded air quality analysis that supersedes the 
analysis presented in the MND. This analysis, which was provided on pages 3.0-4 through 3.0-12 in 
the Draft EIR, quantified construction and operational emissions. Construction and operational 
criteria air pollutant emissions, including ozone and particulate matter, would not exceed the El 
Dorado County AQMD’s numerical standards. Although there are recognized adverse health 
effects associated with ozone and particulate matter, the effects are a result of cumulative and 
regional emissions, and the incremental contribution of the project to specific health outcomes 
from criteria pollutant emissions on recreationists in the Folsom Lake SRA would be limited and 
cannot be solely traced to the project.  

The delivery and transfer of gasoline and gasoline pumping would be a source of TAC emissions.  
TACs are pollutants that also pose a known or potential health risk. Increased health risks from 
TACs are the result of long-term exposure, not occasional or intermittent exposure, such as would 
occur with pedestrians and cyclists in the vicinity of the site or visitors in the Folsom Lake SRA.  The 
project’s potential impacts are described in detail on pages 3.0-8 and 3.0-9 in the Draft EIR. The 
project would be over 100 feet from the closest point in the Folsom Lake SRA where 
recreationists would be. This exceeds the CAPCOA-recommended buffer distance of 50 feet for 
sensitive land uses in proximity to sources of TACs (see also Response to Comment 9-9). As stated 
on page 3.0-8 in the Draft EIR, the project will be required to install CARB-certified vapor 
recovery systems and obtain necessary permits to operate from the El Dorado County AQMD. 
The purpose of these systems and permitting process is to ensure TAC emissions do not exceed 
levels that are deemed safe by the US Environmental Protection Agency.  
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Letter 14: Richard Boylan 

Response 14-1 

The Draft EIR fully complies with the provisions of the Settlement Agreement pertaining to the 
Draft EIR. Please see Master Responses A through E. The commenter does not state which public 
comments made during the scoping period were not addressed. The Draft EIR included all 
comments received during the NOP and scoping period in Appendix A, and Table A-1 of that 
appendix listed all commenters, a description of the comments, and where they were 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The County did not receive any comments from this commenter 
during the NOP review period or at the scoping meeting. 

Response 14-2 

The Draft EIR fully complies with CEQA requirements. Recirculation is not required. Please see 
Response 1-6 regarding recirculation. 
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Letter 15: Sherry Foster-Barry 

Response 15-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. It will be considered by the County during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 16: Todd Dalton 

Response 16-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. It will be considered by the County during the decision-making process. 
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This page intentionally left blank. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION  

This section presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated by County 

staff and/or consultants based on their ongoing review. Revisions herein do not result in new 

significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information, and do not 

alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. New text is indicated in underline, and text to 

be deleted is reflected by a strikethrough unless otherwise noted in the introduction preceding 

the text change. Text changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the 

Draft EIR.  

4.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR  

SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Page 2.0-8, under “Project Design” subheading: (revised to provide a corrected description and 

additional detail corresponding to Figures 2.0-4, 2.0-5, and 2.0-6 in the Draft EIR, which is the 

design evaluated in the Draft EIR) 

The fuel canopy would be a steel, flat-pitched-roof structure open on all four sides. The 

roof would be supported by eight steel interior columns aligned with the fuel pumps. The 

canopy façade would be aluminum composite panel with ARCO signage. Solar panels 

facing south would be installed on the canopy. 

The convenience store would have a combination of a flat roof with a parapet surround 

averaging 4 feet above the roof plane and would be accented with a standing-seam 

metal-pitched roof in the center with a gable-end façade along the sides facing Green 

Valley Road and a cross-axis roof facing Sophia Parkway and properties to the east. The 

Green Valley Road side would also be accented with two rough-sawn wood supported 

dormers over the entrances two towers at the corners, and the center gable end would 

include window accents. The exterior walls would be cement stucco painted in earth 

tones with colored accents and cement stone corner towers and wainscot. Figure 2.0-4 

and Figure 2.0-5 illustrate the front, side, and rear architecture and exterior finishes.  

