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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project

Final EIR Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
El Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT), as the lead agency, has evaluated the
comments received on the Diamond Springs Parkway Project.

The content and format of this Final EIR meet the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15132), which require that a final EIR comprise these components:

e Section 1 - Introduction.

e Section 2 - Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR: Addresses each written
comment submitted to the County of El Dorado.

e Section 3 - Responses to Verbal Comments on the Draft EIR: Addresses the verbal comments
provided at the July 28, 2010 public meetings held for the proposed project.

e Section 4 - Errata: Includes an addendum listing refinements and clarifications on the Draft
EIR, which have been incorporated (the Draft EIR is hereby incorporated by reference).

The text of the Draft EIR and Traffic Information Reissuance, because of their length, is not reprinted
with these written responses; however, it is included by reference in this Final EIR.

Recirculation of an EIR prior to certification is guided by State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088.5).
For example, 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 the EIR is certified. Such information can include changes to the project or environmental
setting, as well as substantive additional data. New information added to an EIR is not considered
significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect, including a feasible project alternative that the project proponents have declined
to implement.

In connection with the standards for adequacy of an EIR, State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151)
states,

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

Michael Brandman Associates 1-1
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Introduction Final EIR

courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort
at full disclosure.

No new significant information was added to the EIR on the basis of the comments and information
received and the revisions to the Draft EIR presented in Sections 2, 3, 4, and 5. Accordingly, it is not
necessary to recirculate this project’s EIR.

The EI Dorado County DOT will review and consider the Final EIR. If the El Dorado County DOT
finds that the Final EIR is “adequate and complete,” the County may certify the Final EIR at a public
hearing. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can be certified if: 1) it shows good faith
effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and 2) it provides sufficient analysis to allow
decisions to be made regarding the project in contemplation of its environmental consequences.

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the County may take action to approve, revise, or
reject the project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by written findings in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093. Public Resources Code Section
21081.6 requires that lead agencies adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
to describe measures that have been adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The final MMRP will be provided
separately.

1.1 - Public Review and Consultation Process

The El Dorado County DOT distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EIR for the
proposed project on December 12, 2007. The NOP was distributed for a 30-day comment period that
ended on January 18, 2008. The El Dorado County DOT held an agency and public scoping meeting
on the proposed project on January 9, 2008 at the Firefighters Memorial Hall in Diamond Springs,
California. The scoping meeting was an opportunity for agencies and the public to obtain information
about the proposed project and to provide input regarding the issues they wanted addressed in the
Draft EIR. Comments about the NOP were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR was distributed to various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals
for a 45-day public review period, from June 23, 2010, through August 11, 2010. DOT issued a
subsequent Traffic Information Reissuance document containing corrections and additions to the
Draft EIR on July 7, 2010, and extended the public review period for both documents to August 23,
2010. The Draft EIR and Traffic Information Reissuance was circulated to state agencies for review
through the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Additionally,
both documents were made available for review on the EI Dorado County DOT’s website
(http://mvww.co.el-dorado.ca.us/dot/cega.html) as well as in the County’s offices.

The public was asked to provide verbal or written comments during the meeting or provide written
comments before closure of the public review period.

1-2 Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

SECTION 2: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

2.1 - Introduction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the
County of El Dorado, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the Draft EIR
(State Clearinghouse No. 2007122033) for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project, and has prepared
the following responses to the written comments received. This Response to Comments becomes part
of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

2.2 - List of Commentors

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments on the Draft EIR
and Traffic Information Reissuance is presented below. Each comment has been assigned a code.
Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so comments can be crossed-
referenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and
followed by the corresponding response.

Commentor

Commentor Code Pages
Public Agencies
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit OPR1 2-3102-5
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit OPR:2 2-6102-9
California Department of Transportation CALTRANS.1 2-10to 2-11
California Department of Transportation CALTRANS.2 2-12to 2-15
Native American Heritage Commission NAHC 2-16 to 2-19
Dlamond Sprlng§ and El Dorado Community DSEDCAC 2-20 t0 2-21
Advisory Committee
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers USACE 2-22 t0 2-23
Lemyel Estolas (Placer County Environmental Health ESTOLAS 1 2-94 10 2-95
Services)
Lemyel Estolas (Placer County Environmental Health ESTOLAS.2 9-96 10 2-27
Services)
Private Organizations
PG&E PG&E 2-28 to 2-29
Save Our County SOC 2-30 to 2-49

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Commentor

Private Individuals

Commentor
Code

Pages

Richard J. Boylan BOYLAN 2-51to 2-61
Barry D. Brewer BREWER 2-62 to 2-65
Lee Dobbs DOBBS 2-66 to 2-68
Heidi Drury DRURY 2-69to 2-71
Raymond and Dolores Edge EDGE 2-72 to 2-75
Dave Gutierrez GUTIERREZ 2-76 to 2-79
Jerry Herrington 11 HERRINGTON.1 2-80 to0 2-81
Gerald and Elizabeth Herrington HERRINGTON.2 2-82 to 2-84
Brian Lopez et al. LOPEZ 2-85 to 2-86
Matt and Jonalin McCollum MCCOLLUM 2-87 to 2-88
Richard Moore MOORE 2-89 to 2-123
Anton Z. Nemeth NEMETH 2-124 t0 2-128
John O’Neill O’NEILL 2-129 to 2-133
Clinton Shankel SHANKEL 2-134 t0 2-135
Robert A. Smart, Jr. SMART 2-136 to 2-140
Mike Speegle SPEEGLE 2-141 to 2-147
Charles T. Sweet 111 SWEET 2-148 to 2-149
Sue Taylor TAYLOR.1 2-150 to 2-189
Sue Taylor TAYLOR.2 2-190 to 2-195
Kathleen Verplancken VERPLANCKEN 2-196 to 2-197
Monique Wilber WILBER 2-198 to 2-202
Chuck Wolfe WOLFE 2-203 to 2-207

2.3 - Responses to Comments

Comment Letters and Responses

This section provides copies of the written comment letters. Each comment letter is numbered and
immediately followed by the corresponding responses. In some cases, responses to an individual
comment refers to single or multiple previous responses to comments that have previously addressed
the subject of the comment.

The comment letters reproduced in the following pages follow the same organization that is used in
the List of Commentors.

Michael Brandman Associates
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OPR.1
Page 1 of 2
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA «@W

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

B State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ‘m@‘

Amold Schwarzensgger Cathleen Cox
Governor ; Acting Director

GOVERKp, o
[TERE

" 4

August 9, 2010

Janet Postlewait

El Dorado County
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Subject: Diamond Springs Parkway Project
SCH#: 2007122033

Dear Janet Postlewait;

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 6, 2010, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is.(are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future

correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by OPR.1-1

specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly. 3

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

process.

Sincerely,

Scott Motrga .
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc. Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 -SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 '11_0448 B.A11
TEL (916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov o



OPR.1

Document Details Report
Page 2 of 2

State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007122033
Project Title  Diamond Springs Parlway Project
Lead Agency El Dorado County
Type EIR DraftEiR
Description  El Dorado County's Department of Transportation (DOT) is proposing the construction of the Diamond
Springs Parkway (Parkway or Project) to improve traffic circulation along Pleasant Valley Road and
Missouri Flat Road, north of the Town of Diamond Springs. The Project is identified in the County
General Plan (2004) and Circulation Map as a planned four-lane divided road and is part of DOT's
S-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). DOT currently anticipates phasing construction of the
Parkway in two major phases. Under the first phase, the Parkway would be constructed as a 2-ane
arterial. The second phase would require widening the Pakrway to a four-lane, divided arterial with an
ultimate ROW of 100 feet. The Parkway would also require improvements to Diamond Road {SR-49),
from just north fo the Parkway, south to Pleasant Valley Road.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Janet Postlewait
Agency £l Dorado County
Phone 530-621-5800 Fax
email
Address 2850 Fairlane Court
City Placerville State CA  Zip 95667
Project Location T
County ElDorado
City Diamond Springs
Region
Lat/Long 38°42'6.20"N/120°49'1.89"W
Cross Streets  Missouri Flat Road; Diamond Road
Parcel No. several
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 49, 50
Airports None
Railways Sacramento-Placerville
Waterways Weber Creek
Schools Herbert Green Middle School
Land Use PLU: Industrial, Road. GP: Commercial , Road; Z: Commercial Dist. Right of Way.

Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic;
Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks: Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Traffic/Circulation; Toxic/Hazardous: Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Landuse; Cumulative Effects: Aesthetic/Visual;
Biological Resources; Forast Land/Fire Hazard; Growth inducing; Minerals; Septic System

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Agencies Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 3; Caltrans, Division of

Transportation Planning; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality
Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American
Heritage Commission

Date Received

06/23/2010 Start of Review 06/23/2010 End of Review 08/06/2010

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 11-0448.B.12



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Public Agencies

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit (OPR.1)

Response to OPR.1-1

The comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit confirming that the Draft EIR was distributed to various State
agencies, and that the EI Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) has complied with
statutory noticing obligations. No further response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Amold Schwarzenegger

Govern

or
August 24, 2010

Janet Postlewait

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

El Dorado County Department of Transportation

2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Subject: Diamond Springs Parkway Pr

SCH#: 2007122033

Dear Janet Postlewait:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on August 23, 2010, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

%/ﬁ”ﬂ/
Scott Morg

Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 -SBACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812.3044

TEL (816] 445-0813 FAX (916) 328-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

oject Draft EIR Traffic Information Reissuance

OPR.2
Page 1 of 3
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Cathleen Cox
Acting Direcior
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007122033
Project Tifle  Diamond Springs Parkway Project Draft EIR Traffic Information Reissuance
Lead Agency El Dorado County
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description Notes: Recirculated EIR- Recirculation of Traffic Information Reissuance and Review per Lead
The project includes the construction of the Diamond Springs Parkway; a 4-lane, divided roadway
connecting Missouri Flat Road to State Route (8R) 48 (Diamond Road), north of the community of
Diamond Springs in El Dorado County. The proposed Parkway would extend from Missouri Flat Road
near its intersection with the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor, north of China Garden
Road, Throwita Way, Truck Street, Bradley Street, and Old Depot Road. A new Truck Street/Bradley
Drive Connector would be constructed west of Diamond Road. (SR-48) to enhance circulation within
the project area. A connection from the El Dorado Multi Use Trail (EDMUT) to the signalized
intersection of Diamond Springs Parkway and Missouri Flat Road and a 40-space parking lot for trail
users would also be constructed.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Janet Postlewait
Agency El Dorado County Department of Transportation
Phone 530-621-5900 Fax
email
Address 2850 Fairlane Court
City Placerville State CA  Zip 95667 -

Project Location

County ElDorado
City Diamond Springs
Region
Lat/Long 38°42'6.20"N/120° 49" 1.89"W
Cross Streets  Missouri Flat Road; State Route 49 (Diamond Road)
Parcel No. several
Township 10N Range 10,11E Section 24,25, Base MDB&M
Proximity to:
Highways Hwy 49, 50
Airports
Railways Sacramento-Placerville
Waterways Weber Creek
Schools Herbert Green MS, El Dorado Independence HS
Land Use Various .
Project Issues  Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding: Geologic/Seismic; Noise;
Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Soll Erosion/Compaction/Grading;
Solid Waste; Traffic/Ciroulation; Toxdc/Hazardous; Vegstation; Water Quality; Water Supply;
Wetand/Riparian; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Assthetlic/Visual: Biologica!l Resources: Forest
Land/Fire Hazard; Growth Inducing; Minsrals; Septic System; Alr Qualily
Reviewing Resources Agency: Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; Department of Parks and Recreation;
Agencies Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 3: Caltrans, Division of

Transportation Planning; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality
Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramanio); Department of Toxic Substances Confrol: Native American

Heritage Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 11-0448.B.15

OPR.2
Page 2 of 3



Document Details Report OPR.2
State Clearinghouse Data Base Page 3 of 3

Date Received 07/07/2010 Start of Review (07/07/2010 End of Review 08/23/2010

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 11-0448.B.16



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit (OPR.2)

Response to OPR.2-1

The comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit indicating that no state agencies submitted comments on the Draft
EIR by the close of the public comment period. No further response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
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CALTRANS.1
Page 1 of 1

Teresa Limon
<teresa_limon@dot.ca. To Jennifer.Maxwell@edcgov.us,
gov> <janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>
. cc Rick Montre <rick_montre@dot.ca.gov>, Alyssa Begley
08/19/2010 11:06 AM <alyssa_begley@dot.ca.gov>, Arthur Mi Wallang
<arthur_mi_wallang@dot.ca.gov>
Subje Draft EIR Diamond Springs Parkway - Traffic
ct Information Reissuance Comments

Jennifer,

These are Caltrans-Traffic Comments on the reissuance of the Draft EIR.
It

appears Planning will not have time to get a final letter by the 23rd so
I

wanted to make sure Traffics comments were taken into consideration.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Diamond Springs Parkway Draft EIR (DEIR)

The following comments are based on the Traffic Information Reissuance
of

the DEIR which was released on July 7 and can be found at
www.edcgov.us/dot/cega.html.

Page 3-47, last paragraph under Lime Kiln Road/Diamond Road (SR49) CALTRANS.1-1
The reference to (KHA 2009) should read (KHA 2010). ’
Page 4.12-19 and 20, Table 4.12-4

1. Intersection #7, 8, 9 and 13: No Analysis Worksheets could be found
in

Appendix M which would support the Delay/LOS results shown on Table
4.12-4.

These worksheets should be included as part of Appendix M.

2. Intersection #4: The information listed in the last row (Ex. + PP
16.3/26.8 sec) appears to belong to Intersection #5. The table needs to CALTRANS.1-3
be '
corrected and the information needs to be verified.

CALTRANS.1-2

Page 4.12-31, Table 4.12-8

The queuing results on this table do not appear to match any of the
Analysis Worksheets on Appendix M. The results should have
corresponding CALTRANS.1-4
worksheets on Appendix M.

Teresa R. Limon, P.E.

Caltrans District 3

Office of Rural Highway Operations
PH (530) 634-7669

FAX (530) 741-5762

Jennifer.Maxwell@
edcgov.us

11-0448.B.18



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS.1)

Response to CALTRANS.1-1

The commentor provided comments on the Traffic Information Reissuance, which updated the Draft
EIR’s Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation. The commentor referenced a typographical error on
Page 3-47 of Section 3, Project Description regarding the date of the Traffic Impact Analysis. The
error has been corrected in the Section 4, Errata.

Response to CALTRANS.1-2

The commentor provided comments on the Traffic Information Reissuance, which updated the Draft
EIR’s Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation. The commentor indicated that no analysis
worksheets could be found that would support the delay and Level of Service (LOS) results for
intersections #7, 8, 9, and 13 shown in Table 4.12-4.

Analysis worksheets reflecting values for intersections #7, 8, 9 and 13 have been appended to
Appendix M of the Traffic Information Reissuance and are included in this Final EIR’s Section 4,
Errata.

Response to CALTRANS.1-3

The commentor provided comments on the Traffic Information Reissuance, which updated the Draft
EIR Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation. The commentor indicated that the information listed on
page 4.12-19 in Table 4.12-4 for the intersection of Missouri Flat Road and Mother Lode Drive
provides two different delay and LOS values under the existing plus project scenario. The error has
been corrected in this Final EIR’s Section 4, Errata.

Response to CALTRANS.1-4

The commentor provided comments on the Traffic Information Reissuance, which updated the Draft
EIR Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation. The commentor stated that the queuing results
presented on page 4.12-31 in Table 4.12-8 are not supported by analysis worksheets in Appendix M
of the Draft EIR.

The data in Table 4.12-8 appears to have originated from the February 16, 2010 version of the Traffic
Impact Analysis and was inadvertently included in the Draft EIR. Changes to Table 4.12-8 are
provided in this Final EIR’s Section 4, Errata.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS.2)

The commentor submitted two comment letters (CALTRANS.1, an email dated August 18, 2010; and
CALTANS.2, a formal version, dated August 25, 2010). The content of the author’s letters are either
verbatim or almost verbatim of each other. Accordingly, the points raised in this letter
(CALTRANS.2), will be addressed in the responses to CALTRANS.1)

Response to CALTRANS.2-1
Refer to Response to CALTRANS.1-1.

Response to CALTRANS.2-2
Refer to Response to CALTRANS.1-2.

Response to CALTRANS.2-3
Refer to Response to CALTRANS.1-3.

Response to CALTRANS.2-4
Refer to Response to CALTRANS.1-4

Michael Brandman Associates
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

July 13, 2010 NAHC
Page 1 of 3
Ms. Janet Postlewait
El Dorado County Department of Transportation

2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

RE: SCH#2007122033 Diamond Springs Parkway Project; El Dorado County.

Dear Ms. Postlewait: NAHC
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Completion (NOC) referenced above.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of
an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project
will have an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To
adequately assess and mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following
actions:
v Contact the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
* Ifa part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
» |f any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
=  |f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
» Ifa survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cuitural resources are present.
¥ If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediate y
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public 1

disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
v Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:

= A Sacred Lands File Check. USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle name, township, range and section required.

=  Alist of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the

mitigation measures. Native American Contacts List attached.
v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

= Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in theirgnitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a locationother than q—r

dedicated cemetery. D
a w
Sincerely, = ]
%sz/ =
aty Sarichez -
Program Analyst
(916) 6534040

CC: State Clearinghouse

11-0448.B.24



Native American Contact List
El Dorado County
July 13, 2010

Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
John Tayaba, Vice Chairperson

P.O. Box 1340 Miwok
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 Maidu
(530) 676-8010

(530) 676-8033 Fax

El Dorado County Indian Council
P.O. Box 564 Miwok

El Dorado  CA 95623 Maidu

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

Jessica Tavares, Chairperson
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn » CA 95603
530-883-2390

530-883-2380 - Fax

Maidu
Miwok

Todd Valley Miwok-Maidu Cultural Foundation
Christopher Suehead, Cultural Representative

PO Box 1490 Miwok
Foresthill y CA 95631 Maidu
tvmmcf@foothili.net

This iist is current only as of the date of this document.

Randy Yonemura

4305 - 39th Avenue
Sacramento ; CA 95824
honortraditions@mail.com

(916) 421-1600

El Dorado Miwok Tribe
PO Box 711

El Dorado . CA 95623
chair@eldoradorancheria.

916-996-0384

El Dorado Miwok Tribe
Brian Padilla
PO Box 2437

Marysville , CA 95901

El Dorado Miwok Tribe
Wesly Yielding

3266 Cimmarron Road, Apt
Cameron Park CA 95682

530-672-9819

Miwok

Miwok

Miwok

Miwok

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Heaith and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Pubilc Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicabie for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cuiturai resources forthe proposed
SCH# 2007122033 Diamond Springs Parkway Project; Ei Dorado County.

NAHC
Page 2 of 3
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Native American Contact List
El Dorado County
July 13, 2010

Shingle Sgrings Band of Miwok Indians
Nicholas Fonseca, Chairperson

P.O. Box 1340 Miwok
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 Maidu
nfonseca@ssband.org

(530) 676-8010

(530) 676-8033 Fax

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Marcos Guerrero, Tribal Preservation Committee

10720 Indian Hill Road Maidu
Auburn » CA 95603  Miwok
mguerrero @auburnrancheria.com
530-883-2364

530-883-2320 - Fax

April Wallace Moore
19630 Placer Hills Road Nisenan - So Maidu
Colfax » CA 95713 Konkow

530-637-4279 Washoe

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Gregory S. Baker, Tribal Administrator

10720 Indian Hill Road Maidu
Auburn » CA 95603 Miwok
gbaker@auburnrancheria.
530-883-2390

530-883-2380 - Fax

This list is current oniy as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this iist does not relieve any person of statutory responsibiiity as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Heaith and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Pubiic Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is oniy appiicabie for contacting iocai Native Americans with regard to cuiturai resources forthe proposed

SCH# 2007122033 Diamond Springs Parkway Project; Ei Dorado County.

NAHC
Page 3 of 3
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)

Response to NAHC-1

The comment letter is the standard form letter issued by the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) to lead agencies. The letter restates statutory requirements for record searches,
archaeological inventory surveys, preparation of archaeological reports, and standard mitigation
measures. While no project-specific comments were provided, the commentor indicated that any
project under CEQA must assess whether adverse impacts on historical resources would occur and
provide mitigation measures as appropriate.

The Draft EIR and its accompanying Section 106 - Cultural Resources Assessment (CRA) for the
Parkway and Cultural Resources Memorandum (CRM) for EID’s Highway 49 Intertie Improvements
project complied with all applicable statutory requirements including those listed in the NAHC
comment letter. A record search of the project area was performed at the Northern California
Information Center (NCIC) on September 21, 2007 and the relevant information is provided in the
CRA. In addition, Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) requested a check of the NAHC Sacred
Lands File and a list of tribal contacts. NAHC provided a response indicating that the Sacred Lands
File check failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate
project area. MBA then sent letters to each tribal contact requesting any information about potential
cultural resources in the project vicinity. No responses were received. An MBA archaeologist
performed field surveys of the project site on November 15, 2007 and February 8, 2008, which
yielded no evidence of significant cultural resources. On December 14, 2007, MBA requested a
paleontological record search of the University of California’s Museum of Paleontology, the response
to which indicated that the project area is unlikely to have significant paleontological resources and
monitoring was not recommended. Finally, the Draft EIR sets forth various mitigation measures to
mitigate potential impacts on cultural resources. Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural and Historic
Resources and its Appendix F for further discussion.

Michael Brandman Associates
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DSEDCAC
Page 1 of 1

.. DIAMOND SPRINGS AND EL DORADO
— COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

July 28,2010

3
o~

County of El Dorado
Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

RE: Diamond Springs Parkway Project Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH
#207122033

The Diamond Springs — El Dorado Community Advisory Committee met on July 15,
2010. During the course of this meeting a discussion was held under New Business Item
#1 on the matter of response to the Diamond Springs Parkway Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report SCH #2007122033. The Committee’s response is as
follows: Assurance that there is absolute pedestrian continuity on both sides of the DSEDCAC-1
parkway from Missouri Flat Road to Highway 49 at Pleasant Valley Road in the form of
sidewalks with handicap access. And that benches, sidewalks, lighting, signage, bus
stops and railings be consistent with the esthetics of a community of the 1800°s as
outlined by the El Dorado County Historical Design Guidelines.

Sincerely,

To Cunningham
Secretary

Cec: Roger Trout
Jack Sweeny
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Diamond Springs and El Dorado Community Advisory Committee (DSEDCAC)

Response to DSEDCAC-1

The commentor indicated that the Diamond Springs - EI Dorado Community Advisory Board
requests “absolute pedestrian continuity” on both the north and south sides of the proposed Parkway
from Missouri Flat Road to SR-49 (Diamond Road), and along SR-49 (Diamond Road) between the
proposed Parkway intersection and Pleasant Valley Road. The commentor also requested that any
benches, sidewalks, lighting, signage, bus stops or railings constructed as a part of the pedestrian
interface be consistent with the El Dorado County Historical Design Guidelines.

The proposed project has been revised to provide sidewalk along the east side of Diamond Road (SR-
49) or the frontage road from Pleasant Valley Road to the Diamond Springs Parkway. The proposed
project would also include sidewalks along the north and south sides of the entire length of the
Parkway and along Missouri Flat Road from the EI Dorado Multi-Use Trail parking lot, located at the
corner of the proposed Parkway and Missouri Flat Road Intersection, northwest to the existing
sidewalks along Missouri Flat Road. A connection to the EI Dorado Multi-Use Trail would be
constructed at the northeast corner of the Parkway and Missouri Flat Road intersection. All sidewalks
would be located within the Project study footprint and would not result in any additional impacts that
were not previously accounted for in the EIR. The Parkway and Missouri Flat Road intersection
would be fully cross-walked, allowing pedestrians to reach the Class | Bike Path to be constructed
along the south side of Missouri Flat Road and leading to the future western extension of the El
Dorado Multi-Use Trail (EDMUT). Bus turnouts would be located north and south of the Parkway at
its intersection with Throwita Way. A bus turnout would also be located on the east side of SR-49
(Diamond Road), north of Black Rice Road and the proposed frontage road. Accordingly, a system
of pedestrian amenities would be provided throughout the proposed project site.

The proposed project would be consistent with applicable County, Caltrans, and AASHTO roadway
design standards when implementing sidewalks, lighting, signage, and other appurtenances. Benches
and railings are not currently a part of the proposed project. The El Dorado County Historical Design
Guidelines apply only to the architectural elements of structures; therefore, it is not applicable to the
proposed project. The project is within the area defined in the Missouri Flat Design Guidelines;
however, the proposed project does not include the development of any buildings or structures that
would be subject to the Missouri Flat Design Guidelines. Furthermore, the Missouri Flat Design
Guidelines do not provide guidance on the construction of roadways such as the proposed project.

Michael Brandman Associates
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USACE
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-2922 ﬂUG ~ g A,-,-,' ” 5 f

ATTENTION OF July 30, 2010

e Oy
Pl A e AV
- NING DEPAERITDH
Regulatory Division SPK-2009-00188 ENT

Ms. Janet Postlewait

El Dorado County Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, California 95667

Dear Ms. Postlewait:

We are responding to your July 9, 2010, request for comments on the Diamond Springs
Parkway Project. The project is located on or near Weber Creek, Section 30, Township 10 North,
Range 11 East, MDB&M Survey, Latitude 38.7007°, Longitude -120.8162°, Diamond Springs,
El Dorado County, California. Your identification number is SPK-2009-00188.

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of Section
404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States. Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, rivers, perennial or
intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, wet meadows, and seeps.
Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States will require Department of the Army authorization prior to starting work. USACE-1

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that avoid
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. Every effort should be made to avoid
project features that require the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States. In the event it can be clearly demonstrated, there are no practicable alternatives to filling
waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for the
unavoidable losses resulting from project implementation.

Please refer to identification number SPK-2009-00188 in any correspondence concerning this
project. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Peck Ha at our California North Branch
Office, Regulatory Division, 1325 J Street, Room 1480, Sacramento, California 95814-2922, email
Peck. Ha@usace.army.mil, or telephone 916-557-6617. For more information regarding our
program, please visit our website at www.spk.usace.army.mil/regulatory.html.

Sincerely,

Peck Ha
Regulatory Project Manager
California North Branch
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Response to USACE-1

The commentor stated that the range of alternatives considered for the proposed project should
include those that avoid impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States and that every effort
should be made to avoid waters of the United States. Further, the commentor indicated that if there
are not practicable alternatives to the project, mitigation should compensate for the unavoidable
losses resulting from project implementation.

Alternatives for the proposed project are described and analyzed in the Draft EIR’s Section 5,
Alternatives. As discussed in that section, multiple iterations of the proposed project have been
considered. Impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the United States have been considered in the
selection of the proposed project’s location. Of the project alternatives considered, the proposed
project would result in the fewest impacts to wetlands with the exception of the No Project
Alternative.

A delineation report was prepared as a part of the Draft EIR and verified by USACE on April 28,
2009. As stated on Draft EIR Page 4.4-7, the project site includes a total of 0.66 acres (6,060 linear
feet) of federally jurisdictional features. Of these jurisdictional features, 0.28 acres are located within
the project footprint (area to be permanently disturbed). The final design phase will work to reduce
such impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

Further, Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a included in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, would
ensure that impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States are appropriately mitigated.
Mitigation would require the preparation of USACE Section 404 Permit Applications and the
implementation of mitigation required under the permit for both direct and indirect impacts to all
features.

Michael Brandman Associates
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FYI Janet/Bob, Tom Riley can be reached at 925-890-5800 and Jim Little (Wasteconnections)
can be reached at 916-608-8223.

From: Lemuel Estolas

Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 7:09 AM

To: 'Albert Magallanez'; 'Tom Reilly'; 'jim@wcnx.org'; 'Sue Farris'
Cc: Virginia Lineberry

Subject: comments on road to mrf

Albert, one of the things | talked about yesterday when you were with me doing the inspections is
the problem the mrf has during the summer weekends when there are traffic jams that occur from
all the vehicles coming into the mrf resulting in a safety issue with traffic and the general public.
Also you mentioned that the construction of the gatehouse should be more efficient to
accomodate 2 employees during busy times on the weekends........ ie.....sliding doors for both
employees....... double lanes prior to the gatehouse say 200-500 ft......or construction of 2
individual gatehouses not just one....... ie......close the other gatehouse when it is not

busy........ etc........ all these things should be taken into consideration and discussed with Tom
Riley and | will present it on July 28 2010 at 2:30-4:00 pm at the Diamond Springs Memorial Hall,
501 Main Street. Diamond Springs.......... Maybe you or Tom can attend if you are not to
busy.............. anyway please get back to me asap since this will occur next week........ thanks......

ESTOLAS.1
Page 1of1

ESTOLAS.1-1
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Lemuel Estolas (ESTOLAS.1)

The commentor submitted two comment letters (ESTOLAS.1, an email dated July 21, 2010; and a
formal version, dated July 28, 2010) and spoke at the public meeting on the Draft EIR. The content
of the author’s letters and verbal comments indicated concern regarding the same issue. The formal
letter version expanded upon concerns raised in the email. Accordingly, the points raised in this
comment letter (ESTOLAS.1), will be addressed in the responses to ESTOLAS.2)

Response to ESTOLAS.1-1
This comment is identical to those provided in Comment ESTOLAS.2.1. Refer to Response to
ESTOLAS.2-1.

Michael Brandman Associates
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ESTOLAS.2
Page 1 of 1

Comments for draft eir July 28, 2010

ESTOLAS.2
Placer County Environmental Health Services as acting LEA for El Dorado County received the Notice of Availability for
The Diamond Springs Parkway Project Draft Environmental Impact Report sch #2007122033 dated June 18, 2010 on June
21, 2010. This oral comment on the Draft EIR for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project concerns the proposed construction
of the road and the surrounding roads within the vicinity of the Materials Recovery Facility located at 4100 Throwita Way
Diamond Springs Ca. During the summer months residents of the unincorporated areas around EI Dorado County bring their
solid waste in private vehicles to the Materials Recovery Facility. The residents of these unincorporated areas are not required
by El Dorado County to have solid waste services; this often results in traffic congestion on the surrounding roadways during
the weekends, especially during the summer months. Traffic backs up to the Bradley/Highway 49 intersection to the point
that the California Highway Patrol has to direct the traffic to prevent accidents from occurring at that intersection. As the
acting LEA for El Dorado County | would like to state that this traffic issue is in violation of California Code of Regulations
Title 14 Section 17418.3 regarding Traffic Control, which states:

(@) Traffic flow through the facility shall be controlled to prevent the following:
(1) interference with or creation of a safety hazard on adjacent public streets or roads
(2) on-site safety hazards, and
(3) interference with operations
Section 17867 (a) (6) also states that:
Traffic flow into, on and out of the composting operations or facility shall be controlled in a safe manner
(The Material Recovery Facility accumulates green waste, from unincorporated areas and throughout the county.)
CCR Title 27 Section 20860 Traffic Control
Traffic flow into, on, and out of the disposal site shall be controlled to minimize the following:
(@) Interference and safety problems with traffic on adjacent public streets or roads,
(b) On-site safety hazards and
(c) Interference with site operations
To alleviate this problem the road prior to the gatehouse (i.e.....200-300ft.) should have additional lanes and/or wider lanes
should be constructed... All of the infrastructure factors surrounding the Materials Recovery Facility can be developed by El
Dorado County Public Works engineers. Please note this area which was once zoned for industrial purposes will now be

zoned for commercial. This proposed change in use will also increase traffic congestion in the area when the proposed super
markets and food establishments are constructed.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Lemuel Estolas (ESTOLAS.2)

Response to ESTOLAS.2-1

The commentor stated that, during summer weekends, the high volume of traffic accessing the
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) causes safety issues. As indicated in the letter, traffic accessing
the MRF can backup to the intersection of Bradley Drive and Diamond Road (SR-49), requiring the
California Highway Patrol to provide traffic control. The commentor indicates that this traffic issue
is in violation of California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Section 17418.3 and Section
17867(a)(b) and CCR, Title 17, Section 20860.

The commentor recommends that changes be made to the MRF gatehouse and gatehouse approach to
accommodate the high traffic volumes, essentially requesting that Throwita Way be modified to
provide greater queuing area via multiple lanes within the 500-foot approach to the MRF gatehouse.
During verbal comments, the commentor stated that the queuing issue has not occurred in the last
several years, but could happen again. The commentor also states that the area surrounding the MRF
will be rezoned from its current industrial designation to commercial, resulting in increased traffic
associated with proposed retail stores.

Current access to the MRF is from Throwita Way, via either Truck Street or Bradley Drive, from
Diamond Road (SR-49). With the proposed project, it is anticipated that a majority of traffic
accessing the MRF will utilize the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway via US-50 and Missouri Flat
Road, instead of Diamond Road (SR-49). The proposed intersection at Throwita Way includes a left-
turn pocket and right-turn pocket into Throwita Way to provide adequate queuing per the Traffic
Impact Analysis Report.

With the respect to the rezoning of the area surrounding the MRF, an application for rezoning four
parcels north of the MRF from industrial to commercial uses is currently being processed by the
County. The proposed rezoning is not a part of the proposed Parkway project and has not been
approved by the County at this time.

Michael Brandman Associates
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PG&E

Page 1 of 1
Janet:
PG&E reviewed the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway project in 2008. At
that time the designed road elevation had a vertical conflict with PG&E's
over head 115kV Transmission conductors where they crossed Missouri Flat
PG&E-1

rd. Please confirm the current design is no longer in conflict. If the
possibility exist that they are still in conflict the EIR must include any of
PG&E's facilities that would need to be rearranged or relocated.

Thanks

Paul Fluckey

PG&E Land Agent

El Dorado Co & Solano Co
343 Sacramento Street
Auburn, CA 95603
Of-530-889-3160

Fx-530-889-3392

From: Jennifer.Maxwell@edcgov.us [mailto:Jennifer.Maxwell@edcgov.us]
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2010 9:46 AM

To: Fluckey, Paul

Subject: Re: FW: Emailing: Diamond Springs Parkway NOP-PG&E comments

Dear Mr. Fluckey,

Please see the attached Notice of Availability for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Diamond Springs Parkway Project. This notification was also sent to Bill Abbott of PG&E.

For comments, please contact Janet Postlewait at janet.postlewait@edcgov.us. We appreciate
your input.

Thank you,

Jennifer Maxwell

Project Manager
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Private Organizations

PG&E (PGE)

Response to PG&E-1

The commentor indicated that Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) has concerns regarding clearance
conflicts between the existing 115 kilovolt transmission lines and vehicles traveling on the proposed
realignment of Missouri Flat Road.

As stated on Draft EIR page 4.13-19, all proposed roadways, and associated roadway improvements
would be constructed to meet minimal utility line clearances. DOT will coordinate with appropriate
utility service providers (such as PG&E) during the design phase of the project. The final roadway
elevation will be designed to provide the required vertical clearance for the existing PG&E
transmission lines. The PG&E transmission lines would remain in place and would not need to be
relocated. The proposed project would not create a clearance conflict for existing transmission lines.

Michael Brandman Associates
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August 20, 2010 RECEHVE@

AUG 2 2010

Ms. Janet Postlewait : EL DORADO LOUNTY
El Dorado County DEPT. OF TRANSPORTAT
Department of Transportation

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Re Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the

Diamond Springs Parkway Project (Project). State Clearinghouse No. 20071222033

Dear Ms. Postlewait:

This comment letter is written on behalf of Save Our County (SOC) concerning the DEIR for the
Project. SOC is composed of a diverse group of concerned community members in and around
the area of the proposed project. For many of us the project would directly and, as planned,

adversely affect our homes, businesses and sense of place. sSOC-1

Our specific comments are set out below. We are focusing only on those aspects of the Project
DEIR that are most dramatically flawed and out of compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the regulations promulgated by the State to establish the requirements
for CEQA compliance.

We are also raising an issue of the propriety of having the firm of Michael Brandman Associates
as principal author of the DEIR when that firm was originally hired by one of the major SocC-2
landowners in the area who stands to directly and munificently benefit from the Project.

The Project Description is Misleading and Inaccurate:

At the heart of CEQA is the statutory requirement that a “project description” being both
complete and completely accurate, and that the project description not be changed over the
course of or in different parts of the environmental analysis represented by the DEIR. Guideline
15124 requires, among other requirements, that a project description needs to set forth project
objectives, which in the present case, are wholly lacking insofar as there is no description of the
physical development, and its environmental results, that will occur as a result of using the
described road improvements to foster a land and economic development program which is the
heart of the Project.

The CEQA court decisions are unanimous in requiring a complete and accurate description ofa | soc.3
“project” in an EIR. See e.g. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977), 71 Cal. App. 3d 185;
Dusek v. Anaheim Redevelopment Agency (1986), 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029; and Santiago Water
District v. County of Orange (1981), 13 Cal. App. 4" 31.

The present Project is misdescribed in the DEIR in two major ways. The Project is labeled as
one solely concerned with road improvements and the upgrading and extension of a waterline.
That description woefully understates what is really involved, which is the provision of road
improvements, largely at the expense of the general taxpayer, to benefit one developer in

Page10f8
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SOC

particular, as well as several others whose property interests are directly benefited by the
Project.

The properties concerned are generally described as Assessor’s Parcels No. 051-250-12, -46, -
51, and -54 and are .owned of record by Lawrence Abel, Jacqueline Abel, GGV Missouri Flat
LLC, Michael D. Lindeman and Lorraine D. Lindeman. These properties directly front on the
proposed Parkway and will have Parkway frontage of approximately 1150 feet, the preferred
Project route that has been selected for construction. The development of the commercial
purposes of the noted parcels, and the associated development of other parcels in the area, is
the real purpose for the Project. The inclusion of the environmental impacts of the development
of those parcels must be included as part of the Project description and is necessary to the
Project’s environmental impacts to be reviewed in the DEIR.

The documentation that this commercial development is in reality part of and perhaps the
reason for the Project in the first place is extensive. The promotion for retail development has
been established by objective 1c. in this DEIR. Also from the EDC Economic Development
Advisory Commission on December 19" 2008, Leonard Grado (of GGV Missouri Flat LLC)
petitioned the commission to establish “shovel ready” sites for national retailers or
manufacturers in which the commission agreed to pursue that concept. In a Sacramento Bee
article of February 21, 2008 it was reported that “Developer Leonard Grado is involved in two
commercial ventures; El Dorado Crossing, a 445,000 square-foot retail development proposed
northwest of the Highway 50-Missouri Flat Road interchange, and the Diamond Dorado Retail
Center, planned on 44 acres south of the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway.” Grado was
quoted as saying, “The Diamond Dorado center is envisioned as a retail “power center.” Grado
said he expects it to include a home improvement store such as Home Depot or Lowe’s, as well
as “soft goods” stores like Target or Kohl's. He also sees potential for a discount grocery, a
Sam’s Club or Costco. Other buildings would house small restaurants and neighborhood retail
such as a nail shop, florist, beauty supply store and spa.” Precisely the issue of whether public
infrastructure development (road and sewer lines) that would trigger or permit the further
development of properties should include the cumulative environmental impacts of that
development in the EIR for that project, was answered in the affirmative in City of Antioch v. City

Council of the City of Pittsburg (1986), 187 Cal. App. 3d 1352.

The development of the commercial properties that will result from the Project as described
must be included in the description of the Project in the DEIR in order to make it accurate and
CEQA compliant. However, the description of the Project and the environmental analysis also
suffers from a failure to clearly set out that the Parkway will not be built in a single phase, but in
at least two separate phases.

At the public meeting called by the County on July 28, 2010, to discuss the DEIR, the County
admitted it had no funding to complete more than two lanes of the four lane parkway project.
This means several things. First, funding may never exist for the “second” phase of the project
and the roadway and water improvements described in the DEIR will therefore only be “half-
completed” when the Project comes to an end. There is no traffic analysis or other
environmental impact analysis as to what this will mean for the area.

Probably as important, if the roadway is built in two distinct time-separated phases, there will be
two sets of construction impacts related to noise, dust, glare, landscape alteration, constraints
on the ability of anyone to plan for their properties, etc. If there is any lengthy separation
between these phases people will be unable to plan for the eventual use of their properties and
Page20f 8
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no lender will touch the financing of improvements anywhere in the area until the road is fully
built or abandoned. None of these dual-construction period impacts are analyzed in the DEIR,
nor is the Project analyzed from the standpoint of never obtaining the financing to build the
second phase of the Project, a distinct possibility given the economic circumstances of the
country. .

Growth Inducing Impact Analysis Lacking:

CEQA requires that the “growth inducing” impacts of any project be thoroughly analyzed in the
DEIR. Public Resource Code section 21100(b)(5) and Guideline 15126;_Napa Citizens for

Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001), 91 Cal. App. 4" 342.They are

totally missing from the present DEIR.

First, the waterline that is part of the Project is not analyzed for its growth inducing impacts as
required by CEQA. The only statement in the DEIR concerning those impacts is found on page
4.1-5 of the DEIR which states: “Any future demand associated with EID’s proposed
infrastructure improvements would be consistent with the General Plan and its accompanying
EIR and is therefore not considered growth inducing”. Consistency with a General Plan is never
an excuse to avoid analyzing the growth inducing or other environmental impacts of a project.
The impacts that must be analyzed are those that will occur on the ground or as a result of
activities on the ground, not those that considered in some theoretical General Plan

See court case Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982)
131 Cal. App. 3d.

CEQA nowhere calls for evaluation of the impacts of a proposed project on an
existing general plan; it concerns itself with the impacts of the project on the
environment, defined as existing physical condition in the affected area. The
legislation evinces no interest in the effects of proposed general plan amendments
on an existing general plan, but instead has clearly expressed concern with the
effects of projects on the actual environment upon which the proposal will operate.

Furthermore, the EID planning process and the impacts of that planning process are not
accounted for in the County’s General Plan, but, if analyzed at all, are found somewhere in
EID’s own planning documents. Whatever analyses undertaken in that regard by EID are not
part of this Project DEIR and are not listed in the heading of “Documents Incorporated by
Reference” in Section 2.4 of the DEIR. In all events, the impacts from other than merely
replacing with no added capacity, outdated water lines as part of the Project are nowhere
analyzed in the DEIR for the Project.

Second, the growth inducing impacts of commercial and industrial development in the area
impacted by the Project are never even discussed in the DEIR. Yet the heart and soul of the
why of the Project is being developed is to encourage that development, and in fact, according
to the MC&FP there will not be enough revenue to fund the Project improvements completely
unless properties currently undeveloped or perhaps marginally developed, are encouraged to
develop in the near future. Therefore, the DEIR is fatally flawed for not analyzing the growth
that must occur in the area served by the Project.
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Determining Important Mitigations Strategies sometime in the Future does not comply with
CEQA.

As part of the CEQA process, CEQA allows a lead agency, such as the County in this case, to
make a determination that even though a Project will engender adverse environmental
consequences, the lead agency can still determine that consequences are “less than significant”
if the lead agency imposes conditions on the project that will reduce those impacts to a non-
existent or miniscule status. Such conditions are referred to as “mitigations”.

However, a lead agency may not determine that a particular environmental impact—for
example, the Project’s impact on water quality---has been reduced to a level of insignificance --
by imposing a condition that itself has yet to be developed, is not a simple cut and dried formula
that everyone can look at and determine that the mitigation will work, and where the mitigation
itself involves discretionary judgments as to how it will be developed or constructed.

These types of “mitigations” are “future mitigations” and are not permitted under CEQA.

Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988), 202 Cal. App. 3d 296.

They are not permitted for two reasons. First, the environmental review process is hidden from
the public and CEQA is a public participation process first and foremost. Secondly, a future
mitigation to be imposed later in the Project’s processing, unless it refers to an exact standard---
such as for example a pipe size for a domestic leach field contained in a publicly available
manual covering such matters—represents a development of a discretionarily approved
mitigation which may or may not be adequate. However, since it is developed in private neither
the public nor the scientific or technical consultants who might review the mitigation on behalf of
the public, ever get to see the proposed mitigation or challenge its adequacy.

The DEIR is replete with these “mitigations” that are to be developed in the future, out of the
purview of public review, and involve a great deal of discretion in the development of the
particular procedure, plan or activity, that are purported to mitigate various environmental
concerns. Some examples (not a complete listing) are:

* The development of a “traffic management plan” for the construction of the
Project (4.3-22);

e Detailed performance standards for an Oak woodland mitigation plan are to be
developed off-record and in the future and not, of course, subject to review by
arborists involved on behalf of the public or Oak woodland preservation groups
(4.4-45),

e A work plan to deal with contamination of the Bahiman Parcel (APN 327=270-
04), which must under the DEIR be developed before construction on the Project
begins, is set for determination in the future, solely by the County’s
Environmental Management and Transportation Departments, outside the
purview and review of the public (4.7-23);

¢ The Storm Water Prevention Plan, which is highly individualized for each project,
is to be developed in the future (4.8-13);

These and other “mitigations” cannot be found to qualify as CEQA sanctioned mitigations when
they in fact do not exist, involve a great deal of discretion and professional judgment in their
development/implementation, and are developed outside of the public review process as part of
the public’s review of the DEIR.
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The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Decay and Resultant Urban Blight When the Project Destroys
the Economic Viability of the Diamond Springs Business District.

CEQA does not ordinarily require that an economic analysis of a Project be included in an EIR.
However, where, as with the present Project, the rearrangement of automobile traffic patterns
which have sustained the Diamond Springs rural business community, and the provision of a
roadway primarily designed to serve new commercial “big box” enterprises is contemplated,
CEQA does require that an analysis be made of the potential physical impacts that will result
from the closure of businesses currently in the area. The boarded up store fronts that will result
in the area are in fact a significant environmental impact that must be analyzed in the DEIR, and
that impact and analysis is wholly absent from the DEIR.

There can be no question that it is highly likely that Diamond Springs will economically become
an Old West Ghost Town, once the Project with its attendant commercial development is
completed. The 2007 Missouri Flat Retail Market Absorption Study conclusively demonstrates SOC-11
that the provisioning of large scale commercial development outside of downtown Placerville
(the north side of Highway 50 at Missouri Flat in particular) has decimated retail activity in
Placerville. With the present project the County is proposing to bring this devastation to the
south side of the Missouri Flat/Highway 50 interchange as well. A similar impact on “old town”
economic activity can be seen in the effects of rerouting of traffic to a highway bypass in the
Town of Sutter Creek, which has suffered a 50% decrease in taxable sales since the bypass
around that town was completed.

All this empirical evidence demonstrates that there is a high probability that the small town
merchants in Diamond Springs will be severely impacted if the present Project is implemented
in the form presented in the DEIR. CEQA demands that those impacts be analyzed in the DEIR
and they are wholly missing in the present case. Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson
(2005), 130 Cal. App. 4" 1175,_Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield
(2004), 124 Cal App. 4" 1184.

QOak Tree Replacement as Mitigation:

The 1:1 and 2:1 replacement ratios for removed mature oaks, or the payment into a
“conservation” fund, does not in fact mitigate the adverse effects caused by the oak removal
contemplated by the project. As anyone cognizant of the slow growth of oak trees can attest,
the planting of oaks of small size, and then requiring only an 80% survival rate to be deemed
“success”, will leave the area denuded of tree cover for years to come. This is not only
adversely affects the plants and animals that are oak coverage dependent, but will change for
years the visual aesthetics of the area. Further, as only mature oak trees really function as
“carbon sinks”, while immature growing trees do not, the greenhouse gas emissions for the
project will be adversely affected by only a minimal oak tree replacement program.

SOC-12

SOC-13

Aesthetics:

While beauty may reside in the eyes of the beholder, the County General Plan enumerates a

number of stated aesthetic goals for this part of the County, among which are the preservation

of the rural or semi-rural character of the rolling oak hillsides and small town character of the SOC-14
communities of the region.
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Policy 2.4.1.1: Design control combining zone districts shall be expanded for
commercial and multiple family zoning districts to include identified Communities, Rural
Centers, historic districts, and scenic corridors.

Policy.2.4.1.2: The County shall develop community design guidelines in concert with
members of each community which will detail specific qualities and features unique to
the community as Planning staff and funds are available. Each plan shall contain design
guidelines to be used in project site review of all discretionary project permits. Such
plans may be developed for Rural Centers to the extent possible. The guidelines shall
include, but not be limited to, the following criteria:

A. Historic preservation

B. Streetscape elements and improvements

C. Signage

D. Maintenance of existing scenic road and riparian corridors

E. ; Compatible architectural design

F. Designs for landmark land uses

G. Outdoor art

Policy 2.5.1.1: Low intensity land uses shall be incorporated into new development
projects to provide for the physical and visual separation of communities. Low intensity
land uses may include any one or a combination of the following: parks and natural
open space areas, special setbacks, parkways, landscaped roadway buffers, natural
landscape features, and transitional development densities.

Policy 2.5.1.2: Greenbelts or other means of community separation shall be included
within a specific plan and may include any of the following; preserved open space,
parks, agricultural districts, wildlife habitat, rare plant preserves riparian corridors, and
designated Natural Resource areas.

Policy 2.6.1.1: A Scenic Corridor Ordinance shall be prepared and adopted for the

purpose of establishing standards for the protection of identified scenic local roads and

State highways. The ordinance shall incorporate standards that address at a minimum

the following:

Mapped inventory of sensitive views and view sheds within the entire County;

Criteria for designations of scenic corridors;

State Scenic Highway criteria;

Limitations on incompatible land uses;

Design guidelines for project site review, with the exception of single family

residential and agricultural uses;

Identification of foreground and background;

Long distance view sheds with the built environment;

H. Placement of public utility distribution and transmission facilities and wireless
communication structures;

I. A program for visual resource management for various landscape types,
including guidelines for and restrictions on ridgeline development;

moow>
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J. Residential setbacks established at the 60 CNEL noise contour line along State
highways, the local County scenic roads, and along the roads within the Gold
Rush Parkway and Action Program;

K. Restrict sound walls within the foreground area of a scenic corridor;

and ' '

L. Grading and earthmoving standards for the foreground area.

Policy 2.6.1.2: Until such time as the Scenic Corridor Ordinance is adopted, the County
shall review all projects within designated State Scenic Highway corridors for compliance
with State criteria.

Policy 2.6.1.3: Discretionary projects reviewed prior to the adoption of the Scenic
Corridor Ordinance, that would be visible from any of the important public scenic
viewpoints identified in Table 5.3-1 and Exhibit 5.3-1 of the El Dorado County General
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, shall be subject to design review, and Policies
2.6.1.4, 2.6.1.5, and 2.6.1.6 shall be applicable to such projects until scenic corridors
have been established.

Policy 2.6.1.6: A Scenic Corridor (-SC) Combining Zone District shall be applied to all
lands within an identified scenic corridor. (Community participation shall be encouraged
in identifying those corridors and developing the regulations.

Policy 2.6.1.8: In addition to the items referenced in Policy 2.6.1.1, the Scenic Corridor
Ordinance shall consider those portions of Highway 49 through El Dorado County that
are appropriate for scenic highway designation and pursue nomination for designation
as such by Caltrans.

Policy TC-1w: New streets and improvements to existing rural roads necessitated by
new development shall be designed to minimize visual impacts, preserve rural character,
and ensure neighborhood quality to the maximum extent possible consistent with the
needs of emergency access, on street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety.

The Project clearly does not consider these policies, and if the County policies enumerated are
deemed to constitute “thresholds” of environmental significance, then the Project clearly violates
or exceeds these thresholds, and has a decidedly negative impact on the aesthetics of the area.

Dark Skies become Dark Stars:

The DEIR is wholly silent on what has become a major issue in both rural and urban
development-—-the disappearance of the “night sky” due to the “sky glow” that results from light
pollution. This has a number of effects that are adverse---from the inability of people within its
ambit to clearly see the stars and constellations at night; because it probably interferes with both
animal migration pattern instincts, and may well contribute to sleep disorders in humans. In all
events, compiling the night lighting effects from the project, the existing Missouri Flat
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developments, and the creep up the Sierra slope of a 24 hour per day illumination pattern SocC-15
stretching from at least Sacramento to Missouri Flat, is nowhere even discussed in the DEIR. CONT

Project Alternatives not studied:

CEQA requires that a reasonable range of project alternatives be reviewed and analyzed in the
context of the preparation of an EIR. Although the Project is perhaps the most destructive to the
Diamond Springs area of those analyzed in the DEIR, what is not analyzed in that document is
the alternative of simply utilizing Bradley Drive and extending it to Missouri Flat.

This alternative will be far less destructive to the environment and the economic base of the
Diamond Springs community than any of the alternatives presented in the DEIR. Since it
appears that the Project, if implemented, will still leave levels of service at almost identical levels
as if no project had been implemented in the first place (Table 4.12-6), the proposed Project js
useless as a long term traffic “fix” for the area (if indeed such a fix is needed at all) and therefore
the sole purpose of the Project seems to be to open up new land areas for growth and
development, all impacts that the DEIR fails to study or account for.

Selection of the EIR Consultant:

CEQA does permit the hiring by the County of an EIR consultant previously hired by the
developer of a project for which the EIR is being prepared. However, the County Conflict of
Interest Code requires the department head in charge of an EIR to review the consultant's prior
involvement with that developer (or other developers or project proponents of the Project) and
make a determination that the facts of the particular case warrant the County in hiring the
consultant. We do not believe that any such analysis was conducted in the present case, and
that the hiring of the DEIR consultant was not appropriate.

We request that the County withdraw the present DEIR from further processing at this time until
the issues raised above have been satisfactorily resolved.

Respectfully,

Jave @w@ﬂmﬂ}

Save Our County

Sue Taylor
Contact Person
530-391-2190
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Save Our County (SOC)

Response to SOC-1

The commentor provided introductory text to preface the comment letter. No further response is
necessary.

Response to SOC-2

The commentor questioned the appropriateness of MBA being the Draft EIR author when MBA was
also hired by one of the major landowners in the area who “stands to directly and munificently benefit
from the project.”

The comment is not a CEQA-related issue. Concerns regarding conflict of interest will be addressed
in the staff report to the Board of Supervisors.

Response to SOC-3

The commentor stated that the project description as included in the Draft EIR did not fully describe
the proposed project because it does not include a description of development that would occur after
the completion of the roadway project. The commentor indicated that the proposed project is being
completed for the benefit of developers and landowners of parcels along the proposed Parkway, and
that the project description should include the environmental impacts of the development of those
parcels. The commentor references Draft EIR Objective 1c as proof that the proposed project has
been established for the benefit of retail development.