The car wash building would be a prefabricated unit made in Italy with a pitched roof 

structure primarily with a vision glass wall facing the parking lot, solar panels on the roof 

slope facing west, painted cement stucco along the eastern property line, and cement 

stone accents to match the adjacent building. The roof would be an acrylic barrel-vault 

skylight. The surround trim would be an aluminum composite panel to match the canopy 

graphics. Doors would be placed on the entrance and exit to reduce noise levels outside 

the car wash. Exterior features of the car wash are shown in Figure 2.0-6.  

The trash enclosure, which would be on the west side of the site (see Figure 2.0-2), would 

be constructed of concrete masonry units painted to match the adjacent building and 

would have a steel gate painted to match the enclosure. 

There would be a 48-inch-high screen/retaining wall along the southern and eastern end 

of the development (Figure 2.0-7), which is anticipated to be constructed of steel “H” 

piles drilled into the underlying bedrock masonry on top of a slope transition to 

surrounding grade. The steel piles will be in-filled with timber lagging stained in an earth 

tone. The screen/retaining wall along the eastern boundary would be constructed of 

stacked cement modular units stained in an earth tone.  

13-1347 5K 115 of 126



4.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Green Valley Convenience Center County of El Dorado 

Final Environmental Impact Report January 2016 

4.0-2 

Page 2.0-17, Figure 2.0-6 

Figure 2.0-6 (provided at the end of this section) has been replaced with a figure showing 

greater detail for the car wash exterior design. 

Page 2.0-22, first paragraph under “Storm Drainage” subheading: 

Stormwater runoff from the developed portion of the site would be collected in a series 

of at-grade concrete swales, catch basins, and a pipe conveyance system that would 

convey flows into an on-site stormwater treatment system and flow control structure, then 

released into a culvert that discharges into the existing seasonal creek that bisects the 

site. The culvert would have a concrete headwall and rip-rap apron. The rip-rap apron 

would be approximately 24 feet from the channel at the nearest point. Figure 2.0-9 shows 

the location of the storm drain outfall and existing culverts relative to the seasonal 

stream. 

SECTION 3.0, INTRODUCTION TO THE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Page 3.0-17, first line continuing from the bottom of page 3.0-16 is revised to make consistent 

with similar wording on page 3.0-9: 

Fuel deliveries to the project (approximately less than three trucks per week day) would 

be subject to US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)… 

SECTION 3.2, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Page 3.2-27, Item “d” first sentence: 

d. Wildlife Movement/Migration: The proposed project would not substantially or 

adversely affect wildlife movement or migration. 

SECTION 4.0, PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Page 4.0-3, first paragraph under the “Alternative A” subheading: 

Under Alternative A, the access driveway would be moved off-site to a location 

approximately 140 feet farther east on Green Valley Road on an off-site parcel not 

owned by the applicant. The total length of the bay taper and right-turn lane… 

Page 4.0-3, last paragraph, and first paragraph page 4.0-9: 

Alternative B1, shown in Figure 4.0-2, would have a driveway off Amy’s Lane crossing two 

off-site properties not owned by the applicant, beginning just south of Green Valley 

Road. 

Under Alternative B2, shown in Figure 4.0-3, the driveway off Amy’s Lane would be further 

south than Alternative B1 and would cross one off-site property not owned by the 

applicant. 
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Page 4.0-9, fourth full paragraph 

The developable portion of the parcel is approximately 1.3 acres, which is necessary to 

avoid impacts on the seasonal stream and seasonal wetland, and to maintain 

consistency with General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4 and interim interpretive guidelines for 

wetland setbacks. It is unlikely many Some of the uses allowed by-right could be 

developed on the parcel and also provide the required amount of parking and 

landscaping in addition to the building footprint, and they. For commercial uses that 

could be developed on the site and provide adequate parking, this alternative would 

likely result in greater similar biological resource impacts than to those of the proposed 

project. Some uses could generate more traffic/turning movements at the Green Valley 

Road/Sophia Parkway intersection (e.g., a fast food restaurant). Some uses could result in 

less traffic. Because no other applications have been submitted for the project site and a 

variety of uses could be developed on the site based on the existing zoning, it would be 

speculative to determine the use, and thus the physical impacts, associated with this 

alternative. The No Project/Commercial Zoning alternative would not achieve any of the 

proposed project objectives.  
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Car Wash Exterior Elevations
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EXHIBIT N 
13-1347 2B 1 of 1
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