The proposed Diamond Springs Parkway is a roadway project that has been identified as necessary in
the General Plan to facilitate the growth identified to occur over the next 20 years. As required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the project description provides a complete description of the
proposed roadway project, including SR-49 improvements, frontage road, Truck-Bradley connector,
traffic signals, potential underground utility district and/or utility relocations, water lines, bike path
and bike lanes, sidewalks, bus turnouts and parking lot. The proposed project does not include
commercial development. The proposed project has independent utility from any one development
project developed in the surrounding area and is intended to serve all anticipated future growth. Any
proposed commercial development in the area will (or in the case of the currently proposed Diamond
Dorado Retail Center has) undergo its own environmental review, which analyzes the impacts of that
development, including the development’s impacts on traffic and roadway infrastructure.

The proposed Diamond Springs Parkway was originally analyzed in the Master Circulation and
Funding Plan EIR" at a programmatic level. The MC&FP was prepared and adopted by the County in
order to provide a comprehensive and coordinated approach to address both existing traffic
congestion in the Missouri Flat Area and the issue of providing capacity for future development in the
Missouri Flat Area. Because the proposed project was initially evaluated under the MC&FP EIR,

! Missouri Flat Area Master Circulation and Financial Plan (MC&FP) and Sundance Plaza and El Dorado Villages
Shopping Center Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, EDAW, 1998.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Obijective 1c, to support anticipated development, was included as an objective of the proposed
project. Objective 1c states that an objective of the project is to improve roadway capacities “to
support” anticipated retail/commercial development as envisioned in the MC&FP and incorporated
into the 2004 General Plan.

A developer has submitted an application to EI Dorado County for a Planned Development hamed
Diamond Dorado Retail Center, located on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 051-250-12, -46, -51, and -54.
The Diamond Dorado Retail Center is being fully analyzed under a separate EIR and will receive
discretionary consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.

All future development would be required to conduct independent analyses, as applicable under
CEQA. Additionally, the development of commercial use along the Parkway would at minimum
require discretionary review by the Board of Supervisors for a conditional use permit, or a General
Plan amendment and rezoning.

Response to SOC-4

The commentor cited City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg (187 Cal. App. 3d 1325),
indicating that public infrastructure development that would trigger or permit the further development
of properties should include the cumulative environmental impacts of that development in the
project’s EIR.

The case of City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg was based upon a writ of mandate
to prepare an EIR in place of a prepared Negative Declaration for the construction of a roadway.
Preparation of an EIR requires the discussion of growth inducement and cumulative impacts, whereas
a Negative Declaration does not. The deciding court opined that because future development could
occur as a result of the roadway an EIR must be prepared. Unlike the court case referenced, a Draft
EIR, not a Negative Declaration, has been prepared for the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway
project. The proposed project has been sized to accommaodate forecasted growth (and thereby future
development) as defined in the General Plan through 2025 extrapolated to 2030, as detailed in Section
4-12, Traffic and Transportation of the Traffic Information Reissuance.

The deciding court also opined that the CEQA document prepared for the project in question under
City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg must evaluate future development that is
reasonably likely to occur as a result of the roadway questioned in the court case but because the
exact nature of the future development cannot be known, it can only be considered generally. The
Draft EIR for the proposed Parkway project considered future development as appropriate and
directed by CEQA Guidelines in its Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Section 6.3,
Cumulative Effects. The deciding court did not indicate that the consideration of future development
under growth-inducing impacts or cumulative effects was unacceptable.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

As stated in Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Draft EIR, the potential for the proposed
project to result in the development of adjacent parcels is considered. It is concluded that the
proposed Parkway and associated improvements would allow for and facilitate future growth as
allowed by the General Plan. Future growth included in the General Plan has been previously
analyzed under CEQA in the General Plan EIR. Furthermore, the consideration of potential future
development can only be discussed under the growth inducing or cumulative impacts section of an
EIR because future growth is foreseeable only in general terms; specific development is not proposed
by the County, is speculative and is subject to discretionary action with public input.

Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative Effects, considers the overall cumulative impacts of the proposed
project taken together with other past, present, and probable future projects, including the Diamond
Dorado Retail Center. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has considered reasonably foreseeable future
projects that may occur as a result of the proposed project.

Response to SOC-5
The commentor stated the development of the commercial properties that would result from the
proposed project should be included in the Draft EIR’s project description.

Refer to Response SOC-3.

Response to SOC-6

The commentor stated that because the second phase of the proposed project is currently unfunded,
the proposed roadway and waterline improvements would be left “half-completed.” The commentor
stated that there is no assessment of the potential environmental impacts, including those related to
traffic, that may occur as a result of what the commentor claims would be a partially completed
project. The commentor further stated that if the proposed Parkway is constructed in two phases,
there would be two sets of construction impacts related to noise, dust, glare, landscape alteration. The
commentor asserted that dual phasing of the proposed project would result in constraints on adjacent
landowners in relation to use or improvement of their properties, including the procurement of
financing for such improvements.

The Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 1 (including SR-49 Phase 1 improvements) is included in, and
thereby funded by, the County's Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program (TIM) and current 10-year
Capital Improvement Program (CIP); Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 2 (not including SR-49 Phase
2 improvements) is also included in, and thereby funded by, the TIM and in the CIP as a future
project to be completed after 2018/2019. In addition, 85 percent of sales tax from new retail sales
development within the area defined by the Missouri Flat Area Master Circulation and Funding Plan
(MC&FP) is collected to fund the development of circulation infrastructure in the Missouri Flat area.
Furthermore, the County actively pursues additional funding sources for roadway projects. The EID
Intertie Improvements (waterline improvements) would likely be constructed during Phase 1 of the
project; however, this is up to the discretion of EID and their coordination with DOT. Note that the
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Intertie Improvements are included in the EID 5-year Capital Improvement Plan, approved by the
EID Board of Directors on November 8, 2010, under the title Highway 49 Intertie Improvements
(04008E). Accordingly, both phases of the project are or will be funded and the project would not be
left “half-completed.”

The potential phasing of the proposed project is generally described and discussed in the Traffic
Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, page 3-48. Phase 1 of Diamond Springs
Parkway is a 2-lane arterial; Phase 1 of Diamond Road (SR-49) is a major 2-lane highway.
Improvements to Diamond Road (SR-49) were initially required as mitigation for the construction of
the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway project. However, to simplify the project description and
analysis of environmental impacts, mitigation measures required by Caltrans for Diamond Road (SR-
49) were included in the proposed project. As such, certain Phase 1 improvements to Diamond Road
(SR-49) must be completed concurrently with Phase 1 of the Diamond Springs Parkway.

The analysis of potential environmental impacts were completed for the entire 4-lane roadway. The
analyses determined that all temporary and permanent impacts can be mitigated for the “ultimate” 4-
lane roadway.

Roadway improvements are often built in phases. Where needed and appropriate, impacts resulting
from the proposed project were considered and analyzed in phases. For example, the proposed Phase
1 improvements and resulting Phase 1 roadway configuration was analyzed in both Section 4.12,
Traffic and Transportation and the supporting Traffic Impact Analysis (refer to Draft EIR Appendix
M). Results of the analysis indicated that Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 1 improvements would be
sufficient for forecasted traffic volumes through 2020; SR-49 Phase 1 improvements would be
sufficient for forecasted traffic volumes until 2030. The phasing of the project was also used in the
determination of air quality impacts (refer to Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality), which were
determined to be less than significant after mitigation.

In many cases, the impacts, or mitigation measures, would be the same whether the proposed project
is phased or not. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a provides preconstruction surveys,
exclusionary fencing and construction practices to protect the California red-legged frog; Mitigation
Measure 4.5-3 requires that a standard inadvertent discovery clause be included in the construction
contract for the protection of paleontological resources. These mitigation measures would be
required during both phases of the project; thereby ensuring impacts are less than significant.

For other areas, impacts and mitigation measures are related to specific parcels or the construction
footprint. Therefore, if the project is phased, the impacts for temporary construction and “permanent”
impacts, are the same or lessened with the reduced construction footprint of each phase. For example,
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4A relates specifically to removal of contaminated soils on the Bahlman
Parcel, which would occur when either phase of the project would disturb soils on the referenced
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

parcel. Similarly, Mitigation Measure 4.7-5e requires preconstruction sampling for agricultural
chemicals and hydrocarbons where soil is to be disturbed.

Although the actual construction and phasing are dependent on available funding, the environmental
document adequately includes and analyzes the potential phasing of the project.

Regarding impacts that would occur if Phase 2 is never completed, the proposed project is the
construction of both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the roadway and associated improvements. Diamond
Springs Parkway Phase 1 improvements are forecast to mitigate unacceptable levels of service for
over ten years and will be mitigated for its environmental impacts. SR-49 Phase 1 improvements are
forecast to provide acceptable level of service until 2030 and will also be mitigated for its
environmental impacts. Phase 1 improvements may provide a longer duration of congestion relief
than forecasted depending on actual development. Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 2 improvements
are funded and scheduled for future construction. SR-49 Phase 2 improvements are not needed until
2030; SR-49 Phase 2 improvements are not funded as they are outside the 2025 forecast year for the
current 2004 General Plan and the corresponding TIM Fee Program.

The proposed project encompasses the full 4-lane buildout within the proposed right-of-way
alignment as shown on Exhibits 3-5d through 3-5n of the Traffic Information Reissuance. With
approval of the proposed project, the land rights required for the project will become "constrained" as
future right of way. The affected property owners have been provided notice of the Draft EIR, which
discusses right of way acquisitions in the Traffic Information Reissuance on page 3-48.

Response to SOC-7

The commentor stated that the growth inducing impacts of the proposed EID Intertie was not included
in the Draft EIR, stating the only reference to such impacts were included on page 4.1-5. The
commentor stated that consistency with a General Plan does not excuse the analysis of potential
environmental impacts related to the EID Intertie project.

The growth inducing impacts of the proposed EID Intertie were considered in the Draft EIR Section
6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, last paragraph. To provide clarity, language on Draft EIR page 4.1-5
has been revised in the Final EIR Section 4, Errata, to reflect the growth-inducing discussion included
in Draft EIR Section 6.2.

The environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the proposed EID Intertie are
considered in the Draft EIR under separate heading in each resource area. Further, as described in
Draft EIR Section 6.2, Growth Inducing Impacts, the proposed EID Intertie Improvements would
increase existing water supply reliability to an area already served by EID and provide water for
future growth that has been planned for in the 2004 County General Plan. The future growth included
in the General Plan has been previously analyzed in the General Plan EIR. As such, the EID Intertie
Improvements would allow for future growth, but only as included and allowed by the General Plan.
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Response to SOC-8

The commentor stated that the impacts of EID’s planned improvements are not considered in the
General Plan or its accompanying EIR, and no impact analysis completed by EID is incorporated by
reference into the proposed project’s Draft EIR.

The specific impacts of EID's proposed waterline included in the proposed project are not addressed
in the General Plan or its accompanying EIR. Environmental impacts from EID's proposed
waterlines are considered in this EIR, which includes the Draft EIR. Each impact analysis includes a
statement specific to the proposed waterlines under the heading, “EID Intertie Improvements.”
Language in the Draft EIR, on page 6-2 references future growth, including the provision of utilities
such as waterlines required for future growth, as planned for in the 2004 County General Plan.

However, the proposed EID improvements included in the proposed project are consistent with
General Plan. The EID improvements are consistent with Goal 5.2 of the General Plan that requires
“the development or acquisition of an adequate water supply consistent with the geographical
distribution or location of future land uses and planned developments.” As analyzed in the General
Plan EIR, increases in new residential, commercial, and industrial development, would result in
increased water demand. The population and employment growth projections included in the El
Dorado County General Plan EIR were used to develop the water demand projections analyzed in the
General Plan EIR. As stated in Section 4.13, Utilities and Services, of the Draft EIR, EID has
indicated that existing water infrastructure in the project vicinity is currently undersized and would
thereby require expansion to appropriately serve the surrounding existing and future land uses as
contemplated under the General Plan. Further, the inclusion of the proposed EID improvements in
the proposed project adheres to General Plan Policy 5.1.1.1 which specifically states that the CIP for
the County road system shall be coordinated with the long-range infrastructure plan of services and
utilities such as the water provision facilities.

Response to SOC-9
The commentor stated that the growth inducing impacts of commercial and industrial development in
the vicinity of the proposed project should have been considered in the Draft EIR.

Within Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, the potential for the proposed project to result in the
development of adjacent parcels is considered and concludes that the proposed Parkway and
associated roadway improvements would allow for future growth anticipated and analyzed in the
General Plan.

The proposed Parkway and associated improvements are sized for future growth, but only as
indicated and considered in the General Plan. Both the General Plan land use designation and the
County’s Zoning Code designate areas immediately surrounding the Parkway as industrial. The
traffic forecasting is based on growth as defined in the General Plan through 2025 and extrapolated to
2030, as detailed in Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation of the Traffic Information Reissuance
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and the supporting Traffic Impact Analysis (refer to Draft EIR Appendix M). However, the Traffic
Impact Analysis indicates that the smaller, two-lane Parkway would be sufficient for forecasted
growth through at least 2020 thereby allowing the full four-lane Parkway to be constructed at a later
date in response to future growth.

It is reasonable to conclude that increased circulation in the area would foster further development on
adjacent properties. However, the development of industrially-designated lands with any other land
use would at minimum require a conditional use permit, or a General Plan amendment and rezoning,
both of which may or may not be approved at the discretion of the County. Additionally, any future
development would be required to conduct independent analyses, as applicable under CEQA.

Response to SOC-10
The commentor alleges that the Draft EIR contains “future mitigations” or mitigations that are to be
developed in the future that involve discretionary judgments.

With respect to “future mitigations” the commentor referenced the development of a traffic
management plan (no mitigation measure associated), conformance with the Oak Woodland
Management Plan (OWMP) (Mitigation Measure 4.4-5), a work plan to evaluate contamination
present on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 327-270-04 also known as the Bahlman property
(Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a), and development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
(no mitigation measure associated). The commentor stated that the “future mitigations” would be
developed outside the public review process and are therefore, not consistent with CEQA.

Two of the referenced “future mitigations” (the traffic management plan and SWPPP) are not
included as mitigations under the Draft EIR, but are included as components of the proposed project
description. The project-specific components of the traffic management plan and SWPPP have been
described as accurately as possible, however details depend upon the chosen contractor's operations
and specific details regarding project construction. The EIR contains as detailed information as is
feasible at this stage. Providing detailed procedures and steps regarding the implementation of the
proposed project’s traffic management plan and SWPPP would be speculative because they would
require a level of detail currently unknown regarding the proposed project (e.g., final design), and
may limit DOT in implementing the project in the most appropriate and environmentally-sensitive
manner. As indicated in the Draft EIR on page 4.3-22, the project would be constructed in
accordance with the Public Contracts Code of the State of California, the State of California
Department of Transportation Standard Plans, and Standard Specifications, and the Contract, Project
Plans, and Project Special Provisions under development by DOT. The referenced standards provide
directives and include standard measures that are known to reduce impacts to less than significant.
Compliance with the aforementioned regulations and standards is not optional and, as such, requires
that the traffic management plan and SWPPP be implemented thereby reducing impacts to less than
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significant. Therefore, it is not included as mitigation and would be developed in accordance with
applicable specifications as required.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, would require DOT to comply with the County’s OWMP by retaining the
required percentage of trees on site and replanting at a 1:1 ratio (Option A) or by paying for off site
retention at a 2:1 ratio (Option B). Both of these options have already been developed in the County-
approved OWMP.

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4a, would require DOT to work with El Dorado County Environmental
Management Department to evaluate and remove and/or dispose of up to 4 feet of onsite site soils or
other remedial actions as agreed upon that remediate oil-impacted soil on the Bahaman parcel, APN
327-270-04, prior to the commencement of construction activities.

These mitigation measures include performance standards that would appropriately guide
implementation.

Response to SOC-11

The commentor indicated that the proposed project would result in blight in the community of
Diamond Springs because traffic would be re-routed along the Parkway (instead of utilizing Pleasant
Valley Road [SR-49] through Diamond Springs) and large retail stores would be developed along the
Parkway. The commentor stated that potential financial impacts to businesses in Diamond Springs
resulting from the proposed project should be analyzed in the Draft EIR.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, ordinarily economic effects of a project are not
treated as significant environmental effects. However, if the economic effects result in physical
changes to the environment, such as contributing to the physical deterioration of a blighted area, the
EIR should discuss those physical changes. Blight is defined as physical deterioration that is so
prevalent and substantial it impairs the proper utilization of affected real estate or the health, safety,
and welfare of the surrounding community. Physical deterioration includes, but is not limited to,
abnormally high business vacancies, abandoned buildings and commercial sites, boarded doors and
windows, parked trucks and long term unauthorized use of properties and parking lots, extensive gang
or offensive graffiti painted on buildings, dumping of refuse or overturned dumpsters on properties,
dead trees or shrubbery, and uncontrolled weed growth or homeless encampments.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b) establishes that a project’s economic impacts on a community
are considered significant only if they can be tied to direct physical impacts. In Bakersfield Citizens
for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield, the Appellate Court generally described urban decay (also
referred to as blight) as “land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of store closures and long-term
vacancies, ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and leaving decaying shells in their wake.”
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SR-49 would still direct traffic through the downtown Diamond Springs area, thereby allowing local
and regional travelers to pass through Diamond Springs. While the reduction in vehicle trips
resulting from the proposed Parkway may result in a slight reduction in pass-by trips to businesses
located on Pleasant Valley Road between Missouri Flat Road and Diamond Road (SR-49), there is no
evidence that the reduction would be significant enough to cause blight as defined above.

The proposed project would reduce the number of vehicle trips through downtown Diamond Springs.
As shown on Table 4.12-5 in the Draft EIR, the number of trips under the existing (2010) plus project
scenario, would be reduced from an existing (2010) 1,833 vehicles during the peak hour (vph) (LOS
F) to 988 vph (LOS D). As shown on Table 4.12-6, the number of trips under the cumulative (2030)
plus project scenario would be reduced from 2,350 vph (LOS F) to 1,515 vph (LOS E). Under each
scenario, the LOS of the Pleasant Valley Road segment between Missouri Flat Road and Diamond
Road (SR-49) improves.

Response to SOC-12

The commentor stated that Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, which requires compliance with the Oak
Woodland Management Plan via replacement or payment of in-lieu fees, would not mitigate the
adverse effects caused by oak tree removal. The commentor stated that the slow growth of oak trees
in combination with the required 80 percent survival rate would leave the project area “denuded of
tree cover for years,” and that further biological and aesthetic impacts would occur.

Consistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Management Plan (OWMP), the Draft EIR identifies
potential impact to oaks in terms of acres of lost canopy and does not provide a description of the
specific number of individual trees that would potentially be removed or otherwise impacted.
Consequently, the specific number of trees required to be removed as a result of the proposed project
is currently unknown. The maximum potential acreage of canopy removal has been estimated and is
shown in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Exhibit 4.4-4. DOT and its contractors would
remove as few trees as possible to allow for the construction of the proposed project and to ensure
safety during roadway operation.

Tree replacement would occur in compliance with the OWMP, which constitutes an effective
performance standard, thus ensuring adequate mitigation. Furthermore, the OWMP acknowledges
that the replacement of trees, however numerous, are small when planted and require many years to
attain the size of trees that were removed.

Response to SOC-13

The commentor stated that mature oak trees function as carbon sinks, while immature, growing trees
do not; therefore, the greenhouse gas emissions of the project would be adversely affected by a
“minimal oak tree replacement program.”
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Young oak trees possess a greater potential for carbon storage over their lifetime than an existing,
mature oak tree. As stated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), carbon accumulation in
forests eventually reaches a saturation point, beyond which additional carbon skinning (sequestration)
is no longer possible. This happens, for example, when trees reach maturity.?> Although young oak
trees grow slowly for the first 20 years or so, the total potential for carbon sequestration is great over
the lifetime of the tree.

Greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the project, as considered in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air
Quality, would remain constant with or without the removal or replanting of proposed trees. While
the removal of large trees within the project site would eliminate potential future carbon sinking by
existing trees, the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the proposed project would not change as a
result of their removal. As stated above, the young oaks do function as carbon sinks. Therefore, the
oak tree replacement program would, provide a viable method for carbon sequestration.

Response to SOC-14

The commentor stated that the proposed project does not consider several of the County’s General
Plan goals and policies related to the aesthetics of the County. The commentor provided a list of
policies associated with several goals.

The majority of the General Plan policies listed by the commentor are not applicable to the proposed
project because it consists of roadway and infrastructure improvements and is therefore not regulated
by zoning regulations such as design control districts (2.4.1.1 and 2.6.1.6), development design
guidelines (2.4.1.2), or development intensities (2.5.1.1 and 2.5.1.2). Other listed General Plan
policies (2.6.1.1) provide direction to the County to create ordinances or regulations (2.6.1.1 and
2.6.1.8). Other polices are related to designated State Scenic Highway corridors (2.6.1.2), which the
proposed project is not.

The commentor also listed Policy TC-1w, which indicates that new streets and improvements to
existing rural roads necessitated by new development shall be designed to minimize visual impacts,
preserve rural character, and ensure neighborhood quality to the maximum extent possible consistent
with the needs of emergency access, on-street parking, and vehicular and pedestrian safety. The
proposed project is not necessitated by a single new development, but has been planned for and
anticipated in the General Plan and MC&FP for over 15 years (refer to Draft EIR Section 2.1.1,
Overview). Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR discussed impacts to visual
impacts. As such, the proposed project has considered Policy TC-1w.

Lastly, the commenter cited Policy 2.6.1.3, which indicates that discretionary projects reviewed prior
to the adoption of the Scenic Corridor Ordinance, that would be visible from any of the important
public scenic viewpoints identified in Table 5.3-1 and Exhibit 5.3-1 of the EI Dorado County General

2 Environmental Protection Agency. Carbon Sequestration in Agriculture and Forestry: Frequent Questions. Website:
http://www.epa.gov/sequestration/fag.html Accessed September 16, 2010.
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Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, shall be subject to design review. As noted in the Draft
EIR, Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR, The proposed project would not
Ccross, or come in proximity to, any areas identified as a scenic viewpoint as shown in the EI Dorado
County General Plan Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5.3.1. Furthermore, the project site is not included in Table
5.3.1 of the County General Plan Draft EIR.

In summary, the proposed project does consider applicable General Plan Goals and Policies as
applicable.

Response to SOC-15
The commentor stated that the Draft EIR should discuss the proposed project’s impacts on “dark
skies,” and that the potential impacts resulting from the proposed project’s lighting are not analyzed.

As described in Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, the proposed project
would include signalized (stop-light controlled) intersections at the Missouri Flat Road / Diamond
Springs Parkway intersection, Diamond Springs Parkway / Throwita Way intersection, and Diamond
Springs Parkway and Diamond Road (SR-49) intersection. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.2,
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, new roadways constructed by the County of EI Dorado do not include
the provision of street lighting. As such, new sources of lighting along the proposed Parkway would
be installed only at signalized intersections and as necessary for traffic safety purposes. Street
lighting is not included in the County’s Design standards and the County does not currently fund or
have a funding mechanism for the long-term maintenance of lighting. As such, the proposed project
does not include street lighting beyond that of the signalized intersections. As indicated under Draft
EIR Impact 4.2.-4, the project site and its vicinity contains substantial existing nighttime lighting.
Under the proposed project, improvements to existing roadways would not introduce new sources of
light and glare beyond what is currently present. While new lighting would be introduced from cars
traveling along the new Parkway, there is only one residence, which may be exposed to car lights
from the new Parkway. However, this residence is a non-conforming land use on industrially zoned
land, and is currently exposed to existing industrially related lighting. Residences along Diamond
Road (SR-49) would benefit from the increased distance of the realigned roadway and proposed
frontage road, thereby diminishing impacts related to light emanating from cars. As such, the Draft
EIR has assessed the proposed project’s impacts related to lighting and has concluded that such
impacts would be less than significant.

Response to SOC-16

The commentor indicated that of the alternatives considered, the proposed project is the most
environmentally damaging and provided an additional alternative that would extend Bradley Drive
west to Missouri Flat Road. The commentor expressed that a Bradley Drive alternative would be the
least destructive to the environment and the economy of Diamond Springs.
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As shown in Table 5-1 and discussed on page 5-26 through 5-27 of Section 5, Alternatives, of the
Draft EIR, the proposed project is not the most environmentally damaging. Both Alternative A and
Alternative B would result in greater environmental impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, land
use, and traffic and transportation.

The extension of Bradley Drive west to Missouri Flat Road has been rejected as a project alternative
for several reasons. Utilizing only the existing Bradley Drive right-of-way would restrict the
proposed project to a substandard two-lane roadway and would not meet the primary goal of the
project set forth in Objective 1a, to reduce the existing and future traffic congestion along Pleasant
Valley Road and Missouri Flat Road.

Although this alignment would avoid further disturbance to an area between Throwita Way and
Diamond Road (SR-49)—an area that is already highly disturbed and contains marginal tree
canopy—it would not substantially decrease environmental impacts, such as those to oak woodlands,
and would not increase the achievement of Objective le regarding reduced biological impacts.

There is no evidence that a Bradley Drive alternative would be better for the Diamond Springs
economy; in any event, economic impacts are not analyzed in an EIR without a showing of physical
effects from the economic effects (see Response to SOC-12).

Response to SOC-17

The commentor referenced Traffic Information Reissuance Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation,
Table 4.12-6, indicating that the proposed project would result in traffic levels that are similar to what
would occur under the No Project Alternative.

Table 4.12-6 compares intersection LOS between the Cumulative Scenario and the Cumulative Plus
Project Scenario in year 2030. As shown on the table, six intersections located north of the proposed
project on Missouri Flat Road would experience similar LOS with or without the proposed project.
Such results are expected, as the proposed project is intended to improve LOS on Pleasant Valley
Road (SR-49) to the south of the Parkway and therefore would not impact LOS to the north. The
proposed project would improve LOS at six intersections located along Missouri Flat Road, Pleasant
Valley Road (SR-49), and Diamond Road (SR-49). Accordingly, the proposed project would not
result in traffic levels similar to that of the No Project Alternative. Further comparison of the
proposed project to the No Project Alternative’s traffic impacts are discussed in Draft EIR Section 5,
Alternatives, page 5-12.

Response to SOC-18

The commentor references the El Dorado County Conflict of Interest Code, which requires the
County to review a consultant’s involvement with a developer, when that consultant may be hired to
prepare an EIR for the developer’s project.
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Issues related to conflict of interest are not environmental impacts and therefore are not discussed
under the purview of CEQA. Concerns regarding conflict of interest will be addressed in the staff
report to the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors.
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RICHARD J. BOYLAN, Ph.D., LLC
Post Office Box 1009

Diamond Springs, CA 95619

drboylan@sbcaglobal.net

(530) 621-2674
July 28, 2010

Written and Oral Testimony

Statement of Deficiencies in Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) on the Diamond Springs Parkway Project

This commentary focuses on Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.

The DEIR makes the categorical and false assertion that the "Construction and
use of the proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impact
to hydrology or water quality.” (pg. 309; Sec. 4.8.1) This is completely incorrect!

In order to attempt to buttress this absurd conclusion, the DEIR makes false
assertions, such as that "Weber Creek [is an] intermittent stream”. (pg. 311; Sec.
4.8.3) Weber Creek is a perennial stream.

Even more shocking, the proposed project will disturb, excavate into, and pave
over existing springs, seeps, intermittent creeks, ponds, wetlands and rivulets in
the proposed project site in northern Diamond Springs. Yet astoundingly the
DEIR’s Hydrology and Water Quality Section is silent and omits mention of these
many existing springs, seeps, intermittent creeks, ponds, wetlands and rivulets in
the proposed project area!

Neither does the DEIR address the issue of how disturbance, excavation and
removal of earth, and the imposition of heavy steamrollers and roadbed weight
on the soil will affect the delicate surface and sub-surface waterways around the
proposed project.

How can an EIR purport to address Water Issues and not mention the water
bodies and features around the proposed project site?

These omissions alone warrant that the DEIR be rejected out of hand as fatally
flawed and deficient, and utterly in need of a complete redrafting by competent
environmental scientists.
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The incompetence of this DEIR is further illustrated by its statement that "There
are no water bodies in the Diamond Springs area listed on the 2006 Clean Water
Act 303(d) list of impaired water bodies. Furthermore, none of the tributaries
within the project study area are listed on the 2006 Clean Water Act 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies. As such, no Total Maximum Daily Load requirements are
in effect for any surface water bodies in or adjacent to the project site. (pg. 311,
Sec. 4.8.4) The defective DEIR seems to want to say that if any water bodies and
courses in the project area are not polluted, then we don’t have to pay any
attention to them. THIS IS GROSS INCOMPETENCE! Thus, the Draft EIR
utterly fails to meet its stated Objective le. "Protect natural resources,
including local wetlands, riparian features, and oak woodlands by aligning the
project to avoid these features, to the extent feasible."

The DEIR admits that significant environmental effects include "Substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site". The proposed project would do precisely such alteration and increase of
run-off, as detailed on Pg. 317, Sec. 4.8.9.

The DEIR admits that the project has the potential to violate a water quality
standards or

waste discharge requirement. The Impact Analysis acknowledges that the
proposed project may result in an increase of pollutants in local storm water
discharge associated with construction and use of the proposed project. This
would be in violation of local, regional, and State water quality standards and
waste discharge requirements. (Pg. 318, Sec. 4.8.10)

Furthermore, the proposed project would increase the amount of impervious
surface area available for contact with storm water runoff (wet and dry weather
flows). According to the MC&FP EIR, a 70 percent increase in the runoff
coefficient would be anticipated with the conversion of the relatively undeveloped
project area to retail uses.(pg. 320, Sec. 4.8.12)

The County's contractor would be required to prepare and conform to a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and obtain a NPDES permit. (Pg. 321,
Sec. 4.8.13)

The DEIR falsely asserts a-priori in the Significance Determination Before
Mitigation statement that water quality degradation would be "Less than
significant” (sic).(pg. 321, Sec 4.8.13) The DEIR statement does not make sense,
since the DEIR goes on to recite mitigation measures that will be necessary.
Detail the procedures needed to prevent pollution in our area.

"The proposed EID Intertie Improvements would result in additional contribution
of pollutants during construction that by itself would not be significant, but in
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combination with other project components would contribute to significant
impacts related to water quality standards." This Cumulative Effect is rightly
noted, but then the DEIR blithely asserts without proof that construction under
the NPDES permit and SWPPP will automatically avoid significant degradation of
water quality. Where is the proof? Detailed procedures and steps are needed.

The DEIR admits that roadway improvements would result in increased
impervious

surfaces that would alter the existing drainage patterns and storm water quality.
The MC&FP EIR also concluded that the resulting drainage alterations may
increase the potential for flooding in Weber Creek between Placerville and the
South Fork American River. (Pg. 323, Sec. 4.8.15)

The DEIR claims that vague mitigation measures would "minimize" the increased
flooding potential, but does not address the cumulative impact of this and other
past and future road projects in the Weber Creek drainage which, taken together,
significantly increase such flood potential. CEQA requires a Cumulative Impact
Analysis!

The DEIR needs to measure and calculate that Cumulative Impact, and has not
done so. Until such cumulative impact study is completed, the DEIR’s "finding" of
"Less than significant impact" cannot be sustained as anything but a bad guess.

The Preliminary Drainage Report indicates that "the proposed roadway drainage
system has been designed to convey a 10-year storm.” (Pg. 324, Sec. 4.8.16)
But what about a 20 year storm? Or a 30-year storm? What erosion, or traffic
safety, issues are presented by such limited capacity in the proposed project”s
drainage?

Certain mitigation measures are described in the Draft EIR as associated with
parking lots associated with retail stores development. The proposed Parkway is
not a retail stores development, and must achieve water quality and water
drainage safety compliance, without regard to whether any retail stores become
located near the Parkway.

In addition to other deficiencies and improper omissions in the DEIR mentioned
by others’ public comments, the above defects in the DEIR suggest that it should
be scrapped, and a genuinely-competent replacement firm, highly-qualified to
perform environmental analysis, should be hired to do the job right.

This Statement of DEIR Deficiencies does not discuss in detail the other adverse
impacts on the physical, social, historical and economic environments which the
proposed Project would have.

The Proposed Project would have negative impacts on: scenic vistas, biological
resources (by hindering and obstructing wildlife corridors and habitat), noise, and
air pollution of neighboring residents.
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The DEIR admits that EI Dorado County is in the process of completing an
Integrated

Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), of which the Oak Woodland
Management Plan will be a part. Yet the DEIR blithely ignores the Land Use and
Planning element’s Environmental Impacts by ignoring its need to list and
address the required elements mandated by state Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan law.

Nowhere does the DEIR adequately address the Growth-Inducing Effect of the
proposed Project, (increased traffic and congestion).

Nor does the DEIR address the inducement to well-connected developers to site
large retail stores along the proposed Parkway. Such foreseeable siting would
adversely affect the economic health of the existing Diamond Springs business
district. And it would change the historical and rural character of the Diamond
Springs community.

For all these reasons, | urge the El Dorado Department of Transportation to
reject this DEIR as utterly deficient and flawed, and as failing to properly assess
the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. And to order that a new Draft
Environmental Impact Report be prepared.

Sincerely,

Richard Boylan, Ph.D.

P.O. Box 1009

Diamond Springs, CA 95619

drboylan@sbcglobal.net

BOYLAN
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Private Individuals

Richard J. Boylan (BOYLAN)

Response to BOYLAN-1

The commentor expressed that the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to
hydrology or water quality, citing that Weber Creek is perennial stream, not an intermittent stream as
stated on Draft EIR page 4.8-3.

The reference to Weber Creek as an intermittent stream was a typographical error and has been
revised in this document’s Section 4, Errata. Furthermore, Weber Creek was described as a major
tributary to the American River, and considered as a perennial stream during the analysis of
stormwater quality and drainage impacts resulting from the proposed project by considering its 100-
year storm flow.

Response to BOYLAN-2

The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not analyze the proposed project’s impacts to “springs,
seeps, intermittent creeks, ponds, wetlands and rivulets” or subsurface waterways within the project
site. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not meet Objective 1e of the proposed
project.

Impacts to water features are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biologic Resources, and Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality. A wetlands delineation was completed as a part of the proposed
project, and a report submitted to the USACE (refer to Draft EIR Appendix E).

As part of the wetland delineation, the project site was evaluated for the presence of Waters of the
United States. As defined under the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Section 328.3. Waters of
the United States are defined as:

(1) All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of
the tide;

(2) All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;

(3) All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams),
mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural
ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign
commerce including any such waters: (i) Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign
travelers for recreational or other purposes; or (ii) From which fish or shellfish are or could
be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or (iii) Which are used or could be used
for industrial purpose by industries in interstate commerce;
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(4) All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the
definition;

(5) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a) (1) through (4) of this section;
(6) The territorial seas;

(7) Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in
paragraphs (a) (1) through (6) of this section.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Section 328.3(b) defines the term “wetlands” as those
areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes,
bogs, and similar areas.

Through the guidance of these definitions, the project site’s water features, including any potential
onsite “springs, seeps, intermittent creeks, ponds, wetlands and rivulets” were evaluated for definition
as a Water of the United States and, if determined as such, impacts were addressed in accordance with
CEQA'’s Appendix G regarding substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands.

As identified in the analysis for Draft EIR Impact 4.4-2, 2.22 acres of valley foothill riparian habitat
would be impacted by the project and was identified as a potentially significant impact in the Draft
EIR. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 was identified to reduce the biological resources impacts
associated with impacts to these riparian areas. Moreover, the analysis associated with Draft EIR
Impact 4.4-3 identified that Waters of the United States located within the project site include 0.15
acre of ephemeral drainage, 0.04 acre of roadside ditch, 0.06 acre of wetland swale, and 0.03 acre of
seasonal wetland, which would be affected by the project, resulting in potentially significant impacts.
Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.4-3a and 4.4-3b were identified to reduce this biological resources
impact to less than significant. Finally, the impact analyses associated with Draft EIR Impact 4.8-2
and Impact 4.8-3 determined that the project would not result in significant impacts associated with
groundwater recharge and supplies or surface drainage patterns. Accordingly, the document provided
a complete analysis of all impacts associated with riparian and wetlands habitat, as well as the
modification of any surface waterways, and provided appropriate mitigation measures. Refer to Draft
EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources for further discussion.

Response to BOYLAN-3

The commenter indicated that the Draft EIR uses the fact that local waterways are not included on a
Clean Water Act 303(d) list as justification for not analyzing the impacts of the proposed project on
local waterways. The commenter stated that this indicates the Draft EIR does not meet Objective le
of the proposed project.
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The purpose of stating that local waterways are not included on a Clean Water Act 303(d) list was
simply to provide information to the reader regarding potential water quality standards (such as Total
Maximum Daily Loads [TMDLSs]) that the proposed project may need to abide by. The proposed
project’s potential impact to water quality in the project area is discussed under Draft EIR Impact 4.8-
1, on page 4.8-10, under which impacts to all surface water, not just polluted water, was considered.
As stated, the proposed project may result in an increase of pollutants in local storm water discharge
associated with construction and use of the proposed project. However, the proposed project would
adhere to County policies and regulations, including the County’s Grading Ordinance and Storm
Water Management Plan for Western El Dorado County. DOT’s contract provisions would require
compliance with Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified by a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction
General Permit required for the proposed project. The California State Water Resources Control
Board recently revised the statewide General Permit for Discharges of Storm Waters Associated with
Construction Sites that regulates water quality at construction sites (such as the proposed project) (see
Order No. 2009-009 DWQ). The new requirements, which took effect July 1, 2010, will require,
under a new Construction General Permit, the following five documents and appropriate fees to be
filed electronically with the State Water Resources Control Board: 1) notice of intent to comply, 2)
site map, 3) site risk assessment, 4) SWPPP, and 5) signed certification statement. Use of BMPs,
adherence to the SWPPP, and conformity with the NPDES permit would ensure that impacts remain
less than significant. As such, with respect to water quality, the proposed project would comply with
Obijective 1e of the proposed project. Furthermore, because the proposed project would comply with
all existing regulations requirements the proposed mitigation is acceptable and reduces impacts to less
than significant.

Response to BOYLAN-4
The commentor stated that the proposed project would be in violation of local, regional, and State
water quality standards and discharge requirements.

The commentor is correct that the proposed Parkway would have the potential to violate local,
regional, and State water quality standards and discharge requirements. However, as noted in
Response to BOYLAN-3, the proposed project would abide by recently approved and more stringent
regulations related to the provisions of a required NPDES Construction General Permit to ensure the
potential impacts are less that significant. As such, the proposed project would not be in violation of
applicable water quality standards and requirements.

Response to BOYLAN-5
The commentor repeated, verbatim, text from the Draft EIR regarding impervious surfaces. No
response is necessary.
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Response to BOYLAN-6
The commentor claims the Draft EIR falsely concludes that impacts to water quality would be less
than significant because the Draft EIR subsequently lists mitigation measures.

Under Draft EIR Impact 4.8-1, the Significance Determination Before Mitigation is listed as “Less
than significant.” Following this conclusion, and repeated for every impact discussion throughout the
Draft EIR, mitigation measures from the MC&FP EIR are discussed to determine if they are
applicable to the proposed project. In this instance, the MC&FP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-2
requires adherence to an NPDES permit. As discussed under Response to BOYLAN-3, the proposed
project includes the obtainment of an NPDES permit ensure impacts would be less than significant,
making further mitigation measures unnecessary.

Response to BOYLAN-7

The commentor acknowledged that the cumulative analysis the Draft EIR recognizes the pollutant
contribution of the EID Intertie project to the Diamond Springs Parkway project, but stated that
detailed procedures and steps regarding the implementation of the proposed project’s NPDES permit
and SWPPP are needed to provide proof that impacts to water quality would be less than significant.

Providing detailed procedures and steps regarding the implementation of the proposed project’s
NPDES permit and SWPP would be speculative because they would require a level of detail currently
unknown regarding the proposed project (e.g., final design), and may limit DOT in implementing the
project in the most appropriate manner. As for measures that are dependent on project-related
permitting, DOT is not required to mitigate above and beyond the regulatory requirements; therefore,
additional mitigation is not necessary to insure compliance with existing Regional Water Quality
Control Board rules and regulations. Furthermore, the requirement of a NPDES permit and SWPPP
as a performance standard is an acceptable approach under CEQA. For further information regarding
NPDES permits and associated SWPPPs, refer to the California State Water Resources Control
Board’s NPDES website at:

http://www.swrch.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/npdes/
Also refer to the Construction Storm Water Program website at:
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtmi

Response to BOYLAN-8

The commentor indicated that the Draft EIR does not properly analyze the cumulative impacts of past
and future road projects in the Weber Creek watershed. The commentor states that the Draft EIR
must “measure and calculate” the proposed project’s cumulative impacts.

Cumulative impacts to the Weber Creek watershed resulting from the proposed Parkway and other
planned roadways were previously analyzed at a programmatic level in the MC&FP EIR. As

Michael Brandman Associates
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec02-00 DSP FEIR Responses to Comments.doc

11-0448.B.66



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

concluded in the MC&FP EIR, the implementation of mitigation measures would reduce cumulative
impacts related to increased stormwater runoff and water quality to a less than significant level.

Cumulative impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality resulting from the proposed project are
discussed on Draft EIR Section 6, CEQA Required Conclusions, page 6-18. Because the proposed
project would result in minor increases to 100-year peak runoff storm water volumes (which are
individually less than significant) it would contribute cumulatively to increases in peak-flows
downstream of the project when combined with potentially increased runoff volumes of other projects
in the watershed.

The Preliminary Drainage Report prepared as a part of the Draft EIR indicated that the proposed
project would result in an increased peak runoff volume between 2.3 and 2.7 cubic feet per second
(cfs) during a 100-year storm event. Stormwater would eventually flow to Weber Creek, which has a
100-year storm flow level of approximately 7,381 cfs. Therefore, the additional 2.3 to 2.7 cfs would
be a minimal increase. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 specifically states, “If, after thorough
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the
agency should note its conclusions and terminate discussion of the impact.” Accordingly, estimating
the potential increase in storm water runoff for other roadway projects in the Weber Creek watershed
would be speculative, and would therefore not provide the basis for an accurate analysis.

Response to BOYLAN-9

The commentor questioned why the proposed Parkway’s drainage system has been designed to
accommodate 10-year storm water flows instead of 20- or 30-year storm water flows. The
commentor asked what erosion or traffic safety issues would occur as a result of the limited drainage
capacity.

As stated on Draft EIR page 4.8-16, drainage crossings would be designed to convey a 10-year storm
per regulations included in the EI Dorado County Drainage Manual. However, also stated on Draft
EIR page 4.8-16, the Preliminary Drainage Report indicates that the proposed stormwater facility
design would also pass a 100-year storm event without damage to structures or flooding of roadways.

Response to BOYLAN-10
The commentor states the concern that the project includes and is dependent on retail store parking
lots to achieve water quality and water drainage compliance.

As described in the Draft EIR the proposed Parkway was programmatically analyzed in the MC&FP
EIR, which also included the analysis of retail development in the MC&FP Area. As such, mitigation
measures included in the MC&FP EIR were analyzed for applicability to the proposed Parkway
project. In many cases, mitigation measures from the MC&FP EIR were described so that the reader
would understand why they are not applicable to the proposed project. For example, some mitigation
measures are applicable to the commercial development and associated parking lots that were
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contemplated in the MC&FP EIR and are not included in the proposed project. Mitigation Measures
applicable to the proposed project are summarized in Draft EIR Section 1, Executive Summary, Table
1.1 and do not include any language regarding parking lots. The project is not dependent upon or
would include water quality mitigation measures located in or associated with future retail store
parking lots.

Response to BOYLAN-11
The commentor stated that the Draft EIR should be redone by another consulting firm.

Issues related to conflict of interest are not environmental impacts and therefore are not discussed
under the preview of CEQA. Concerns regarding conflict of interest will be addressed in the staff
report to the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors.

Response to BOYLAN-12
The commentor stated there were other deficiencies of the Draft EIR related to physical, social,
historical, and economic impacts; however, specific information is not provided by the commentor.

The commentor did not provide further information on how the Draft EIR analyses related to
physical, social, historical, and economic impacts are incomplete, inaccurate, or inappropriate.
Therefore, no further discussion can be provided regarding physical, social, historical, and economic
impact. Note that the analysis of economic impacts is not required by CEQA. As such, the Draft EIR
does not analyze potential economic impacts.

Response to BOYLAN-13
The commentor stated the proposed project would result in negative impacts to scenic vistas,
biological resources, noise, and air pollution.

The commentor did not provide further information on how the Draft EIR analyses related to scenic
vistas, biological resources, noise, and air pollution impacts are incomplete, inaccurate or
inappropriate. The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to counter the conclusions of the
EIR; rather, the commentor provides speculation and unsubstantiated opinion about the adequacy of
the document. According to Section 15064 (f)(5) of the CEQA Guidelines, this does not constitute
substantial evidence, “Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated
upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”

Response to BOYLAN-14
The commentor stated that the Draft EIR does not list or address regulations mandated by “State
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan law.”

The proposed project is not located within an area subject to a State Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRPMP) as administered by the California Department of Fish and Game, or the
U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife.
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El Dorado County is currently in the process of creating and implementing a countywide INRPMP.
Initial inventory mapping indicates that no significant natural resources identified by the countywide
INRMP would be affected by the proposed project. Nonetheless, because the countywide Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan is not yet approved, the proposed project would not be in
conflict.

Response to BOYLAN-15

The commentor stated that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the growth-inducing effects of
the proposed project, citing increased traffic and congestion, and future commercial development as a
consequence of project implementation. The commentor stated that future commercial development
occurring as a result of the proposed project would negatively affect the economy of Diamond
Springs, as well as change its historical and rural character.

Refer to Response to SOC-9 regarding growth-inducing effects and potential future development.

Any future development would be required to conduct independent analyses, as applicable under
CEQA. Additionally, the development of commercial use along the Parkway would at minimum
require discretionary review by the Board of Supervisors for a conditional use permit, or a General
Plan amendment and rezoning.
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El Dorado County
Department of Transportation -

_Diémond Springs Parkway Draft EIR
2:30 and 5:30 p.m. July 28, 2010
Comment Card

In the space below, please provide any comments you have regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway Project. For legibility purposes, please print your

comments. Alternately, comments can be submitted to El Dorado County DOT, Attn: Janet Postlewait,
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville CA 95667 or janet.postlewait@edcgov.us. Written comments must be

received by 5:00 p.m. on August 23, 2010.
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Barry D. Brewer (BREWER)

The commentor submitted written comments on October 9, 2010, after the close of the public review
comment period on August 23, 2010. As stated under CEQA Guidelines Section 15207, a lead
agency is not required to respond to late comments. However, since the comment letter was received
during the preparation of this document a response has been provided as a courtesy and as allowed
under Section 15207,

Response to BREWER-1

The commentor stated that the proposed project is being influenced by the proposed commercial
development to the south (presumably the Diamond Dorado Retail Center). The commentor stated
that DOT has already accepted a commitment of easements and dedication of right-of-way from the
developer of the proposed commercial development even though no prior agreements with
landowners are allowed.

As stated in Response to GUTIERREZ-3, the concept of a connector has been planned and
anticipated for over 15 years (refer to Draft EIR Section 2.1.1, Overview). The intent and purpose of
the connector as a transportation improvement project has always remained the same, as a link for
moving traffic between Missouri Flat Road and SR-49/Diamond Road, to reduce congestion on
Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) through the historic community of Diamond Springs, and improved
access to southeast county for commuters and tourism.

The Diamond Springs Parkway project is not specifically dependent on the Diamond Dorado Retail
Center proposal. Furthermore, approval of the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway project would not
automatically indicate, presuppose or predispose the approval of the proposed Diamond Dorado
Retail Center.

Concerns regarding the commitment of easements and dedication of right-of-ways by a developer is
not a CEQA-related issue. Concerns regarding easements and dedications will be addressed in the
staff report to the Board of Supervisors.

Response to BREWER-2
The commentor stated that the proposed Parkway would require a significant portion of the
commentor’s property and would not allow for development on his parcels.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment. Right-of-way acquisition is discussed under Traffic
Information Reissuance Section 3.4.5. El Dorado County would compensate property and business
owners in conformance with federal and State laws including the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the California Uniform Relocation Act.
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Response to BREWER-3

The commentor stated that the proposed project would conflict with an established propane
distribution business and storage center. The commentor stated that relocation of the facilities would
create a burden on the property and business owners.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment.

Effects related to existing propane tanks are addressed in Mitigation Measure 4.7-5f and may not
require relocation. If relocation is determined to be necessary ElI Dorado County would compensate
property and business owners in conformance with federal and State laws including the Federal
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the California
Uniform Relocation Act.

Response to BREWER-4

The commentor indicated preference for “one of the original designs” with respect to the roadway
alignment. The commentor indicated that a different design would better serve the community, allow
full utility of the existing industrial zone, and allow addition of commercial development further
south.

It is assumed that by “original designs” the commentor is referring to the six alternatives presented in
the 1997 Technical Memorandum prepared by DOT and discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 5,
Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Four of the 1997 Technical Memorandum alternatives were
considered non-viable for a number of reasons. Refer to Response to TAYLOR.1-5 for a discussion
of those reasons. The remaining two 1997 Technical Memorandum alternatives were analyzed as
alternatives to the proposed project in the Draft EIR. As stated in Response to TAYLOR.1-5, in
selecting the project as proposed in the Draft EIR, DOT chose the alignment that best fit a balance of
all project objectives including the support of commercial development identified and planned for in
the 1998 MC&FP and the 2004 El Dorado General Plan.
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Lee Dobbs (DOBBS)

Response to DOBBS-1

The commentor requested that the proposed Parkway and Throwita Way intersection be moved
further to the south to avoid closing the intersection of Bradley Drive and Throwita Way. The
commentor stated that closing Bradley Drive at Throwita Way would cause a hardship on his business
that operates on Bradley Drive.

Economic issues are not relevant to the environmental effects of a proposed project.

The proposed alignment of the Diamond Springs Parkway was chosen after careful consideration of
multiple options (refer to Draft EIR Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, for further
discussion). As stated in Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, Bradley
Street would be closed at Throwita Way due to inadequate intersection spacing with the adjacent
Diamond Springs Parkway / Throwita Way intersection.

The major component of the proposed project is the Diamond Springs Parkway, approximately 4,400
feet of new 4-lane roadway, to provide parallel capacity to SR-49. The closure of Bradley Drive at
Throwita Way is a small component of the larger project. CEQA does not require alternatives to be
developed for every component of a project.

Implementation of the Truck Street/Bradley Drive connector at the proposed location would ensure
proper traffic circulation is provided after the closure of Bradley Street at Throwita Way without
impacting existing biological resources.

Response to DOBBS-2

The commentor expressed concern regarding the proposed Bradley Drive/Truck Street connector,
indicating it would divide his business property in half, rendering it unsuitable for its continued use as
Kamps Propane, a propane distribution facility.

The proposed project includes the Bradley Drive/Truck Street connector to offset reduced circulation
resulting from the closure of Bradley Drive at Throwita Way. The Bradley Drive/Truck Street
connector is essential to ensure that safe circulation and evacuation routes are available for the
adjacent industrial areas. The location of the connector was determined based on the distances
required between intersections on surrounding streets and the avoidance of existing structures
including propane tanks and buildings. As a result, the location of the Bradley Drive/Truck Street
connector is currently planned as shown on Exhibits 3-5a, 3-5b, and 3-5k of the Traffic Information
Reissuance.

Right-of-way acquisition is discussed under Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3.4.5. El Dorado
County would compensate displaced businesses in conformance with federal and State laws including
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the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the
California Uniform Relocation Act.

Response to DOBBS-3

The commentor requested that, should the Bradley Drive/Truck Street connector be implemented, that
the County initiate contact with Kamps Propane so that continued service to their customers can be
provided.

DOT would work with Kamps Propane and the landowner prior to and during the proposed project’s
construction. A traffic management plan will be prepared and will include adequate access and
parking for affected areas. Refer to Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description,
for further discussion related to the traffic management plan.
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<heidi@dcbmmail.com
> To janet.postlewait@edcgov.us

08/19/2010 12:41 PM cc

Subje Parkway questions/concerns
ct

Janet,
My name is Heidi Drury and | am the owner of Diamond Central Building Materials at
520 Truck St. | have a few questions that | would like to submit for clarification.

1. The elevations- cut and fill/drops of the easements are not on the map. What are
these figures?

2. If the new parkway is elevated higher than the existing surrounding area and that
leaves my business not visible/signs not visible according to what signage
regulations currently are, will we be able to post sighage beyond the new elevation?

3. What will the road closures be during construction? and will the county be
providing open during construction signs for my business so | do not loose
customers? Will the county be assisting in advertising as to not loose business during
construction?

Thank-you

Heidi Drury

Diamond Central Building Material, Inc
CFO/Secretary

530-344-1300

heidi@dcbmmail.com

DRURY
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Heidi Drury (DRURY)
Response to DRURY-1
The commentor requested information on the final elevations resulting from the cut and fill of the

proposed project.

Cut and fills included in the proposed project would typically be engineered at a 2:1 ratio (i.e., 2
horizontal feet for every one vertical foot). The limits of the proposed cuts and fills are shown on
Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, Exhibits 3-5d through 3-5n. Final
design plans will be available for public review at the ElI Dorado County’s DOT office.

Response to DRURY-2

The commentor stated that if the Parkway is elevated higher than the existing surrounding area it
would potentially remove her business and/or signs from visibility from surrounding roadways. The
commentor asked if taller signs would be allowed.

The Parkway is elevated higher than the existing surrounding area. The Parkway is a new road and
would provide additional roadway visibility. It is not anticipated that the Parkway would block
visibility from surrounding roadways of Truck Street, Bradley Drive, or SR-49.

Signs located in an industrial area are regulated by the ElI Dorado County Ordinance Code, Section
17.34.020(f) and 17.34.030(e), 17.14.150, and 17.16.00. Specifically, Section 17.14.150, Height
Limits and Exceptions, indicates towers, flagpoles, chimneys and similar structures (such as signs)
may be constructed to a height greater than the building height limit for the zoning district in which it
is located, provided a use permit has been secured for the sign. Section 17.34.040 provides the
development standards for industrially-zoned parcels and sets the maximum building height at 50
feet. As such, signs in industrially-zoned areas of EI Dorado County may be up to 50 feet in height
and can be constructed to greater heights by obtaining a use permit subject to review and approval by
the County Planning Commission.

Response to DRURY-3

The commentor asked what roads would be closed during the construction project, if the County
would provide “open during construction” signs, and if the County would be providing advertising
assistance to ensure no business is lost during construction.

Traffic control for the proposed project is described on Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3,
Project Description, page 3-49. The majority of the activities associated with constructing the
Parkway would take place in an area where motor vehicle travel does not presently occur. Temporary
lane closures may occur on Missouri Flat Road and Diamond Road (SR-49). Traffic on Throwita
Way would be diverted during construction of the Throwita Way and Diamond Springs Parkway
intersection. DOT would notify affected businesses and residences of road closures as appropriate.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

As a part of the proposed project’s traffic management plan, the County would provide access to
adjacent properties to the greatest extent feasible. The County is willing to work with adjacent
landowners and businesses regarding traffic control signage during construction. DOT is not able
provide advertising assistance, however, affected business are encouraged to contact the EI Dorado
County Planning Department to request the use of temporary off-premise signs per EI Dorado County
Ordinance Code Section 17.16.12 in cases where business access is re-routed and would require such
signage.
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July 21, 2010

County of El Dorado, Dept. of Transportation
Attn.: James W. Ware, P. E.
Jane Postlewait
2850 Fair Lane Court
Placerville, CA. 95667

104 Hd 92 nr i

Re: Commentaries on Diamond Pkwy. Project

My wife and I are current residents at the Diamond Springs

Mobile Home Park. I’ve been a resident here for 8 years and
My mother purchased this property in 2000. I served as her
care-provider and property maintenance man until she passed

away in September of 2009.

Our main concerns are about the potential problems that
could severely impact the well being of the seniors and the
disabled citizens of this park and the community using
Missouri Flat and China Garden Roads, as well as Pleasant

Valley Road. They are as follows:

Stop signs or stop lights needed at both ends of main
Mobile home park entrances. The driving public
consider this road a short cut and accidents have

occurred due speeding and impairment.

Cross-traffic signs should be posted on both sides of
China Garden Road, near the park area.

Cross-walks and side-walks on the park-side of China
Garden Road are needed for mobility impaired residents
who use walkers, canes, crutches and scooters to
exercise daily.

Post deer crossing signs as a safety reminder. Deer

forage in our park for food.

Bike and pedestrian walk ways should be clearly marked

in neon white or yellow,
of Missouri Flat Road and China Garden Road.

almost struck by moving vehicles on dozens of
occasions.

I was

My sits across from JS West Propane Company along with
the homes of about a dozen other residents. Will the

especially at the intersection
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improvements protect our homes and allow safe
evacuation in case of fires and explosions for
the elderly and disabled homeowners in the
immediate area?

Will the quality of our water due to the toxic
waste soil dumped on the corner of Missouri Flat
and China Garden Roads become an impact study
project; Also, will residents be notified of such
a study and of the results?

In our effort to stay green, will we lose valuable
foliage and trees that beautify, clean the air and
nurture the local wild-1life?

Thank you for including the community residents in the
decision making process of this planned project.

Sincerely,
.
Raymond & Delores Edge

Diamond Springs Mobile Home Park
3550 China Garden Road, Space 139
Placerville, CA. 95667

(530) 621-9569
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Raymond and Dolores Edge (EDGE)

Response to EDGE-1

The commentor provide introductory language to the letter, summarizing that there are concerns that
the proposed project could result in impacts to residents, particularly senior citizens and disabled
persons, of the Diamond Springs Mobile Home Park located on China Garden Road.

The proposed project would be constructed in compliance with Caltrans, and Americans with
Disability Act standards as required by the County, thereby providing appropriate access to senior
citizens and disabled persons

Response to EDGE-2

The commentor stated that the public uses China Garden Road as a “short cut” between Pleasant
Valley Road and Missouri Flat Road and requests that stop signs or stop lights be installed at both
entrances to the Diamond Springs Mobile Home Park to reduce speeding and accidents. The
commentor also requests that cross-traffic signs, crosswalks, sidewalks, and deer-crossing signs
should be installed along China Garden Road.

Roadway improvements to China Garden Road are not included as a part of the proposed project.
The concerns noted are existing conditions, not impacts associated with the proposed project. The
proposed project was developed after numerous years of design development by registered engineers
to effectively reduce traffic on Missouri Flat Road and Pleasant Valley Road near Diamond Springs.
Accordingly, the implementation of the proposed project may reduce the number of vehicles utilizing
China Garden Road because the Parkway would be a larger volume road for vehicles traveling
between Diamond Springs and Missouri Flat Road.

The commentor's request for safety improvements on China Garden Road have been noted by DOT.

Response to EDGE-3

The commentor indicates that several residences are located adjacent to the JS West Propane
Company and asks if the proposed improvements provide protection and safe evacuation in the event
of a propane explosion.

JS West Propane Company is located at 4003 Stage Court near Chuckwagon Way, northeast of China
Garden Road and the Diamond Springs Mobile Home Park outside of the proposed project’s study
area. The proposed project would not change circulation patterns near the propane facilities at this
location and would not present an increased risk of propane release. As mentioned on Draft EIR page
4.7-25, operators of the propane tanks are required to comply with the National Fire Protection
Association’s Liquefied Petroleum Gas Code 58, 6.6.1.2, which indicates that, “LP-Gas containers or
systems shall be protected from damage from vehicles.” The provision of protection and safe
evacuation of the mobile home park in the event of a propane explosion at this location is outside the
purview of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Response to EDGE-4

The commentor questions if the quality of water at the mobile home park would be studied as a part
of the proposed project. The commentor indicated that water quality may be compromised due to
“toxic waste soil” deposited at the corner of Missouri Flat Road and China Garden Road. The
commentor requests to be notified if any studies are completed.

Without further information on the exact location and nature of the referenced “toxic waste soil,”

little information can be provided to the commentor. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR does address the
historic contamination and completed remediation efforts regarding contaminated soil located at the
former Teters Auto Wreckers parcel (APN 327-270-46) on Draft EIR page 4.7-5. Impacts from
contaminated soils located on the Teters Auto Wreckers parcel on the water quality of the mobile
home park is outside the purview of this EIR. Furthermore, according to the El Dorado Irrigation
District, the Diamond Springs Mobile Home Park, located on China Garden Road, is served by EID
water, not by an onsite well. Therefore, water supplied to the mobile home park would not be directly
impacted if any groundwater quality issues were present in the area.

Response to EDGE-5

The commentor asked if trees would be removed as part of the proposed project. As discussed in
Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, the clearing of vegetation would be
necessary in areas to be used for construction equipment operation, temporary construction activities
and preparation of the roadbed and required adjacent graded areas. As discussed in Draft EIR Section
4.4, Biological Resources, a portion of the oak tree canopy would be impacted by the proposed
project. The Draft EIR identifies that impacts to the oak woodland canopy would be mitigated
according to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-5.
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Dave Gutierrez
<truevalue.dave@gmail To janet.postlewait@edcgov.us
.com>

08/18/2010 03:16 PM

cc

Subje Diamond Springs Parkway
ct

This is in response to the July 28, 2010 meeting on the Diamond Springs Parkway Draft.
I have been in business on Missouri for the last 31 years. | have seen a lot of change to
Missouri Flat Rd. and we have been waiting to see what by pass will be approved over
the last many years. | have been hearing that DOT is trying to make the flow through
Diamond Springs go smoother, using China Garden Rd. or other alternate routes that
have been proposed. This last design is probably the least of the proposals that will help
traffic. What this design will do is put most of the businesses in the Diamond Springs
area, out of business. | have counted the businesses that will be affected by the bypass
and there 30 to 50 businesses. Being a business owner on Missouri Flat Rd for over 31
years | know what the exposure has done for my business. I’m not a design expert for
traffic but this design is not going to make it easier or faster to get to the freeway. | travel
this road daily and | can’t see a problem, for the reason to spend over 30 million dollars
to put in a road that is going to do nothing. Why don’t we put that money into lowering
impact fees so business owner that are already here could afford to build new stores. I’'m
also smart enough to tell that this design is intended for one thing in mind and that’s for
more development on the new parkway not to make traffic move faster through Diamond
Springs. No matter what you do, and | sure you know this is that you can’t make traffic
move faster if you are going from a four lane road such as Missouri Flat Rd. to a Two
lane Pleasant Valley Rd. The initial intention for this bypass (I thought) was to relieve
traffic congestion such as back ups on Pleasant Valley in the morning and Missouri Flat
Rd. in the evening. If you drive this road, the only back up problem is maybe Pleasant
Valley with high school students going to Union Mine in the morning. This Diamond
Springs Parkway project would do nothing to improve this situation.

It looks like to me, and many others, that DOT has fallen into the same pattern as
our Federal and State government and caters to special interest groups, such as
developers in this situation. This is very sad but | think our energy and money could be
spent on many other areas that would benefit our county.

Dave Gutierrez, President
True Value Hardware
4571 Missouri Flat Rd.
Placerville Ca. 95667
530 622-0992
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Dave Gutierrez (GUTIERREZ)

Response to GUTIERREZ-1

The commentor expressed the opinion that the proposed project would economically impact
businesses in Diamond Springs, by reducing vehicle pass-by trips.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment. Refer to Response to SOC-11 for reduction of pass-by
trips.

Response to GUTIERREZ-2
The commentor stated that the proposed project would not increase access to U.S. Highway 50 and
that current traffic levels in the Diamond Springs area are not an issue.

As stated in Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3.3, Purpose, Need, and Objectives of the
Proposed Project, the existing Level of Service (LOS) deficiencies on US-50 at the Missouri Flat
Road Interchange, Missouri Flat Road from its intersection with US-50 south to Pleasant Valley Road
(SR-49), and Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) in the vicinity of Diamond Springs, are caused by a
combination of local and regional growth. Accordingly, the proposed project consists of a new
roadway and associated roadway improvements to be implemented by DOT that would reduce the
existing and future LOS deficiencies. The project will provide a critical link between Missouri Flat
Road and Diamond Road (SR-49), thereby relieving current traffic congestion conditions on Missouri
Flat Road and Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) in the Diamond Springs area and providing alternate,
increased access to U.S. Highway 50.

As shown in Traffic Information Reissuance Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation, Table 4.12-3,
Pleasant Valley Road east of Missouri Flat Road, through Diamond Springs, currently operates at
LOS F, which does not meet County Policy TC-Xd. Furthermore, Table 4.12-7, states two additional
road segments, Missouri Flat Road south of Halyard Lane and Missouri Flat Road south of China
Garden Road, in the Diamond Springs area would also operate at LOS F under the Cumulative (2030)
scenario. Implementation of the proposed project would improve operations on a number of
intersections to LOS E or better. As such, the proposed project would address current and future
traffic congestion, and improve safety and operations, in the Diamond Springs area.

Response to GUTIERREZ-3
The commentor indicated that the purpose of the proposed project is to allow commercial
development along the proposed Parkway, rather than to improve traffic conditions.

As stated in the Draft EIR, the concept of a connector has been planned and anticipated for over 15
years (see, e.g. Draft EIR Section 2.1.1, Overview). The intent and purpose of the connector as a
transportation improvement project has always remained the same, as a link for moving traffic
between Missouri Flat Road and SR-49/Diamond Road, reduce congestion on Pleasant Valley Road
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

(SR-49) through the historic community of Diamond Springs, improve access to southeast county for
commuters and tourism, and support the anticipated industrial and commercial growth in the area.

Implementation of the proposed project would ensure that all studied roadway segments along
Missouri Flat Road, Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) and Diamond Road (SR-49) would experience
improved traffic operations to LOS E or above. Furthermore, as shown in Traffic Information
Reissuance Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation, Table 4.12-6, intersection operations within the
Diamond Springs area would improve at a number of intersections along Diamond Road (SR-49),
Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) and Missouri Flat Road. As such, the proposed project would improve
traffic operations and safety in the Diamond Springs area.

The proposed Parkway and associated improvements are sized for future growth, but only as
indicated and considered in the General Plan. Both the General Plan land use designation and the
County’s Zoning Code designate areas immediately surrounding the Parkway as industrial. The
traffic forecasting is based on growth as defined in the General Plan through 2025 and extrapolated to
2030, as detailed in Section 4-12, Traffic and Transportation of the Traffic Information Reissuance,
and the supporting Traffic Impact Analysis (refer to Draft EIR Appendix M). However, the Traffic
Impact Analysis indicates that the smaller, two-lane Parkway would be sufficient for forecasted
growth through at least 2020 thereby allowing the full four-lane Parkway to be constructed at a later
date in response to future growth.

The development of industrially-designated lands for commercial use would at minimum require a
conditional use permit, or a General Plan amendment and rezoning, both of which may or may not be
approved at the discretion of the County. Additionally, any future development would be required to
conduct independent analyses, as applicable under CEQA.

Response to GUTIERREZ-4

The commentor indicated the proposed project would not allow traffic to move faster through the
Diamond Springs area because traffic would be required to transition from a four-lane road (Missouri
Flat Road) to a two-lane road (Pleasant Valley Road).

Traffic on Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) east of Missouri Flat Road would be reduced in the
cumulative (2030) pm peak hour from 2,350 vph without the project to 1,515 vph with the proposed
project, per Table 4.12-7, by providing an alternate route. The alternate route reduces congestion
through historic Diamond Springs and allows traffic to move faster and more safely.

The proposed project “ends” at the Diamond Road (SR-49) at Pleasant Valley Road intersection.
Pleasant Valley Road east of the intersection remains a two-lane road. Traffic volumes on Pleasant
Valley Road east of the intersection are forecast in 2030 to be 1,559 vph without the project and
1,503 with the project. The proposed project slightly reduces the anticipated volume but the LOS
remains at E, which meets County LOS standards. As such, the proposed project’s transitions to
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

existing roadways would meet County LOS standards and would allow the efficient flow of traffic
through the Diamond Springs area.

Response to GUTIERREZ-5

The commentor also stated that the proposed project would not alleviate traffic congestion on
Pleasant Valley Road during the morning hours and Missouri Flat Road during the evening hours.
The commentor asserted that existing traffic congestion on Pleasant Valley Road is due to Union
Mine High School students who utilize the roadway to reach the high school.

As shown in Transportation of the Traffic Information Reissuance Section 4.12, Transportation and
Traffic, Table 4.12.4 the proposed project would reduce delay and increase LOS in both the AM and
PM peak-hour traffic periods at the Diamond Road (SR-49) / Pleasant Valley Road intersection, and
Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) / Missouri Flat Road intersection. Such increases account for AM
peak-hour traffic caused by the Union Mine High School. As such, the proposed project would
reduce traffic congestion on Pleasant Valley Road.
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HERRINGTON.1
Page 1 of 1

Jerry Herrington I

<herringtonjerry@sbcg To Jennifer P Maxwell <jmaxwell@edcgov.us>
lobal.net>

07/30/2010 11:01 AM

cc

Subje Diamond Parkway
ct

Hi Jennifer,

I want to thank you for the hard work and energy you have put into this project.l hope
you have shaken off the rudeness from that group of people that were in that meeting.|
beleive the majority of the citizens of this county do not support their ideals.

I have a question that I am not sure if you can answer.On the frontage road of Diamond
Rd. are they planning on putting in sidewalks along our side of the road way by our
houses?

If you could let me know | would appreciate it.

Thank You and have a blessed day.

HERRINGTON.1-1

Jerry L. Herrington I

Elite Control, Incorporated
6100 suite A Enterprise Dr.
Diamond Springs, CA 95619
Mobile - 916-203-7345
Office 530-622-4324

Fax 530-622-4644
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Jerry Herrington Il (HERRINGTON.1)

Response to HERRINGTON.1-1

The commentor asked if sidewalks would be installed along the eastern side of the proposed Diamond
Road (SR-49) frontage road.

The proposed project has been revised to provide sidewalks from Pleasant Valley Road to Diamond
Springs Parkway along the eastern side of Diamond Road (SR-49) frontage road. Refer to Response
to DSEDCAC-1.
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HERRINGTON.2
Page 1 of 1

Gerald and Elisabeth Herrington
4133 State Hwy 49
Diamond Springs, Calif. 95619

Project: Diamond Springs Parkway Project

Our concerns are:
HERRINGTON.2
1. Health and Safety
The rerouting of the first phase of 49 to allow the new gas station on the corner of Pleasant
Valley and 49 has drastically impacted our neighborhood. For instance there has been an
increase in car accidents, higher level of noise and car exhaust fumes not too mention that it is
dangerous to pull in and out of our driveways now due to the excessive speed and increased 1
number of cars.

The concern for the health and safety of our neighborhood will be greatly increased if the
existing Hwy 49 along our houses is not part of phase one.

2. Noise level impact.

The study of noise levels for our area is not fair. Calculating the noise from the center of the
roadway to the swimming pool area is misleading. Just about every home along this area has
their living room in the front of the house. Our noise levels in our homes are between 85 to 98
db. Moving the roadway 30 to 40 ft. with rubberized roadway does not reduce engine,
acceleration or muffler noise. There needs to be a noise wall between the new Diamond Parkway
and our new frontage road.

3. Property Values

Since the increase of traffic, speed and noise levels have paralleled that increase on our road. The
property values have gone down even further than the economy. We simply ask to have -3
sidewalks and driveways put in front of our homes in the first phase to bring back some of our
losses.

We are in favor of the project to develop a shopping center and the realignment from Missouri
Flat to Diamond Parkway. There have been a lot of meetings and plans for this project and it has
been met with a lot of opposition with people who are not directly affected. We are directly
affected and wish this project be put on the fast track and bring our nice neighborhood back to
us. -4

Again, we are in favor of this project and excited about what this will bring to our county, we are
simply asking El Dorado County, DOT, The Board of Supervisors and The Developers to revisit
and address our concerns for our neighborhoods and our families.

Thank you,
Mr. & Mrs. G.L.Herrington Il
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Gerald and Elizabeth Herrington (HERRINGTON.2)

Response to HERRINGTON.2-1

The commentor stated that since the rerouting of Diamond Road (SR-49) “to allow the new gas
station on the corner of Pleasant Valley and 49 [sic]” increased traffic congestion has resulted on
Diamond Road (SR-49). The commentor requested that improvements to Diamond Road (SR-49),
should be implemented as a part of Phase 1 of the proposed project to reduce traffic congestion and
related safety concerns.

Refer to Response to SOC-6 for a discussion of project phasing. In order to mitigate impacts
resulting from the implementation of the first phase of the Parkway, Diamond Road (SR-49) Phase 1
improvements for the reconfiguration to a 2-lane major highway would be required to be
implemented prior to or consecutively with construction of the Parkway.

Response to HERRINGTON.2-2

The commentor indicated that the analysis of noise impacts on residents along Diamond Road (SR-
49) were inappropriately characterized as a result of the distances at which noise measurements were
calculated. The commentor indicated that noise levels at homes on Diamond Road (SR-49) are
between 85 to 98 decibels (dB). The commentor indicated that realigning Diamond Road (SR-49) 30
to 40 feet west of existing residents and utilizing rubberized asphalt would not reduce engine or
muffler noise. The commentor stated that a noise wall should be constructed between the realigned
Diamond Road (SR-49) and proposed frontage road.

As described in the Environmental Noise Assessment of the Draft EIR (Appendix K), the existing
ambient noise environment for houses along Diamond Road (SR-49) was measured at two locations
by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. The second noise measurement location was on the west side
of Diamond Road (SR-49) (near where the commentor’s residence is located), and noise
measurements were taken at a distance of 50 feet from the existing roadway’s centerline over a 24-
hour period. The maximum noise exposure during the monitoring period was 88 dB (L) during
daytime hours (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 76 dB (Lmax) during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The
daytime maximum of 88 dB is within the range of 85 to 95 dB as quoted by Mr. Herrington.
However, County noise regulations are not based on maximum exposure, but day-night averages
(Lgn), which for the second noise measurement location was 63 dB Lg,. The 63dB Lg, currently
exceeds the County allowable limit of 60dB Lg4,. As indicated in Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft
EIR, the proposed project would result in a reduction of 3 dB at the second noise measurement
location. As such, the proposed project would bring noise levels into compliance with the County
allowable limit.

Traffic noise caused by engines and mufflers is regulated by the California Vehicle Code, Division
12, Chapter 5, Article 2.5, which provides noise limits for all types of vehicles. Under real-life
conditions, interactions of sound waves with the ground often results in attenuation that is slightly
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

greater than the reduction factor previously stated. Other factors that affect the attenuation of sound
with distance include existing structures, topography, foliage, ground cover, and atmospheric
conditions such as wind, temperature, and relative humidity.

According to the Noise Fundamentals section of the Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement
Policy and Guidance document prepared by the Federal Highway Administration in June 1995, traffic
noise is attenuated at approximately 4.5dB per doubling of distance from the traffic noise source.

This rate of noise attenuation is an industry standard and used in most traffic noise analyses. Taking
the noise attenuation rate into consideration, realigning the roadway to the west would result in
approximately 4 dB of noise level attenuation at houses located east of the existing Diamond Road
(SR-49) alignment. For further description of the noise analysis prepared, see Draft EIR Section 4.10,
Noise, and its Appendix K, Noise Assessment.

The study concludes, for this roadway segment, that the proposed project’s increased traffic volumes
add approximately 3 dB to existing and forecasted noise levels. However, as stated the realignment is
estimated to provide a 4 dB attenuation. Therefore, overall, the noise levels are reduced below
existing and forecasted noise levels. No mitigation is required or proposed.

In regards to constructing a noise wall between the proposed Diamond Road (SR-49) and frontage
road, El Dorado County General Plan Policy 6.5.1.5 discourages the use of noise walls along high
volume roadways. Accordingly, a sound wall has not been incorporated into the proposed project.
For further description of the noise analysis prepared, see Draft EIR Section 4.10, Noise, and its
Appendix K, Noise Assessment.

Response to HERRINGTON.2-3

The commentor stated that the value of properties located along Diamond Road (SR-49) have
declined with the increase in traffic and noise levels. The commentor requested that sidewalks and
driveways be provided to compensate for reduced property values.

The proposed project has been revised to include sidewalks on the eastern side of Diamond Road
(SR-49) from Pleasant Valley Road to Diamond Springs Parkway. The sidewalk will be located
along the eastern side of the proposed frontage road. Driveway dips will be provided in the sidewalk
for houses accessed via the frontage road. Refer to Response to DSEDCAC-1

Response to HERRINGTON.2-4
The commentor expressed support for the proposed project. No response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec02-00 DSP FEIR Responses to Comments.doc
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placerville

To the Department of Transportation, County of El Dorado,

Re: Diamond Springs Parkway Project

My name is Brian Lopez and | am the senior pastor at Bayside of Placerville Church. Bayside of
Placerville Church currently owns 7 parcels just north of the bike trial which total approximately 29 acres
of land. These parcels are next to the property owned by EID. The apn’s are as follows: 327-250-18-100,
327-250-19-100, 327-250-20-100, 327-250-21-100, 327-250-22-100, 327-250-24-100, 327-270-32-100.
LOPEZ-1

We are very excited about the Parkway Project and are hoping that we will be able to obtain
access to our properties through this new road. We are slightly concerned about accessibility issues
though as the current “Rails for Trials” will be between our property and the parkway but are hopeful
and anticipate that the Department of Transportation will work with us so that we can effectively use

this land and access it through the parkway.

Our dream for this property is that we would build a church that can meet the needs of this
community but also partner with the city of Placerville to see what other needs we may be able to meet.
The properties were originally purchased with the intent of building some type of community center in
mind, so we would love to work with the city to see how we can offer assistance and use this property LOPEZ-2
not only for a church but also to make a positive impact in Placerville and El Dorado County. Whether
that be a community center, a park, ball fields for kids, etc... our aim is to use a portion of our land to

make a difference and we look forward to working with the city officials and the board of supervisors to

make that dream a reality.

Again we want to express our approval and excitement of the Diamond Springs Parkway

LOPEZ-3
Project and look forward to partnering with our city to make a difference here in Placerville.

Sincerely,
Brian Lopez
Senior Pastor

Bayside of Placerville Church

4602 Missouri Flat Rd. 6 Placerville 6 CA 95667 0 530.626-7288

11-0448.B.93



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Brian Lopez et al. (LOPEZ)

Response to LOPEZ-1

The commentor is a representative of Bayside of Placerville Church, which owns seven contiguous
parcels north of the EDMUT and proposed Parkway alignment, east of property owned by the EI
Dorado Irrigation District. The commentor expressed support for the proposed project and requested
that access to the seven parcels be provided via the proposed Parkway.

The proposed project’s objectives do not include providing additional access to the Parkway to
nearby properties since the Parkway is intended as a higher speed throughway. The project would
maintain existing access rights. As such, access to the Parkway from the commentor’s parcel is not
included as part of the proposed project.

Response to LOPEZ-2
The commentor described future plans for the referenced properties north of the EDMUT and
proposed Parkway. No comments regarding the Draft EIR were provided.

Response to LOPEZ-3
The commentor expressed support for the proposed project. No response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec02-00 DSP FEIR Responses to Comments.doc
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MCCOLLUM
Page 1 of 1

From: <janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>

To: <JWaligorski@brandman.com>
Date: 8/25/2010 3:17 PM

Subject: Fw: Diamond Springs Parkway

Matt McCollum <mgmccollum@yahoo.com>
08/23/2010 03:58 PM

To
jpostlewait@co.el-dorado.ca.us, Jennifer.Maxwell@edcgov.us
cc

Subject
Diamond Springs Parkway

Hello. My wife and | own the property addressed 4141 Highway 49 in
Diamond Springs. This is our position regarding the Diamond Springs
Parkway project:

Based on the current version of the plan that has been presented, we can
support the project so long as the Highway 49 improvement and frontage
road planned for the area in front of our home at 4141 Highway 49 be
completed as part of Phase One of the project. It is currently stated in MCCOLLUM-1
the plan presentation that phase one will “likely” include this

improvement. It is our position that proceeding with the project in any
other order (i.e. building Diamond Parkway and the shopping center before
the Highway 49 improvements) would increase traffic on an already
dangerous piece of road and pose an even greater risk to our safety than
already exists. This is our primary concern.

A secondary request would be for the transportation department to consider
including a sound wall and or sidewalks with driveways to help mitigate
the negative impacts a major highway along with the traffic increase will
have on the disposition of our neighborhood. I believe other neighbors
have expressed a similar desire as well.

MCCOLLUM-2

In summary, we support the project as long as the Highway 49 frontage road | \iccoLLum-3
and Highway 49 improvements are done first.

Thank you for collecting our input.

Matt and Jonalin McCollum
530-295-5587

P.O. Box 887

Diamond Springs CA
95619

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential
and/or privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the
Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for
the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you
for your consideration.

11-0448.B.95



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Matt and Jonalin McCollum (MCCOLLUM)

Response to MCCOLLUM-1

The commentor expressed support of the proposed project with the stipulation that the proposed
frontage road along the east side of Diamond Road (SR-49) is completed during Phase 1 of the
project.

Refer to Response to SOC-6 for a discussion of phasing and HERRINGTON.2-1 regarding the timing
of Diamond Road (SR-49) improvements.

Response to MCCOLLUM-2
The commentor requested that DOT consider include a sound wall and/or sidewalks with driveways
along the proposed frontage.

The provision of a sound wall is discussed in the latter half Response to HERRINGTON.2-2. The
provision of sidewalks is discussed in Response to HERRINGTON.2-3 and Response to DSEDCAC-
1.

Response to MCCOLLUM-3
The commentor expressed support for the proposed project. No response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec02-00 DSP FEIR Responses to Comments.doc
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August 20, 2010

Jennifer Maxwell

Senior Civil Engineer - Design

El Dorado County DOT

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Re: Traffic Flow — The Logic of it all
Dear Jennifer:

Stress Reduction: The physiology of being in control

The Human Factor: The primary animal of this exercise, endeavor.

To control the flow; in this case it is traffic, autos, etc., in the most efficient
manner is a math problem of combinations and permutations. The problem is
one must make sense of a problem with unlimited data with no consistencies, the
unlimited chaos.

Primary Systems: Cloverleaves — Are utilized when high speed, high volume and
compressed time are the controlling factors.

Secondary Systems: Stop lights or roundabouts are utilized when cost or MOORE-1
confinement are the controlling factors.

Form and Function: When cost is a controlling factor, the cost of the designed
system, hardware, land, roads, etc., should be considered as negligible
compared to the cost of the operating system.

Humans, cars, etc., the software components (--note exhibit--) are the primary
components of this exercise, endeavor. Relative to humans and their physiques,
stoplights are the grains of sand in our gears computers or minds. That frays our
physiques; more simply put the nexus of our Road Rage! Roundabouts have a
soothing effect on our physiques; they create the feeling that we are
uninterrupted and making progress!

Richard Moore
2023 Camp Nauvoo Road

Placerville, CA 95667
530-642-9373

11-0448.B.97
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Stress not only incapacitates people;
It kills them..

1. RTM — Richard T. Moore
Systems Analyst
Human — The Human — Animals
The Human Factor

The Human and the Human factor are the primary focus of the exercise, endeavor.

Not only do systems, in this case the transportation system, fail to communicate with
the humans or they with the transportation system, each with each other; but the
human mind fails to communicate with the body and vice versa.

We humans live in a toxic world: Toxins, chemicals, viral agents, emotions, diseases,
medications, etc; all create stress. The multiplicity of all these factors create a
overload on the primary operating, animals the human-being.

2. Proposed round-a-bout; Location: Missouri Flat Rd. and Hwy 49 intersection.
3. Parcel map — Same location as exhibit # 2.

4. Traffic flow — The logic of it all:

A. Form and Function

B. The psychology of being in control.

C. The sociology of being in control.

D. Being — to be — the sense of existence, to be apposed to not to be.
Human beings see themselves as the center of things, from the inside out;
the essence of Einsteins principle of relativity. If things do not make sense ,
if we can not understand how things relate one unto another we crash.

. Tech watch- science of the road; cars don’t crash, PEOPLE DO.

Is it possible to build a car that can’t be involved in a accident?

LA

6. Rage — Anger — Keep your cool — CONTROL.

7. The Net, the “Network,” the Transportation system...

11-0448.B.98
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. Road — Rage — Yolo County — STRESS AND HT

MOORE
Page 3 of 33

N FACE ON IT!

LET’S PUT A HUI

. An embarrassment of riches — Many people feel that we have to have every thing, that

we are the center of all things, that we are the alpha-factor of all relativity. But...can
we manage it all at all times? There may be a delicate point of balance, but if that
point of balance is off center and the multiplicity of factors are without limit it’s
quite possible that there may be to much information for human beings to handle.

N BEINGS.

.Road — Rage — Murder — Suicide

Stress — Toxic — Environment — Death. Diesel linked to truckers death’s.
. Public Health Department — Loss of services, systems failing... Chronic disease.

. It’s such a pain to stand.
The Human System: a bad design? Was evolution wrong, are we evolving
backwards? The system is subject to failures, high stress and can easily be
damaged: in relation to the hardware of the transportation system: steal, concrete,
etc; the human being is a fat caterpillar that can be turned in to a grease spot with
few ounces of pressure.

. The Human Species Gender: Males built for competition, females built for
longevity. Though males and females are built with different strengths, they
still have the same weaknesses. The greatest weakness the mind.

The Mind — Understanding how your mind works. During times of high stress and
limited time, how much information can the human mind handle and how quickly
can the mind and body react?
Special Report — Thrift Nation: the failing of the all systems: econimes, social,
Health and family — how much stress can human being handle and for how long? To
our specific question at hand, do we want these human beings out on the highways
at the same time as we are? Speaking of we are, we them, or they we.
. Federal obligations exceed world GDP. World/Net/Dally

STRIESS! How much stress can we handle- Terrify anyone yet?
. Your brain on medication.

. The Human Being — How much stress can we handle!

11-0448.B.99
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. U.S. —on the — Job fatalities. This problem seems to be sclving itself. It appears

That soon there will be no jobs, at least no jobs by which a human being can make
a living.

. —23. Is stress and human beings

. Federal obligations exceed world GDP - Gross Domestic Product.
. Your brain on meditation.

. Human beings.

. Your brain on meditation — social gaming.

. On the job fatalities decline as payrolls shrink.

. Auctorial Risk Factors — Jeffrey J. O’Donnell

MOORE
Page 4 of 33
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Richard T. Moore 79 Years of Age <06-18-31>
SYSTEMS ANALYST 65 Years of Service

| +/- R.T.M. B.L. #032716
Success / Progeny

65 Years: Participant in Diet & Health Study

CNIH - National Institute Health

S - U.S. Military Joint Services

. National, State, and Local Joint Service
. Veterans Administration

AARP

National Cancer Institute

[y

[GR NN Vo TN P IR N

Failure to Communic ems to the Primary failure; the ever
increasing lack of perso aE responsi ibility is the Primary Reason
Diabetes has risen from 15% of the population to 85%

11-0448.B.101
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udy Participants by the National Cancer Institute A WINTER 2010

3P Diet ar
trand Lane Firs
= MDD 20850-13

NIH/NCI
Permit No. G-806

- . R T Moore
2021 Ca;nﬁ Naum@ Rd
sasmary Placerville, CA 95667-8598

Hlf!lizlgll“)!lglﬂIHII;I!‘HE!{!{‘?HE!!I!ill!;“l”!lf!‘t

ii)ear Partzc:paﬁt , . AR : -
Happy New Year! The NIH-/ \PP Diet and Hgakh Study is now in its 15th year
and is still going strong thanks to your participation. Since the study began, we

have published nearly 100 scientific articles. These- pubimatzons have reccwcd a
ntific community and the mtdia .

great deal of attention within the Scze

TR U In th;e issue of our annual ne ws]cttgr, we share scwml zmr}ort mnt fmd;nus
from articles giubiﬁ md during 2009. For example, we highlight the results of our research ookma at
whether different physical activity levels influence the development of cancer. We also describe an article
published about five lifestyle habits and how these habits are related to pancreatic cancer. These reports
have helped us understand more about cancer and how it nm,bt be prevented. This information is a

significant ummmmon to public health!

Without your participation, none of this would be possi ible. We inv ite you to visit {he smdy w&bszte for HCWE

1

contact information, and the complete list of articles f rom the study at ﬁ?; ://dietandhealth.cancer.govy.
Thank you for your continued time and participation in the NIH-AARP Diet and Health Study!

S

Arxthur Schatzkin, M.D., Dr.PH.
NIH-AARP Diet & Health Study
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The investigation 1nto a
March road rage shooting has
been closed and the motive
behind the attack that killed a
Grizzly Flat man remains
unclear, authorities said.

Jack Larsor 49, was
in his SUV on March 2 by
Jenson Cornelius Kohutek,

edly g ,
girifriend Jean Williams, 0
his truck for several miles
before pulling up to Larson’s
passengel side window and
opening fire near Mewlown
Road and b '

Kohutek
gun on himself
“1  was suiw’ said

he put the gun to his chin and
pulled the trigger. |

- Kohutelk died at the scene,
- Larson was taken to

Marshall Med
di 3&90;?1_,
the hospital.

iid not know his

lical Center and
fter arriving at

oA
Y od

Kohutek’s at 1itopsy dzd not

eveal any ﬁldsmg finds, said
County sheriff’s

El Dorado
Lt. Bryan Golmitz
ace

Traces of hemu and
nicotine  were found 1n
Kohutek. Coroners also

fourd bupmmi)n — an anti-
sant and smoking ces-

smon zud? as well as citalo-

pram — another anti-depres-
sant.

Golmitz said the level of

1 s slightly

1 S
N PP 0 N IR S
bove the recommended

" 3 k] . . 1
rapeutic dosage, but not
high enough to provide a rea-
SRS ) QN TN
son for Kohutek’s actions

ds and fam-

in an attempt to
why Kohutek was
: <ill, but those inves-
%’:if:fezzigﬁg proved fruitless.

.
- Authorities h;@d also been
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sught new

test pace in

@f@miﬁd ?‘Gs;{m
month to the lowe:
. U.zzs‘:tm;::%@ym;izﬁ: re-
mains near double digits be
cause job growth in the pri-
vate sector has slowed.
The economy has grown for
it year now, and many e

a full vear

perts believ& the recmz@m

technically ended in July
T3 E} ,"J

}:5
S
gm
o
foue

ie pace of expan-
sion has CEOW d significantly
in the past six months.
Heonomists predict the gov-
erninent will announce Friday

that the economy grew from

Apm to June even more
slowly than previously

thought, at an annual rate be-
i vV 2 percent - weak for nor-
especially ane-

T a i’ECﬁSSEOﬂ

not ;uaﬁwsf much. Two 5,3; ‘u@t%
r more are the un-
§ 1r ¥

{flﬁiﬁﬁ'ﬁﬂﬁfﬁ rate - SA{,‘QCA at

recession or a double-dip? Ei-
ther way, things are not going
well,” said Temple Umvemi"y
economics professor William
Dunkelberg, chief economist
of the National Federation of
Independent Business.

Overall orders for big-ticket
manufactured goods did rise
for July, the Commerce De-
partment said Wednesday.
But that was only because de-
mand for commercial aircraft
surged by 76 percent. Minus
the volatile transportation cat-
egory, orders for durable
goods fell at the steepest rate
since January. And business
investment took its sharpest
drop since the economic dark
days of early 2009.

The decline is particularly

roubling because manufactur-
ers had been helping to lead
the economy on its comeback,
ﬁil ?Qid»f@ for businesses re-
building their stockrooms.
“’T ake it away, throw in a re-
apse in housing and you don’t
have much left,” said Paul Ash-
worth, senior U.S. economist
at Capital Economics.

o

C:f

;...."4
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EvL Dorapo CoOUNTY
PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT
NURSING DIVISION

Healthy People Living in Healthy Communities in El Dorado County

April 8, 2008

Richard Moore
2021 Camp Nauvoo Road
Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Richard,

[ regret to inform you that the Preventive Health Care for Adults Program (PHCA) is ending.
This action is necessary due to the cancellation of the service agreement and funding for El
Dorado County by the State of California Department of Public Health.

The State’s decision of program cancellation will result in no further preventive health
assessments or health education sessions conducted by the Public Health Nurse for new or
existing enrollees. In addition, nutrition, chronic disease maintenance and medication
counseling through the PHCA Program will no longer be available at the different meal sites,
churches or community centers.

Your primary health care provider will be notified of this change in service.

Should you have questions or concerns regarding follow-up services, referrals or your
oreventive health care record please contact Naomie Harris at (530) 621-6108.

i3

Your past support and participation in the PHCA program is appreciated.

£

Michael Ungeheuer, RN, M.N., P.H.N.

o

Division Chief

929 Spring Street Placerville CA 95667 Phone: 530.621.6108 Confidential Fax: 530.642.0892

R CARE NURSING MATERNAL CHILD HEALTH CALIFORNIA CHILDREN'S SERVICES

Fos
PREVENTIVE HEALTH CARE FOR ADULTS CHILD HEALTH AND DISABILITY PREVENTION

RYAN WHITE CARE PROGRAM OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

11-0448.B.115
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| e
! e eé@ﬁyﬂm% gr;a‘%: {ggé i‘z« ad z‘séeéf
s Y We'll deal with a variety of orthopedic issues, including
h joint replacement; present exercises from personal trainers |2
f}.;‘/ to prevent problems; and introduce people A
W/ who are fiving well sl

- \ with various condit Taday: Back and neck
A March 8: "; s and waist
March 15: Knees —

March 22: Ankles and feet —— £

& We humans are an advanced bunch,
» sure, but with our upright ways
comes the comimorn
~ and often excruciating -
burden of backache

Icord injury
cdetermines th p of the Dody affected.

11-0448.B.117



MOORE

) e

igo\ Em&
-BACACY AU [85) U0 NOA Ji

JUIIOPE Bag mc;m 1qoad z{_r

10 wojdieds e e uen wed

Houq YR Juaie ujed

HORE JO SBSRD JSOW SHUM B

Bunsiey 1o Busnd

CBugnd ' Bugy snonuans

1o 8ugys peduoioud se yons

wied ok eyears8e euy san

AR | pue sanysod pood

a5y eord 450y sy w ued

#ove JNOA PasNED.BARY WHIW

ety Bupgikue op 3,uog) o

- wRAeEEEe SN plOAY m

UoneLLIE U

pue uped sonpad Avw

‘(510 ‘Basly ) uaxosdeu

J0 ($I0U0 'g) Lo

‘Iapy ) uajosdng ‘uidse

58 4ans (O1YSN) $8rup Aloi

- -RURUEULTUR [EDI0IISUON

’ ‘uted aonpa.diay Aew

{(s1at30 jousih ) vaydou

-{UIRI0R $B (INS SaABljal

el uoldunssduoN ganes

Page 22 of 33

ujed Joy wzcmmu%m«: ane] m
*Rep e sawg
. BN SN OF Jof JEaY

asf) 'yieq joy 1o ped Supesy
"$SRIGUIOT WIRM B W0 Jaljal
puy aidosd sayyo sdjpy
B B 18 SRINUIL OF
JOfsaRd 80LUIM BNUUOY
"sAep jo aldnon e ueyy ssou
sysepyey) ued Joj 1saq sjee)

. 5%553 Je9L 10 BI) IS} @
LB B SInU 07

- bety saows ouLog Aanju
. uﬁ Jayje omy o Aep isay
- BU} 10} SIUY 0@ eaR Injujed

aup oy word eopue Jufdde.

Aq Lped saape) oy ajge s Aely
neA ‘aiosnuw paynd e se yons
hanfuy Lie Ag pasnes sem uied
" anok jj sseinfuy o) 9o asp w

: T USSUSUUp uled aJanes
M SARP OMY 40 BUO 0}

AjaLoR PIone o) 8ARY ABLL

ok 'sasen awios ul *Apues.

30 iped BLI0s i Uasa 9

~ssod seaunnos Aep Jnok jo

o 58 UHIOLIO G ipajedafoy

: . @fuRo sB uApo SE ARIS W

-

“Jugesy

poads pue ued yoeyg sses oy
SRINSEVI VSR SPUBLALCIaL
1R RN oD ofely 8y

Nivd YoV
HEW: DNETYIO

L ®

19
JULOF 23QIDS
1w H0q, Sseudny
Y YNUIF OJuaw
-DAIDG, FYP U
ssuysod swy poay
GRII-TGE (916)
ST
WNgG 5,88 T [ 1700
COUUE 1], SAES
Ay ,/suow [Bieass ul
130208 paduld L, 19aBY 1,
ured 1RO PR SIy ploy
pue Ia000s Avpd ‘wmel sy
MOW 0} sjues s ng Aedms
Jojoadsoad ety Usi[ar 3, usaop
"sosip Autdng Supresdde
A[STIOLIOSAUL DU YiLa We
OIURUIRIDES BUI ‘U
Awdins
10y undo srojag ustyre
L BATTRATSSUOY,, [BIHUL DISIADY
SIAAIZIERT 311 12A9MOY
syustied EoBAnsSuow o3 Jrey
i pareduwion ‘synsel ey
03U [P0X9,, DRy sjusned
[eo1dans jo syyy-anoy 'sivak
J0) 3R 1l pemoys autdg
reuanolsyy u peysygud
Apras 0007 v syuened
[eolBansuou ueyl aomb

TRIDACD

QL. S O_f«.
ﬁm 91110 59

‘\ﬁum, ,:,u,é mﬁu:wc, Se41
01 7utod SR1PTIS 19110 10y
TUOLTEDIUT A103
-gwrurejpu-nue pue Adeasy ”
8o m>:,£o OB
U STNDUCLIGMO] F UL 3&36
281 Al RIRUAERD A0 JUI W
~1EB3T PALIOBIIR 150U BUL 1BUT
palrodar suosding viperd
-OUIQ) JO AWB PRI UEDLARUTY
ST JO [puInC su Apueasy
191190 UOBOUNY 0 $910801
Jry Sumed Agasnl syoug
Jrayy saoaduy (ssuenud)
Auril Mot BUizewe .37,
‘meﬂ@ pUe s1UILES 31
JO &usul rranonns guruum
Jeus 1oy do aywur 03 ejqissod
§1 JUOIIS S8 FR[USTI OB
PUY NG Yovwo)s sy 8uy
SYRULAQ WaisAs ey dun sloug
R 9 YSnong ssed jun
52010) (EOIUBUSW 9 ﬂi Apistee]
03 Paau nog,, 'sAus a[Fruonom
D09 83 T 01 $paall
apue pauieads v oy paloal
-01d 9q 01 paaL SOV,
‘Adwaauy pporsdud Ag rem
pedeuri s uied youg asoys
sjuened usel ey sdes 1ey
~upD fupuied], pue Adeasty],
1ROIEAY J WIOSTO W3 JO
IPUNOY B SIEUONA TS
‘peinpayss Bureq
21 $109 (NS URWINY UO $181ag
TROTULY "$3RI UL PEIoM SBY
ssoooad ey, peyuedsuriy
DAY JOTUCROUL TP UL Umoad
G UOTA ‘SOSTD PIACWUSY
10 S80S LU0y pRIseAIRY
ISP pRlsauliunolg
Ay Asul peul Arenue g
Uy pRounouue LsI8aruyy
[PUIO0) 18 SIBLRIERsay
VIS U0 1R
(9VIQRIIOA DU UDBMIRC)
s1u10(1008) 01 98RULED
aedax oy Avmce wapsd 01194
SABY $10700D 104 AIBATSBALL
$59] ($9ATIU $91EILLIT pUT
SBO] 10 $2B[N 9RIARLIBA IL
JULUOLYSNO $O81P UL [RLIeIR W

PIMOTS 3¢ UBd 11 mng W@ AIBU ST UONe

SAES mr (1, MOV U uT AW
AU 9AOW 1,UE0 NOA 2121M
UmOp BUIRATDAT ¥00] LUop
SPVABY /MIU SIAUM A N0
au3 yoeq Eutduims 5w
-npuad ayl, ‘ynoyy ‘Ajare]
“Adera 1eo1syd 2AIS UG
Jo doary up Aredans Avfep
3] ?:ao aary suosRins Auwi
& 10 aprosp 1sud ot uy
prepuels 1E AU 19M UoIsTy Hd:
(ﬁm s1gans seanpaoead ‘0fe
SIPUII(] "TAIUBM PUE SIXBM
STUR{GOIC DB 10RII00 04
Aradms jo svusieaerd sy,
Jaanssard 1ew 9ye) 01 peudls
~aP ARSI IBADU OB B
Jo syred oquo sansseld saou
Funind 81,004 10w presm
SR FUTURI] 21,004 §Y 1990

auds pue siaed oL s1atm

el AJARLE 10 193UED 04

1940 Jore) 1and pue iydem
YEUT {E) 01 9ATY NOK,,
‘pIBRMYDRQ Je
-8} HOIR 0] VW0 UL F9INED
ALBOISUG TRUL "PIEMING
Aloq o synd istem 93 ye
(1uB1am) ppe 03 pus) am Aes
A0S SLARCT S
QY1 SUSIRI 1Byl prue AIBjuIpas
Jau ojdovd 910w pue BI04,
" aemeq Sumed jou pue
Butrapns aze aydoad saow uos
“BOL R $8 'Flar( Suipnjout
‘sysireioeds yoeq Ausw Aq
1995 s uopemdod EKZQ?W
S U A1seqQ dpey juseop
1 Sem ssaoxe Furknie)
Jaede
Fuype apay &g eary Buore
08 am sv FUIZIPTRO AR
1884 sl sowd piduere ey
Jueas pue gF ULy, .waémzi
'SARS BU, TIUMOD TR 5.1
PLY 00 31 noA A reotsed,,
CLIBUEDS
Buie ayy Yive paaues
~axd waym suds slaB(
Jcuaddey
‘ydnous m:E @Zm NOAJ] 8|qe
-j01pead a1 “ssevord Fuide
Y zoaed 531, 15dRIa gl (B0

IOLIR(]

_: e 3no Buiiesm
13U SOSTR UL,
AYISIG0 PUE
FuiBw oy e sv £pog sl
JOUH R SI0LIE) M) B
Furproyes M::E:SS:?
SHOBQ 9UL SUNBAIRORXT
. SBaTY 9dIe] pue :ﬁ:m
w sweiqoad aeposnur
HARY OS1R UEd :c\m puy
siutofayy £q peyowd 20 081p
v Ag poyould ag uwD puw saloy
BALIU R[] SUI yEnoayy jydu
0F 1WYT SPAIRU BABY UBD IO,
BIGIBLL PUE JRLIYLEY 9100
~30 UED YOIUM Stel [[RuLs
FUT FARY RO BALIOQ BUL UM
SAUYLIBIL 1 5B O8I o) pun
51D sU1 108 as nod Brdurexs
1T, SARS STARCT Buorm
of uus yeyy sfung renusjod
\;%S 05 @18 LY YLD,
" pUR {EaML A1 BUQO
A AupunoLs
SIS FAUDTUNOD PUE FoAIBU
aup) pue oulds oyl o Loed
SLIUL Y Jo asneoeq  Apod
WU UL SSLTCOILIS O
01 PR A LI0D 3501 @y}
IO BUG,, IR BT B[R SIABC
« PR
T epmoted wr Supndue oy

1 OB 3 uws ¥ st Suty) Bunway

S0y 9L, Bun 19AR10] © g
03 BL10F ST S| AW [[91 10 pumy
Ay, 'shus QUIET 3 puUnosy
FAOSTIUL B guﬁwﬁzpw
158 BU0] FR 101100 108
PUE fEel ArEnaueas 1 ung
Aoy fede At Jo asnieoag,,
WY PLo3 s10100p ‘Anqissod
© §1 au1ds Bi1 asTy puv sosip
YU BA0WHI 03 Azadang
‘Adeaays reoisayd
UHA POUIqUIoD suorve{u el
- il JO SELIBE ¥ BT TURTIIRSIL
JURAIND ST "sostp ~ Fuding,,
10 - PRITIUIAY CAx pRY 8Y
POULLLISISD S8 11 ATTent
TIE PR QU] - SUON
-oufuy prodeis yeanpida peiesd
-1 'SUR0S THIAL sher-y
TTEDYI WO

o

11-0448.B.118



MOORE
Page 23 of 33

Sy

UL 287 08ds 258D
MVBLULUD 8210 Lownpy

10308 TRINMD PUR [RID0S
o} yusaiad Of pue ‘saous
Iagip [eaidorotq o1 anp 1
aguol ut Aredsip spewa)
~3[BW Y joyusoiad oo
INOGE 1R{} SATRMINED ‘K18
AT TWOISOE 18 ApMmig el
UMUB) PUBBuy map eyl
SpUNo] SlIn g Woy ing
NSIOYD P00, 3y TAH
10 [2A8] 9Y) $ASEIIOU] pUE
21848 BUNLILI 911 $38000
UBH0IIE3 SUONLIOY 9wl
AU AT ‘SERIT B[0SNIU
(] 2UOIBISOISI} BUOULIOY
ey Aentdoosiyg
« 831458107 10 SatRUIa)
TOnBediIoD 107 1 are
BUL, UELINL ‘SABS 917 ‘5310
190 AU UL S8 380
SSOUBISID
I d puronsual
INQLITTOD 812 2191 ua
fo weds 911 1931078 2103 U1
B A{U0 943 3, UST IOIABRY
21 $3I0T ‘$ayR1 1eIIon
U0 YDIRBSDI DAISUDIND
DUOD SLU UM reS Uiy
D ANSIBATUL 911} 18 M0[[2)
BIBDL B TABOLY [Prre(]
UOTHPUOD STY
qesuonsonb joisi v pue

Noogatou e fuad v Sudurig
BUOTE BUI 93§ 0] U AUTED
(Apepuey-a18urs ssausng
pue Apiwie) arey) Sutuunl
SeM OUA) I ST Lreun]
syusunutodde o possiu
pue urele Sunuup paas
ay ‘uonezierdsoy s1y 210)
-ag DOYOR Uy edauyos
SULI9YE YIRIT TAO 81

;

[

LR 0} POTIEY Y ‘UONIPUOD

[BOIPI L STIOLIAS © YIS Uil
UBAT "SOTI0IQNUE SNOUBARIUL

JO 8380D USTY Srnunund uo

ind sem ‘voneziedsoy Suor

B I9JT ‘OUm SS05CE WIRIQ
A UBULE DIYRII] 9010 |
TERALM J191]1 AQ T UI0D 03
PROUBNYIUL UBSY DY 10700
¥ PIVISIA O UBWI Pallivildl
{[v J0 1ue010d 8/, 1e1) pasoys
LOOT Sl Ul paseaial surn

-1SAUJ ATue ] Jo Awapery

UROUISUIY 911 10] 8ATIDRIAIU]
SLLIBE A 200D AsaIns v
UONTUWIONUT yi[way
JO s19WINLU0D 1872318 aq
03 UWMOUY 0S]E 91T USWIO
‘Aarerosds A -
SSPISIP SNONDAIUI JO SI1YEL
U0 U8AS BIL STSTIL QUL
o1 weyt uoturdo feorpati
891 AL 011y BpM 1w
aa1d spuared wao A Sul
“PUIUDUL ‘AR PapULsXD put

||

”

DUDLIYINO 'SP IN0 DSNOY

AW PUNOIR YRR LIPS 0] dABY
1A "POPUSKO ATpIiut sem |
PPl epuRy , S1eArdared
DUE SIDINLING [RINTET 208
UnlI0M 9506034 ST 814 T,
BIRILR] ST 9sT0dS sU] ustim
Aremadss ‘ssau o 10y
=STU BYRINODE 310w © 3418 01
25008 9171 01} 00{ | *AULES BU}
P Ueyo 1 aononad fur uy
Tustuiol oy
EPULRY PIVALL 100D YT,
e CE
ol pue aanssard poolq
BUTPUY 828001 AN0L noqe
J0300D 81} {23 noL *qog,,
“I00D IXBU
W0 PINOYS BPUT[A , 801
10U A0SR STy,
‘pres qog /edopy,
surs[qoid
Auw srem 810 () pBunyse
Ao ueSeq pur ISIY QOY PAIISIA
10300D U], "usdo PINIRID
S100D Y1 YIlm SLIO0T uIexa
areredas ur wayy ind asamu
SO dU T, speotsAnd sun
01 10} J0300D SUTRE DI} 0}
2U0E PR ‘GO ‘puRqEny 1oy
Pile 94§ 811 U0 197 W0y
arduress ue swr sangd puw
‘PrEs aus | STUBIID 180,
SRTed S8 UsWom PUR ot
- UB3/A19Q $aDUBIAIND PIDN0U
3US 1 '9ousIadg Jo s1vek

G7 UBYL 8I0UI LA 88101
ATBD DAISUDIUT UB ‘BpUlay
PaSTT AR 9y u1aie]

‘Furiotu

1wyl usied sfeuIn] A

LA BUOP PR AJUIRLIE0 [ 88

UBUT UM TR USTIOM [1im

31sTa 10d duan BIoWI puads
SI0300p ‘Dousiadye LUl uy

(698°1$

SAIRIAL LR 0 aFeraae

08) UQUI LR RIBD 3[eay

U0 10Ul 1uadtad g puads

UBUIOM ‘SPIO-1804-H(~01-Cf
FUOUIY "LOTUBAN

PUE [0IIUOY) 95Eas1Y

107 s103us) ) g Apmys

1007 ® 01 5UDio0nt ‘91ed

FANTIRABII 10] U0 BT 801a)

ALIRIU PUR ‘UBlU A www

W,

WRY} U910 310U 10 ﬁ.ﬁW /
A Y

-00D 31 JISIA UB O Y

SIOMABYSL 9080 3By

UL B0WAIBIIIP ¥as 3Ly} JO UOH
“ensny pajutod e seam )]

"SBX ¢SSRULY SIY 01U RIS

-ut uted oy Anunyoddo ue

3801 Y PI( "A[UIBMIBD WB0UITY

Susrfed DR AUL U3LM UOTIRS

-1oaub0 91} W01 UONBULIO)UY
TUBOYILLEIS 188 01 [1e] | PiY

) RERRETe]

QIRaL 19y 98TURUL [[IM 84S

TTHOVL WO

11-0448.B.119

QUL AR QU0




=22

MOORE
Page 24 of 33

Chip and Dan Heath

X

ay

E ALL BEGIN THE
year with the best of in-
tentions. We write a list of
worthy resolutions and we

follow through on themn for
a while. But as inevitably as February follows January,
st of us end up shipping back into our old habits.
Yet after ana-

Making changes r‘ at Emt isn't SAS‘

covered that *hm: are s ::ple things you

can do to £nap the Cyu:: of busted reschutions.

we've

Furst, you need to know how your mind works.
Your brain has two independent systems: the emo-

instinctive part that feels pain and

nal side, the

1al side, the analytical part
plans. We like to use the anal-
( the emoti )
e 2o

Understanding how your
mind works means you can...

cause of the emational Ezﬁanm He ki

Give yourself crystal-clear direclions, V ; 3€ 1e50-
lutions like “Be healthier” or even “Lose weight” are
deomed, because there are

those comman

endless ways to nterpre

When your

e Rider (the rational
ToIm 9"" hologist Jonathan
datop UW Lu“

}{5 der | »ﬁlda

s drink too jnany, or p‘.‘@fmmnz:e.

To get
moving, scale 707
down your g@aﬁi

ven too ALy OEHDQD,

easy to feel paralyzed. With
s, YOUT emo-

yourself i

fQ’f) m

ny cho

phant tends (o gra
tate toward the m cst familiar
“, fgis ba

‘ms,e fora pep-

path, so
oy
F I m p.zz& Lﬂgt&,?d '03,. nt"[% 0 eate a ‘\’r}
1t Jeaves nowhere to Lﬁc fike “No wine ever,”

. {IL f(\«

very other day,” or “No more cookies.”

£} W

£

=

ts to change fail, it’s be-
Ekes

U 7 "KOQOTZE‘
?fz} a “destination

g

ant QS&C AN use

tration if you tape
athlete or display jes

Keep yourseil motivaled. A central
hallenge of pulling off any switch is
i,x i\f’ﬁ& —

getting yourself to start
moving forward. A destination post-
card helps; another trick shrink
change. Take housecleaning. We all love
a clzm home, but most of us dreac ci:aw
ing. But what do we dread? Tossing a
shirt in the hamper? Putting a glass in the
dishwasher? Nope. We dread the enor-
mity of the task. Cleaning house means
*zldnw on closets, rooms, and toilets, and
it all teela like too much. To conquer
your resistance, try the “Five-Minute
Room Rescue” from home-organizing
guru Marla Cilley. Gert a imer and set it
for five minutes. Pick a room, closet, or
drawer, and as the timer ticks, clear a path,
When the timer buzzes, stop with a

1o vour
ng.

clear conscience. Repeat the next day.
You should have no trouble conguer-
ing these micro-milestones. As you pass
them, you'll begin to feel less reluctant
2nd more hapeful, And hope is essential
for raking any change stick.

"The same principle ap‘:szvs 1o tackling ¢
da, the police want-
with such a

)Zﬁ?(f ona

larger scale. In one town in Can
ed to create 2
huge goal, they deaided to shrinl i
started by asking alf residents 1o turn on IE*PL Y"*z*or
lights at night. Th
safer after dark,

safer environment. Faced
eir change,

They

which said, Ye dlm s car
Wiake your environment support your change.
Many of us are blind to how much our situ
actually shape our behavior. In countless ways, our

continued

b
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St

STRESS AND HUMAN BEINGS.

OMETIMES WE CHANGE BE-

cause we want to: lose weight,

go vegan, find God, get sober.

But sometimes we change be-

cause we have no choice, and
since this violates our manifest destiny to
do as we please, it may take a while before
we notice that those are often the changes
we need to make most. Weran a good long
road test of the premise that more is bet-
ter: we built houses that could hold all our
stuff but were too big to heat; we bought
cars that could ferry a soccer team but
were too big to park; we thought we were
embracing the simple life by squeezing in
a yoga class between working and shop-
ping and took an extra job to pay foritall,

Now we're stripping down and start
ing over. A platoon of TimEe reporters
and pollsters fanned out to every corner
of the country to measure-—anecdotally
and empirically—what’s changed in the
way we set our priorities and spend our
money since the Great Recession began.
Most pcopic hinl the pain will be las
ing and the effects permanent: only 12%
expect economicrecovery to begin within
six months, half believe it will be another
year or Lwo, and 14% believe we are at the
startofalongterm decline.

QOur institutions watch for economic vi-
tal signs. But maybe, for individuals, the
sickness is what came before—the hallu
cination that debt would never need to be
repaid, that values only rise, that bubbles
never burst. When the markets collapsed,
that fe ever r broke. In our assumptions and
nd expectations, the recoveryis

i~

attitudesa
already well under way.
Tal i to people not just about how they

feel butabout how they’re living now, an
you hear more resolve than regret. Near]
half say their economic status decline
this year, and 57% now think the Amer
can Dream is harder to achieve. And y¢
pain and promise are a package deal; eve
after all this, fully 56% believe that Ame
ica’s best days are ahead. It would be nic
ifittook something shortof a heart attac
to get us to work out, eat better and spen
more time with our kids. But in the enc
where we wind up matters more than hoy
we got there.

UNLIKE ANY OTHER DOWNTURN SINC
the 1930s, thisone hasaffected everyone
either the fact of it or the fear of it. Ever
when prosperity returns, 61% predict
they’ll continue to spend less than the
did before. Among people earning les:
than $50,000 a year—roughly half of U.S
households—34% havenot gone to the doc
tor because of the cost, 31% have been ou
of worlc at some point, and 13% have beer
hungry. At the same time, 4 in 10 peopl
earning more than $r00,000 say they arc
buying more store brands, 36% are using
coupons more, and 39% have postponec
orcanceled avacation tosave money. Fort)
percent of pmpk at all income levels say
they feel anxious, 32% have trouble Sieerg
ing, and 20% are depressed. After a seaso
of big news, of war and storms and swin
dlers, pirates and poison peanut butter
43% are watching the news even more
taking the medicine even if it tastes bac
biaausc Qxippmgitmmgi be risky.

The calculus of life suddenly offers new
equations. Insurance agents see chmts rais
ing theirdeductibles to lower premiums, o

11-0448.B.121



skipping collision coverage for oldercarsso
that they bear more of the risks themselves.
Twenty-seven percent have raided their re-
tirement or college savings to pay the bills.
Violent crime may not be up, but fear of it is:
40% of people say that since the downturn
began, they are more worried about their
personal safety. Gun sales at large retail
stores have jumped 39% this year, accord-
ing to the SportsOneSource,a research firm
that tracks the sporting-goodsindustry,and
shopsare reportingammunition shortages;
they can’t keep up with demand.

For all the reflexive analogies, this
is not the 1930s, when Babe Ruth took a
410,000 salary cut (roughly what A-Rod
earns per swing) and New York City
Mayor Jimmy Walker told theaters to
show only cheery films. And yet we're
channeling our grandparents, who were
taught, like a mantra, to use it up, wear
it out, make it do, do without. Now, if
you can make it, you don’t have to buy
it: just replace the lawn with a vegetable
varden, eat your fill and then store what-
ever is left. Sales of canning and freezing
supplies rose 15% during the first three
months of the year compared with the
same period last year. Cough- and cold-
remedy sales are down 9% because you
can make your own chicken soup; vi-
tamin sales are up, maybe because you
hope you won't need to. Common sense is
back in style, meaning we're less willing
to buy what we can have for free: bottled-
water sales have dropped 10%. The 137-
year-old Los Angeles public library
system set record highs in circulation
and visitors. And film and camera sales
have plunged 33% this year, because who

AMIEE (X03Y-ONIASNE OFIHD THONIAVED YHENUY 18 LINDSIE~NOSNHOT ANMER
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would want this winter in their album?

There’sanatural longing to find the up-
sidein the downturn. A college-admissions
officer, watching families reassess their
means and ends, suggests that maybe the
insane competitiveness will recede. The
yoga instructor says living more simply
relaxes us, as if the entire country needs to
slow its breathing. The buyer at the used-
car lot feels both frugal and green: that
hatchback isn’t used, it’s “pre-owned,” and
thiscountsasrecycling. The discount shop-
persview their task asascavenger huntand
take a certain pride in finding the bargain,
cutting the deal; 23% of us are haggling
more, a profitable contactsport.

No one wishes for hardship. But as we
pick through the economic rubble, we
may find that our riches have buried our
treasures. Money does not buy happiness;
Scripture asserts this, research confirms it.
Once youreach the median level of income,
rough Iy $50,000 a year, wealth and content-
ment go their separate ways, and studies
find thata millionaire isno more likely to be
happy thansomeone carning one-twentieth
as much. Now a third of people polled say
they are spending more time with family
and friends, and nearly four times as many
people say their relations with their kids
have gotten betier during this crisis than

say thev} ave gotten worse.

A consumer culture invites us to warnt
more than we can ever have; a culture of
thriftinvites us to be grateful for whatever
we can get. So we pass the time by tending
our gardens and patching our safety nets

and debating whet her, years from now,
this season wi i1l be remembered for what

we lost, or all that we found. B
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The Frugal Life
Hear stories about
how Americans
have changed their
spending habits, at
time.com/spending

i
Reported by
Karen Ball/Kansas City;
ie/Princeion;
K/ New York;

Laura Filzpalrl
“"Qven Gfav/C& cago; Hilary
ﬁr ‘"*{w‘r;ef

Stiarples/Ses:
/Grand Rapids; A
Stateman/Los Ame‘a%cs and

Sl

T.R. Witcher/Las Vegas

DY{‘F{,{
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ndly version of the article which follows.
http: f’fw‘x,afw.Woridne?‘:céaéiy,c%m;’?ndexigﬁ??

This is a WorldNetDaily pri mer frie
To view this item online, vis
pageld=88851

N FACE ON IT!

1g&iz@ﬂs exceed wmi’d GDP
63 5 mlh{m Lemhf anyone yef

sy
<
o
W
G 5119
|
ﬁ@m&
)m......‘

Does ¢

ts%i"‘d Febru vary 13, 2@(}}
11:35 pm Eastern

By Jerome R. Cm 51
Worl WciDa

As the Obama administration pushes through Congress its $800 billion
deficit-spending economic stimulus plan, the American public is largely
unaware that the true deficit of the federal government already is measured in
trillions of dollars, and in fact its $65.5 trillion in total obligations exceeds the
gross domestic product of the world.

The total U.S. obligations, inc lwdmg: Social Security and Medicare benefits to
be paid in the future, effectively have placed the U.S. government in

bankruptcy, even before new c:@z“iiiméng social welfare obligation embedded

in the massive spending plan are taken into account.

The real 2008 federal budget deficit was $5.1 trillion, not the $455 billion

8 e

previously zzv; 1 ed by the Congressional Budget Office, according to ﬂ*ﬂ
FA

_m?‘f’*{?@ Financis <wozi of the United States Government" as released by the
U.S. D::’:parmmu of Treasury.

The difference between the $455 billion "official”" budget deficit numbers and
the $5.1 trillion budget deficit cited by "2008 Financial Report of the United
States Government” is that the official budget deficit is calculated on a cash
basis, where all tax receipts, including Social Security tax receipts, are used to
pay government liabilities as they occur.

http://wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageld=88851 2/15/2009
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Nothing is quite as satistying as a yoga practice chat’s filled with move-
s

&
ment. Whether you preferan i

inyasa practice, a ger

but deliberate Viniy

he same reason: You sync

- your

i, who compiled
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Rage — Murder — Suicide
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the job fell by 17 percent last
year to the lowest level in
nearly two decades, as work-

r*ecessz@m the Labor De-
said Thursda Y.
The 4,340 Wo%pi@cc fatali-
ties rec omed in 2065 were the
i since the Bu-
i 0T bta’sjstécs first be-
inl

Haio”

gan tracking the data in
ﬁ tzc gewnd straight year

High ‘-WerﬂfﬁownenT and
3 Oub in more fiazrtgsrmus zi.a~

T

fnational jobless

of 9.5 percent,
ﬁ/ orkers on average logged
cent less mum
in 2008, F
construction £4
cent less hours in 2009
the previcus year.

Labor Secretary Hilda Solis
called the decrease egzcozmg-

a

3

last year

IVeES 513

WOT

ledged 1

fewer hours during

rica’s

workers are hept safe,” So is
said,

Workplace suicides de-

clined by 10 ml(, ent to 237 af-
ter read"zug a high in 2008.
But that count is still the sec-
onc-highest total recorded

the agency began track-
ing workplace deaths.
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Jeff O’Donnell, Agent

License #0456721

AUTO « HOME « FARM + COMMERCIA!
BONDS « WORKERS COMP

O’ Donnell Insurance Services

For All Your Insurance Needs

Auctorial Risk Factor

Jeffrey J. O’Donnell

Licensed Property, Casualty, Life, Accident, and Health Insurance Agent for
35 years.

Being in the insurance industry, I tend to observe people and their driving
habits. Not stopping completely at signs, rushing to beat a traffic light only
to have to stop at the next light a block later. Driving slow in the fast lane,
forcing faster drivers to pass on the right. I see drivers having no patience
and driving aggressively to save 3 seconds. Not using signals to
communicate with others.

I'meet with youthful drivers when they are first licensed and discuss
defensive driving. I explain that they are not bad drivers, they can see better,
hear better and react better then older drivers. What they don’t know is that
people do not do what is expected. Experienced drivers know when someone
is going to change lanes into them or pull out in front of them. Youthful
drivers need to slowdown, pay attention, which means no distractions such
as youthful passengers and certainly no cell phones, blasting radios, etc.

To reduce insurance costs, I recommend higher deductibles or no physical
damage coverage. These are fixed costs one knows exactly how much they
stand to lose. A bodily injury loss has no fixed limits so these limits must be
high enough protect your assets, and moral responsibility. The Umbrella
policy beyond a basic policy are recommended to accomplish this.

The human being is equivalent to an egg, easily broken and hard to repair.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Richard Moore (MOORE)
Response to MOORE-1
The commentor requested the use of roundabouts at project intersections in place of traffic signals.

Generally speaking, roundabouts are a viable alternative to signalized intersections. Depending on
the specific intersection traffic volumes and patterns, roundabouts have the tendency to result is less
overall intersection delay and improved vehicular safety. According to the Federal Highway
Administration’s Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, “...intersections with heavy left turns are
especially good roundabout candidates.” On the surface, the proposed signalized intersection at
Diamond Springs Parkway and Diamond Road (SR-49) and the modified signal at Diamond Road
(SR-49) and Pleasant Valley Road demonstrate the potential for heavy left turns. However, there are
unique corridor characteristics that, when combined, ultimately dictated the use of traditional traffic
signal control at these intersections. The corridor characteristics that make the use of roundabouts
infeasible in this project are discussed below.

Diamond Road (SR-49) is a State Highway, which must accommodate a California Legal Design
Vehicle. A California Legal Design Vehicle is a truck tractor/semi-trailer with a maximum overall
length of 65 feet, a maximum kingpin-to-rear-axel distance of 40 feet, and a maximum width of 8.5
feet. Any vehicle—whether car, bus, truck or recreational vehicle—while turning a curve covers a
wider path than the width of the vehicle. The outer front tire can generally follow a circular curve,
but the inner rear tire will swing in toward the center of the curve, thereby requiring a greater width
for roundabouts (Caltrans, Highway Design Manual Chapter 404, July 1, 2008). However, there is
limited right-of-way available at both the Diamond Road (SR-49) / Diamond Springs Parkway
intersection, and Diamond Road (SR-49) / Pleasant Valley Road intersection. Because the referenced
intersections are required to be designed to accommodate the large, California Legal Design Vehicle,
and there is limited space to expand the intersections appropriately, the required footprint of
roundabout traffic control was deemed to have higher private property impacts and be less cost-
effective.

If right-of-way were not an issue and appropriately sized roundabouts were implemented at the
referenced intersections, the presence of adjacent signalized intersections (Missouri Flat Road at
Golden Center Drive and Diamond Road (SR-49) at Pleasant Valley Road) would be anticipated to
generate large groups of vehicles approaching these roundabout locations, which is an undesirable
condition for roundabout operational efficiency.

The Diamond Road (SR-49)/Diamond Springs Parkway corridor exhibits the predominant movement
balance recommended by the Federal Highway Administration for the use of roundabouts. However,
due to the mix of heavy vehicular demand, traffic signal control was ultimately deemed to be
beneficial. Traffic signals allow the heaviest movements at the intersections to operate concurrently
(heavy major street left with major minor street right) which minimizes the overall intersection delay.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

As such, the use of roundabouts at project intersections is not preferred and is not incorporated into
the project.

Michael Brandman Associates
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From: <janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>

From: Anton <detales135@yahoo.ca>

To: cynthia.johnson@edcgov.us

Cc: jim.ware@edcgov.us, JackSweeneyBOSDistr3
<bosthree@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, RayNuttingBOSDistr2
<bostwo@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, RonBriggsBOSDistr4

<bosfour@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, NormaSantiagoBOSDistr5 - EDC
<bosfive@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, JohnKnightBOSDistrl

<bosone@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, matt.smeltzer@edcgov.us,
Craig.Mckibbin@edcgov.us, bob.slater@edcgov.us, AssemblymanTedGainesAD4-
EDC <assemblymember.gaines@assembly.ca.gov>, AssemblymemberAlysonHuber10 -
EDC <Assemblymember.huber@assembly.ca.gov>, BOSSecty2CynthiaJohnson -EDC
<cynthia.johnson@edcgov.us>, ClintCurtis CD-4cand - EDC
<clintcurtis@clintcurtis.com>, MtDemocratReporterChrisDaley
<cdaley@mtdemocrat.net>, SacramentoBee CathyLocke - EDC
<clocke@sacbee.com>

Date: 08/23/2010 04:39 PM

Subject: comments on Diamond Springs Parkway Project

Jim Ware, Director
Department of Transportation
El Dorado County

Dear Mr. Ware,

| was at the Public Comment Process for the EIR of the Diamond Springs
Parkway Project on July 28 last month. | apologize for the tardiness of
this note as | have been dealing with some health issues. | regret to

inform you that the pubic comments at that meeting were treated largely in
a dismissive and nearly arrogant manner. The tone of that engagement left
me and some others | spoke with afterward with the impression that rather
than being receptive to input from the public, those proceedings were NEMETH-1
meant to discourage further participation in the process. This was evident
from the panel mostly appearing to be invested in rebutting presentations
from the audience as distinct from receiving information about concerns. |
assure you that none of the "rebuttals" did other than to serve to

generate the feeling that our concerns as residents of the area effected

by this plan were of little significance or import. This was in the face

of commentary even from long time residents who were and are versed in
local issues as well as technical aspects in need of consideration under
this project.

My own interest in the matter at hand stem not only from my residency,
family, and business activities in the area, but from a background in
ownership of a landscape design/install company dealing with residential,
street, and commercial developments, participation in local community and
civic activities, and a decades long interest in city planing as it

influences human potential and economics. At this meeting | found very
little of that addressed in terms other than those benefiting developers

NEMETH-2
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ready to take a profit from this bypass, notably Mr. Grado, and possibly

Mr. Sweeney and some others. The recent Grand Jury pronouncement on the
animal shelter boondoggle is exemplary in this matter and indicative of
more of the same, possibly involving this project, such as the

disbursement of funds of the surveying o this Project.

The project is, as noted by the Diamond Springs-El Dorado Community
Identity Committee, does not address the purported aim and goal of the
bypass. Furthermore, its parameters are structured in such a way that
everything from its financing to its future are suspect in terms of doping
any substantial good for the community. These deficiencies include but are
not limited to:

1-The preservation of historic structures of Diamond Springs.

2-The actual historic and economic impact of the bypass.

3-The future traffic pattern potential and likely detrimental to areas
including and surrounding Diamond Springs, as it is well documented that
easing traffic only engenders more traffic.

4-Concerns of infrastructure as it is shown in neighboring Counties such
as ours that such projects increase service costs and taxes exponentially
higher than revenues generated by such.

5-The tax structure from existing and planned commercial developments
favor a small concentration of developments and are unfair to the
remainder of the County.

6-The development and consequences of this project are not in line with
reasonable possibilities as outlined and recommended by such agencies as
the Sierra Nevada Conservancy.

7-Water, lighting, proximity, walk-ability, and other such issues are not
adequately addressed.

8-This project is demonstrably part of the conglomerated developers
overall plan to legitimize building projects here by subverting California
law to their own private ends.

There is much more that needs to be seriously examined in this matter. |
trust that you and all concerned will not simply rubber stamp this project
in favor of commercial interest that have been demonstrated here and in
other communities to be adverse to our local economic and social health as
well as grave environmental issues surrounding the former rail yard near
Missouri Flat Road. | would expect that each of these issues will be dealt
with in full to the satisfaction of those who are not paid to lobby for

these projects and are working when much of these matters are in from of
agencies influenced by hired promoters.

Anton Z Nemeth
2334 Coloma Road
Placerville, CA 95667
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NEMETH-2
CONT

NEMETH-3

| NEMETH-4
| NEMETH-5

NEMETH-6
NEMETH-7
NEMETH-8

NEMETH-9

NEMETH-10

NEMETH-11

NEMETH-12

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential
and/or privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the
Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for
the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Thank you

for your consideration.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Anton Z. Nemeth (NEMETH)

Response to NEMETH-1

The commentor expressed dissatisfaction regarding the matter in which verbal comments on the
proposed projects were responded to at the public meeting held on July 28, 2010. The commentor
indicated that the public meeting discouraged public participation in the proposed project.

As stated in Section 15201 of the CEQA Guidelines, public participation is an essential part of the
CEQA process. CEQA does not require a formal public meeting at any stage of the environmental
review process (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15202(a)). However, should a formal public meeting be
provided, such as the two public meetings held on July 28, 2010, only responses to significant
environmental issues are required (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204(a)). Nonetheless, CEQA does
not restrict the ability of reviewers (such as commentors during the public meeting) from providing
comments not focused on significant environmental issues. Accordingly, DOT has exceeded the
requirements of CEQA to encourage public participation regarding the proposed project by providing
two public meetings.

The intent of the public meetings was to encourage, not discourage, public participation and
comment. During the public meeting, all commentors were encouraged to additionally provide a
written comment letter so that their comments could be fully addressed in this Final EIR.
Comparison of the names included on the sign-in sheets for the public meetings with the comments
included in this Final EIR indicates that many in attendance provided written and verbal comments.

Response to NEMETH-2
The commentor stated that the public meetings addressed only the benefits of the proposed project to
developers.

The presentation presented by DOT and its environmental consultant at the public meetings described
the proposed project, the Draft EIR, and contents of the Draft EIR.

Response to NEMETH-3
The commentor stated that the proposed project does not “address the purported aim and goal of the
Parkway” as noted by the Diamond Springs-El Dorado Community Identity Committee.

The aim and goal of the proposed project are stated in Draft EIR Section 3.3, Purpose, Need, and
Obijectives of the Proposed Project.

Response to NEMETH-4
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not consider the preservation of historic structures in
Diamond Springs.

Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural and Historical Resources identifies only two historic resources within
the proposed project's Area of Potential Effect: the East Diamond Ditch and the tailings area south of

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Black Rice Road. Neither historic resource is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Therefore, impacts to these historic resources are considered less than significant
under the criteria defined by CEQA. The proposed project would not destroy or alter any buildings
located on Pleasant Valley Road within the community of Diamond Springs, regardless of historic
status. Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural and Historic Resources, for further discussion.

Response to NEMETH-5
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not consider the historical and economic impacts of the
proposed project.

Refer to Response to NEMETH-4 regarding impacts to historical structures. Section 15131 of the
CEQA Guidelines states that economic effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment.

Response to NEMETH-6
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not consider the negative impacts of future traffic patterns
on Diamond Springs and claimed that reducing traffic congestion “engenders” additional traffic.

Future traffic patterns are discussed and analyzed in Traffic Information Reissuance Section 4.12,
Traffic and Transportation. See Response to SOC-11 regarding reduction in pass-by trips through
Diamond Springs.

Response to NEMETH-7
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not consider that infrastructure projects increase service
costs and taxes exponentially higher than the revenues generated.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e), “Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment.”

Response to NEMETH-8
The commentor stated that the tax structure from existing and planned commercial developments
favor a “small concentration of developments and are unfair to the remainder of the County.”

The comment is not relevant to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Response to NEMETH-9

The commenter stated the proposed project is not consistent with “reasonable possibilities” as
outlined by agencies, including the Sierra Nevada Conservancy. However, the commentor did not
provide reasoning as to how the proposed project is inconsistent. The Sierra Nevada Conservancy
does not provide any specific plans or forecasts for the project vicinity. EI Dorado County is in the
process of developing an INRMP; however, as noted under Response to BOYLAN-14, initial

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

inventory mapping indicates that no significant natural resources identified by the INRMP would be
affected by the proposed project.

Response to NEMETH-10
The commentor indicated the Draft EIR did not adequately address the water, lighting, proximity, and
walkability of the proposed project.

The proposed project’s Draft EIR includes discussions of hydrologic impacts in Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality; water use in Section 4.13, Utilities and Services; and lighting in
Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light and Glare. With regard to walkability, refer to Response to
HERRINGTON.2-3.

The commentor’s reference to proximity is unclear.

Response to NEMETH-11

The commentor stated that the proposed project is “demonstrably part of the conglomerated
developers overall plan to legitimize building projects here [Diamond Springs] by subverting
California law to their own private ends.”

The comment is not relevant to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Response to NEMETH-12
The commentor alleged the proposed project is being completed to support commercial interests and
would result in adverse economic, social health, and environmental issues.

Refer to Response to SOC-3 and SOC-9 regarding support of commercial interests,

Economic issues are not relevant to the environmental effects of a proposed project. Health issues
related to air quality and hazardous materials impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Draft
EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Environmental
issues are addressed, per CEQA, in the Draft EIR.

Michael Brandman Associates
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O'NEILL
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El Dorado County
) Department of Transportation

Diamond Springs Parkway Draft EIR
2:30 and 5:30 p.m. July 28, 2010
Comment Card

In the space below, please provide any comments you have regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway Project. For legibility purposes, please print your
comments. Alternately, comments can be submitted to El Dorado County DOT, Attn: Janet Postlewait,

2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville CA 95667 or janet.postlewait@edcgov.us. Written comments must be
received by 5:00 p.m. on August 23, 2010.

Name: \TO he O l\le(‘ (L Signature: % W

Agency/Affiliation: ﬁ[ome O p € Teleph% (_{fO) €2¢-3729
Mailing Address:

-
o -1
= J
p’.’

=

~ O
o

- 1
o i

«

11-0448.B.137



O'NEILL
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O'NEILL

Before addressing the Diamond Springs Parkway EIR, I would like to say that I believe the
proposed project is unnecessary. I live on Pleasant Valley Rd, just east of Highway 49. In peak
afternoon traffic (4:30 p.m.) recently it took me 3 & % minutes to go from Highway 49 and
Pleasant Valley Rd. to the stoplight at Missouri Flat & Forni Rd. The return trip (5 p.m.) took
me almost the same amount of time. I believe similar times would be achieved if I did this for
five straight days. In the summer time traffic going west flows freely in the morning. When
school starts, there are some backups due to students going to Union Mine High School. But |
this is for just a short amount of time before it flows freely again. However, this year, I see less
traffic or backups in front of my house in the morning. This may increase as more students get
their licenses

How beneficial would it be for a driver to use the Parkway that in about a mile has two
stoplights that when going east goes into Highway 49 with its traffic and then into one lane on
Pleasant Valley Rd. Plus the parkway would become even more congested if major
developments come in. Who would want to get involved with stoplights and shoppers when it
would most likely be quicker to continue down Missouri Flat Road to Pleasant Valley Rd.

To me it is a senseless waste of money that from all indications will benefit developers and
bring additional asphalt to El Dorado County and Diamond Springs as it has in Folsom and
Roseville where all old time flavor has evolved into a sea of big developments.

The EIR does not address: 3

1. Stress on residents in the area of the parkway.
2. Wildlife in addition to the Red-Legged Frog: deer, rabbits, rodents, coons, foxes, possums, | _4
skunks.

3. Water usage for road construction, eventual landscaping, and while the EIR is specifically
for the Parkway, the byway will eventually lead to additional water needs for commercial 5
developments. This is hard to swallow when we are constantly being told to conserve water and
rates are going up

4. Eventual noise . Air, light pollution if and when development comes in. |

If anything, I believe that the county should be building parks and playing fields for young and
old instead of a road that I see as unneccesary. I could be wrong, but the only park I know of
being built in the last 30 years is the little one in Shingle Springs.

d

John O’Neill
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

John O’Neill (O’NEILL)

Response to O’'NEILL-1

The commentor expressed opposition to the proposed project and characterized traffic on Pleasant
Valley Road between Diamond Road (SR-49) and Missouri Flat Road, indicating morning traffic
issues are due to Union Mine High School students. The commentor stated that proposed project
would be ineffective because drivers would continue to use Missouri Flat Road and Pleasant Valley
Road to avoid stoplights on the Parkway and congestion caused by traffic converging to one lane at
the intersection of Diamond Road (SR-49) and Pleasant Valley Road. The commentor also stated that
the proposed Parkway would become congested as a result of adjacent commercial development,
thereby providing more reason for drivers to utilize the Missouri Flat Road/Pleasant Valley Road
route through Diamond Springs.

The proposed project's main goal is to provide parallel capacity for Pleasant Valley Road/SR-49
between Missouri Flat Road and Diamond Road (SR-49). It is understood and expected that some
drivers will continue to utilize the existing route of Missouri Flat Road and Pleasant Valley Road,
while others will use Diamond Road (SR-49) and the Parkway. Refer to Responses to GUTIERREZ-
2, GUTIERREZ-3, and GUTIERREZ-4 regarding traffic operations, including discussion of Union
Mine High School traffic and converging to one lane on Pleasant Valley Road.

The Parkway was sized to accommodate growth as forecasted and extrapolated in the 2004 General
Plan. Any proposed commercial development will be required to provide an environmental analysis
pursuant to CEQA guidelines, including an analysis of impacts to traffic and transportation.

Response to O’'NEILL-2
The commentor expressed that the proposed project is a “waste of money” that would benefit only
developers and reduce the character of Diamond Springs by encouraging growth.

The project objectives are stated in DEIR Section 3.3 Purpose, Needs and Objectives of the Proposed
Project. Project Objectivelc is included to improve roadway capacities to “support” anticipated
growth as envisioned in the 2004 General Plan. DEIR Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts,
acknowledges the project's potential to further “encourage” growth.

Response to O'NEILL-3
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not address the stress that the proposed Parkway would
create for nearby residents.

The purpose of CEQA is to disclose publicly the environmental impacts of a proposed project on the
physical environment. Human stress is not an impact on the physical environment.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Response to O’'NEILL-4
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not address impacts to wildlife (other than the red-legged
frog) such as deer, rabbits, rodents, foxes, raccoons, opossums, and skunks.

Wildlife located within or near the proposed project site is discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4,
Biological Resources. Under CEQA, impacts to specific species require analysis only when a species
is designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
All candidate, sensitive, or special-status species were evaluated in the biological study; no impacts to
these species, other than the red-legged frog, were identified. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a
would reduce potential impacts to red-legged frogs to less than significant.

Response to O'NEILL-5
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not analyze impacts related to water used for construction,
landscaping, or for future commercial development.

Draft EIR Section 4.13, Utilities and Services, page 4.13-14, states water would be used during
construction for dust control. Such water use would be minimal and temporary in nature.
Accordingly, impacts related to construction water use would result in less than significant impacts to
existing water supplies. Upon project completion, no landscaping water would be required, as
landscaping is not included as a part of the proposed project.

Future commercial development will undergo an environmental analysis and will be required to
address the development's impacts to water supply.

Response to O'NEILL-6
The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not address the impacts of noise, air pollution, and light
pollution of future commercial development.

The proposed project does not include commercial development (see Response to SOC-4).

The environmental impacts of the proposed project together with past, present, and probable future
projects future development is considered in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative Effects.

Future commercial development will undergo environmental analysis and will be required to address
the development's impacts to noise, air quality and light as required by CEQA.

Response to O'NEILL-7
The commentor expressed that the County should build recreational facilities instead of the proposed
Parkway.

Michael Brandman Associates
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This comment represents the opinion of the commentor and does not provide any specific comments
regarding the environmental issues in the Draft EIR.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Clinton Shankel (SHANKEL)

Response to SHANKEL-1

The commentor expressed support for the proposed project, citing potential tax revenue and other
potential benefits from future commercial development.

Refer to Response to SOC-9 regarding future development.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Robert A. Smart, Jr.
4520 Lon Court
Diamond Springs, CA. 95619
August 4, 2010

El Dorado County Department of Transportation
Attn: Janet Postlewait

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Subject: Diamond Springs Parkway EIR

I am very pleased the El Dorado County Department of Transportation is moving forward with
the Diamond Springs Parkway. | want Diamond Springs to become the viable vibrant historic
village many envision, but that vision can only be achieved by making the community pedestrian
friendly. 1 am an incurable optimist that believes in our future, and while | recognize how
difficult it is to operate in today’s business climate, | see a brighter future for Diamond Springs.
To get to that future, we must reduce the daily vehicle traffic on our main street. | believe the
Diamond Springs Parkway will greatly reduce the downtown traffic because it will provide a
faster way to get to or from Missouri Flat and Highway 50 and avoid our main street. It will
allow tourists and customers to be able to focus on our business district instead of the traffic on
Pleasant Valley Road.

The following are changes | believe should be incorporated in the project:

1. It appears to me the El Dorado Trail and its crossing of the Parkway should be on the
west side of intersection versus what is shown. By being on the west side, pedestrians
and cyclists should be crossing only one major route. The EI Dorado Trail is a
multipurpose trail and it is critical that in addition to 8 feet of paved section, there needs
to be unpaved shoulders. This crossing really needs to be a grade separated; please
explore other opportunities to provide safe passage for trail users.

2. Sidewalks need to be continuous from Pleasant Valley Road throughout the project.
Bike lanes need to be on the Highway 49 portion of the project. We have numerous
examples of incomplete sidewalks in the Diamond Springs Area and this practice on such
a large project is unacceptable.

3. All side walks and streets need low impacting lights along them to increase the safety of
the facilities.

4. The median and adjacent landscaping needs to match the “parkway” envisioned by the
name and extend from Golden Center Drive to Highway 49.

5. The Highway 49 portion of the project needs to be designed and have a landscape scheme
that contributes to the historic golden chain theme of our area.
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SMART

Page 2 of 2
6. If EID is contemplating a sewer line within the project limits, these plans need to be SMART.7
made known and assessed as part of the project.
7. Water crossings for the Parkway need to be designed to provide for large mammal and
reptile passage to and from the Weber Creek drainage. SMART-8
8. To be an effective arterial, please limit the number of intersections onto the parkway by
consolidating access points and/or require frontage roads. Recognizing implementation
will be in phases, please plan for the ultimate non-motorized user needs from the SMART-9
inception.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Smart, Jr.
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Robert A. Smart, Jr. (SMART)

Response to SMART-1

The commentor expressed support for the proposed project, citing the potential reduction in vehicle
traffic on Pleasant Valley Road in the Diamond Springs downtown area. No response is necessary.

Response to SMART-2

The commenter requested that the EDMUT trail connection be constructed west of Old Depot Road,
instead of east of Old Depot Road as planned, so that EMDUT users would be required to cross only
one major roadway.

The Missouri Flat Road / Diamond Springs Parkway intersection would have crosswalks at three legs
to provide pedestrian mobility and connection to the proposed Class | Bike Path on the southwest side
of Missouri Flat Road. Regardless of the location of the trail connection, trail users would be
required to cross as least two roadways. Locating the connection west of Old Depot Road would
require trail users to cross Old Depot Road as well as Missouri Flat Road.

The commentor also stated the EDMUT needs to have unpaved shoulders in addition to the planned
eight feet of paved trail.

The proposed project would provide two-foot unpaved shoulders along the Class 1 bike path per
Caltrans design standards.

The commentor also stated the EDMUT crossing of the Parkway should be “grade separated.”

At this time, the project provides improved linkage to the future western extension of the EDMUT. A
grade separated crossing may be considered in the future but is not warranted at this time.

Response to SMART-3

The commentor requested that sidewalks included in the proposed project be continuous from
Pleasant Valley Road to Missouri Flat Road and that bike lanes should be provided on the Diamond
Road (SR-49).

The proposed project has been revised to provide sidewalks along the east side of the frontage road
for Diamond Road (SR-49) from Pleasant Valley Road to the Diamond Springs Parkway. Sidewalks
would also be provided along the north and south sides of the Parkway. Refer to Response to
DSEDCAC-1.

Regarding bike lanes, the proposed project includes an 8-foot wide shoulder, which classifies as a
Class I11 bike lane and could accommodate a Class Il bike lane. As Diamond Road (SR-49) is a state
highway under Caltrans jurisdiction, DOT will request Caltrans to consider bike lane striping and
signage to re-designate the Class Il bike lane to a Class Il bike lane.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Response to SMART-4
The commentor requested that all sidewalks and streets within the proposed project have low impact
lighting to increase safety.

Sidewalk and street lighting are not included in the County’s design standards. The County does not
currently fund or have a funding mechanism for the long-term maintenance of lighting. As such, the
proposed project does not include lighting along all sidewalks and streets.

Response to SMART-5
The commentor requested that the Diamond Springs Parkway include median and adjacent
landscaping to match the “Parkway” name.

Street landscaping is not included in the County’s design standards. The County does not currently
fund or have a funding mechanism for the long-term maintenance of landscaping. As such, the
proposed project does not include street landscaping.

Response to SMART-6
The commentor requested that the Diamond Road (SR-49) portion of the proposed project include
landscaping.

Refer to Response to SMART-5.

Response to SMART-7
The commentor stated that if EID is contemplating a sewer line within the project site, such plans
should be assessed as part of the proposed project.

While the proposed project does include upgrades and installation of EID waterlines for potable
water, the proposed project does not include any upgrades or installation of wastewater lines for
sewage. Furthermore, EID does not include future sewer improvements for the project area in their
Capital Improvement Plan, and are not providing sewer line improvements as a part of the proposed
project.

Response to SMART-8
The commentor requested that the water crossing for the proposed Parkway be designed for large
mammal and reptile passage to and from the Weber Creek drainage.

The proposed project would cross an ephemeral drainage. The crossing’s construction type has not
been fully designed; however, DOT will take into consideration the use of the drainage as a
movement corridor by wildlife. The Draft EIR has accounted for greatest potential impact related to
the drainage crossing. The drainage crossing construction type would be finalized as part of the
California Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
permitting process required under Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 and USACE Section 404

Michael Brandman Associates
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permitting process required under Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a. Refer to Draft EIR Section
4.4, Biological Resources, for further discussion.

Response to SMART-9

The commentor requested that the number of access points to the Parkway be limited to increase
traffic flow. The commentor also requested that non-motorized users of the proposed project be
considered throughout all phases of implementation.

The Parkway’s intersection with Throwita Way is the only access point on the Parkway included in
the proposed project. DOT maintains discretion regarding allowable access points on the Parkway
and any adjacent landowners requesting direct access via the Parkway would be required to submit a
formal application for consideration.

Regarding non-motorized uses, the County will consider such uses during project phasing. Also,
refer to Response to DSEDCAC-1.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Ms. Janet Postlewait

El Dorado County
Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Re: Comments on Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR) for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project, State
Clearinghouse No. 2997122033 SPEEGLE
As President of the El Dorado Community Hall, myself and many of our 250 members have some concerns about
the Diamond Springs Parkway Project.

The hazardous material conditions in this project area are part of a larger area of hazardous accumulation over
time, potentially a super fund site.

This project commits the county taxpayer to take on the burden of the yet undetermined cost of the cleanup of
this site.

The draft EIR states, “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is created as a result of the combination of
a project together with other projects causing related impacts.” The MC & FP acknowledges that not only are
these projects close to each and associated with each other but also dependent on each other. This project
cannot be completed without the tax generated revenue needed by the following projects listed.

According to the DEIR report these projects include, the Headington Extension; US-50/Missouri Flat Road
Interchange Improvements; Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49) Patterson Drive Intersection Signalization; Pleasant
Valley Road at Oak Hill Road Intersection Improvements; Mother Lode Drive/Pleasant Valley Road Intersection
Improvements; Missouri Flat Road Two-Way, Left Turn Lane (El Dorado Road to Headington Road; Missouri Flat
Road Widening, Headington Road to Prospector’s Plaza; 10 proposed or approved residential projects and 11
commercial/industrial retail projects.

Therefore the cumulative effect of all of these projects needs to be addressed in this one DEIR.

The Youngdahl assessment [project #£07057.0009 of January 20, 2009] identifies many significant, potential

environmental hazards within this area and concludes that without further investigation, exploration and

assessment the full impact and cost to county taxpayer is undetermined and unknown.

The Youngdahl assessment includes specific concerns that have been itemized below. -4
1. On the page of the Executive Summary, third paragraph, it states “It is the opinion of the Youngdahl

Consulting Group, Inc.’s (Y.C.G.1.) Environmental Professional that there are identified recognized
environmental conditions (Rec) and potential Recs (P-Recs) within the DSP Project Area”. Follow this
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SPEEGLE

paragraph down and through the recognized environmental conditions (recs), to the last sentence,

which says the EID water leak reportedly acted to mobilize the oil observed in 1999.

Page 2 — All of the paragraph under Industrial Rec and Recommendation.

Same page under Potential Recognized Environmental Conditions (p_Recs) under industrial P-Rec and

Recommendation. Complete paragraph, DSP APN #327-300-08.

Also on same page — following paragraph.

Please include all of “same as above”.

Please continue with Page 3.

Please continue with page 4.

Page 14 — The EDR Report provides a list of properties that can be found on 41 federal, 29 state, 4 focal

and 5 tribal lists. Due to the large volume of information and limits to time and budget to performa

phase list, professional judgment is used to select which EDR listed sites are further researched and

presented in the report.

Page 16 — First paragraph of that page.

Page 16 — under Surrounding Properties — entire paragraph.

Pacific Bell/AT&T — although this is not in the DSP Parcels, at one time it was once part of this

contaminating factor.

Page 18 —Second and third paragraph.

Page 20 — Second paragraph — Agriculture History.

Page 25 — Under Industrial Rec Recommendations.

Page 26 — Under Industrial Rec Recommendations.

The phrase “If suspect recognized environmental conditions are identified during future construction

activities, please notify Y.C.G... for further evaluation”, is used 18 times.

The phrase “Youngdah! Consuiting Group, Inc. recommends the collection of soil samples for
analysis where soil is to be disturbed”, is used 85 times.

Most of the area under the projected Parkway was a major railroad system for over a century starting in the

1800's.

See attached California Door Map from 1925.

The area of development associated with the Diamond Springs Parkway has been identified as a hazardous
material producing industrial zone. Youngdaht’s assessment identified many hazardous materials including
Asbestos, Petroleum hydrocarbons [such as diesel, gasoline, kerosene, lubricants and heavy fuel oils], Lead,
Arsenic, PCP’s, MTBE, TBH-D, Radon, Ethylbenzene, xylenes, Cadimum, Chromiun, Zinc, Benzene, Toluene
among others. Because of the various uses of the properties identified in Youngdahl’s report there is the
potential presence of many more significant deadly chemicals.

As noted in the DEIR,

The MC & FP EIR noted that, until further analysis is completed, impacts associated with hazardous
materials in the project study area are considered potentially significant. Given that the MC & FP EIR did
not adequately analyze the proposed project’s specific impacts related to hazards, and the Phase | ESA
that was prepared for the Parkway (Youngdahl 2009) has identified recognized environmental

11-0448.B.150
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SPEEGLE

conditions, this is a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-5 would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure 4.7-5 only addresses mitigation that will happen after construction has already commenced.

Outsourcing these unknown mitigated costs to the public is unacceptable. It is irresponsible to continue to
commit the obligation to construct this project without having a complete EIR and analysis that addresses all
risks to the public.

Prior to any disturbance of the project site from construction and development a complete analysis and EIR
needs to be performed. The economic benefits of this project do not out way the potential and real health risks
to the citizens of El Dorado County.

I would like a response to our concerns included in the final EIR.

Respectfully,

Mike Speegle

11-0448.B.151
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Mike Speegle (SPEEGLE)

Response to SPEEGLE-1

The commentor provided introductory language to preface the letter, indicating that many members
of the EI Dorado Community Hall have concerns about the proposed project. No response is
necessary.

Response to SPEEGLE-2

The commentor claimed the proposed project and the hazardous materials conditions included within
the project site are part of a larger area affected by hazardous materials accumulation, and is
potentially a superfund site. The commentor asserted that the proposed project commits County
taxpayers to take on the undetermined costs of the required hazardous materials cleanup.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, a database search of
federal, tribal, State, and local regulatory lists was conducted. The result of the database search
indicated the proposed project and surrounding areas are not included on the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) list that includes sites
designated as superfund sites.

Superfund is the name given to the environmental and funding program established to address
abandoned hazardous waste sites. A superfund site is an uncontrolled or abandoned place where
hazardous waste is located, possibly affecting local ecosystems or people. Such sites are listed on the
National Priorities List upon completion of a Hazard Ranking System screening, public solicitation of
comments about the proposed site, and after all comments have been addressed. As previously
mentioned there are no superfund sites within the project area.

Under CERCLA, if there is a known hazard located within a property to be acquired by a new owner,
the existing property owner is responsible for any required remediation, including costs. If the
contamination is known, and it can be remediated by methods recommended by a consulting
geologist and pursuant to a Work Plan approved by the County Environmental Management
Department, a clearance letter must be obtained from the County Environmental Management
Department and/or the State Department of Toxic Substances Control. As such, the County could
enter into a purchase agreement with the owner of a known contaminated property, but escrow would
not close (or transfer of ownership interest would not occur in the case of an easement) until clearance
is obtained. Under such circumstances, the costs of remediation are typically borne by the current
property owner in advance of transfer in ownership. Furthermore, if previously unknown
contamination is discovered during construction, the last known property owner is held liable for
remediation costs. As such, the proposed project would not commit taxpayers to take on
undetermined costs of hazardous materials remediation.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Response to SPEEGLE-3

The commentor stated that the proposed project cannot be completed without the tax-generated
revenue provided by the roadway, residential and commercial projects listed in Draft EIR Section 6.3,
Cumulative Effects of the Project. The commentor stated that, because the project cannot occur
without the tax revenue from the referenced projects, the cumulative effects of the referenced projects
should be addressed in the Draft EIR.

Refer to Response to SOC-6 regarding funding of the proposed project.

The cumulative effects of the roadway, residential and commercial projects referred to by the
commentor are qualitatively analyzed in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative Effects of the Project.

Response to SPEEGLE-4

The commentor cited the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment included in Appendix H of the
Draft EIR as concluding the project area includes significant, potential environmental hazards that,
without further investigation, does not allow the full impact and cost to County taxpayers to be
determined and known.

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, conducted by Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. in
January 2008, concludes that recognized and potential environmental conditions are located within
the project site. The information and conclusions included in the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Mitigation has been proposed to ensure that any hazardous or potentially hazardous sites disturbed by
the proposed project would be properly tested, and remediation efforts completed, as appropriate, and
applicable (refer to Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-4a, 4.7-4b, 4.7-5a, 4.7-5b, 4.7-5c, 4.7-5d, and
4.7-5e). With the prescribed mitigation measures, the impacts have been determined to be less than
significant.

Regarding costs of hazards remediation, refer to Response to SPEEGLE-3.

Response to SPEEGLE-5

The commentor provided a map indicating a portion of the project site was part of a railroad system
associated with the California Door Company’s Diamond Springs Saw Mill and Yards. The
commentor stated that the project site is identified as a “hazardous material producing industrial
zone,” citing a list of hazardous chemicals identified by the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
completed for the proposed project.

The California Door Company’s past activities on lands within the project site were included in the
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Refer to Response to SPEEGLE-4.

Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Response to SPEEGLE-6

The commentor stated that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-5 only addresses mitigation of
hazardous materials that would occur after construction has commenced and indicates the Draft EIR
does not analyze all risks to the public.

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, includes Mitigation Measures 4.7-5a, 4.7-5b, 4.7-5c,
4.7-5d, 4.7-5d, and 4.7-5f. Mitigation Measures 4.7-5a, 4.7-5b, 4.7-5c and 4.7-5e would require a
survey or site investigation prior to the disturbance of potentially hazardous materials. Mitigation
Measure 4.7-5d requires onsite monitoring by a qualified environmental professional to observe for
hazardous materials during construction as directed by the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
(refer to the first full paragraph on Page 26 of the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment included in
Draft EIR Appendix H). Text of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-5d has been clarified in this
document’s Section 4, Errata, to ensure proper remediation for potential hazardous substances is
conducted to provide the County with an option to perform pre-construction soil-sampling to
determine the presence of hazardous materials.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-5f regards propane tanks that would not be disturbed as a part of
the proposed project.

As a result the implementation of mitigation measures, risks to the public resulting from the
hazardous materials associated with these mitigation measures would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

Michael Brandman Associates
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August 4, 2010

El Dorado County DOT
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Ref: DIAMOND SPRINGS PARKWAY PROJECT

Attn: Janet Postlewait

Our property is parcel #054-342-100 with an address of 4160 Hwy 49 Diamond Springs,
CA. 95619 with a mailing address of PO Box 1630 Diamond Springs CA. 95619.
Home Phone: 530-622-8551, Cell: 209-770-3662, Work 530-622-8768

We purchased this property 2 years ago at an auction in Sacramento as it was being sold
by a bank or a title company. We paid cash and since have remodeled in side and done
considerable landscaping and have spent over $140,000.00. We were never informed of
this Diamond Springs Parkway project but evidently the previous owners were well
aware of it. Jennifer Maxwell made sure we got copies of the project after we had drilled
a well for irrigation and applied for the permit and it was held up by DOT. The plans
show the county taking a large part of our property for this project but there is no notice
of the homeowners receiving any compensation or exactly where the property line will be
when this project is finalized. We are as of this date sitting with hands tied to do any
more outside work until someone comes and shows us exactly where the new wall will be
installed and if we will be able to see out of our windows facing Hwy 49.

We did not go to town meeting as nothing is usually accomplished because everyone
wants their individual problem solved and the meeting can go on forever with nothing
solved.

I would like a response as soon as possible so we can make plans for the future of this
property.

Respectfull ours

ﬁ . Sweet III

SWEET
Page 1 of 1

SWEET-1
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Charles T. Sweet Ill (SWEET)

Response to SWEET-1

The commentor indicates the proposed project would require the acquisition of a portion of his
property and is concerned regarding compensation. The commentor asked where the new property
line and wall would be located.

The proposed property line in question is shown on Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project
Description, Exhibit 3-5i, as a bold, solid-dash-dash line east of the commentor’s residence. This
preliminary design provides approximately 10 feet between the commentor’s house and the proposed
property line. The proposed retaining wall would be located along the Diamond Road (SR-49)
shoulder and is shown on Exhibit 3-5i as a diagonally hatch line between the commentor’s residence
and the proposed Diamond Road (SR-49) roadway. The replacement of the property owner’s existing
stucco wall would be determined during the right-of-way acquisition process. Traffic Information
Reissuance Section 3.4.5 of the Project Description addresses right-of-way acquisitions. Property
acquisitions, as well as relocations, would be compensated in accordance with federal and state laws,
including the Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act. DOT, in coordination with the property
owner, would design and replace the existing stucco wall to ensure similar or greater noise
attenuation would be provided. The replacement wall would be similar to the existing stucco wall in
mass and height. The location of the wall would be determined during the final design stage of the
proposed project. Right-of-way acquisitions may not proceed until after the environmental
documentation is certified and the project approved. Changes to Draft EIR pages 4.2-28, 4.2-32, and
4.10-8 are presented in this document’s Section 4, Errata, clarifying that the existing stucco wall
would be replaced.

Michael Brandman Associates
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August 23, 2010

El Dorado County Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Attn: Ms. Janet Postlewait, Principal Planner

in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report Diamond Springs Parkway Project
County of El Dorado, California; State Clearinghouse No. 2997122033,

I would like to address concerns regarding the environmental impact report from Michael Brandman Associates
(MBA) in regards to the aesthetics and other issues of this project.

TAYLOR.1

Regarding Scenic Vistas:
The consultant states that “addition of signage and lighted intersection signals would be visually consistent and

not degrade the vistas, and the potential removal of existing utility poles and aboveground utility lines would
benefit visual quality.” (pg. 4.2-23) They claim that implementing the project would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas. Therefore no mitigation is required.

In this DEIR it is stated that, “The County has a broad range of landscapes that change with elevation, creating
diverse environments, natural communities, and landforms. Rolling hills dotted with mature oaks and oak
woodlands, agricultural land, apple orchards and vineyards, evergreen forests and snow-capped mountains,
scenic rivers, alpine lakes, and historic structures all contribute to the visual character found in the County. This
diversity is an important element of El Dorado County’s visual heritage and one that many residents value as part
of their quality of life.” (pg. 4.2-1) The proposed area of construction is in a historic area rich with history of the
industry that followed the gold rush.

In response to the first question, “Would the project have the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista?”

At the west end of the Western section is an area of parcels that are zoned medium density residential. Thisisa
residential area that sits above the bend of what will be the new proposed intersection of Missouri Flat and the
new roadway. Presently those residents have a view of rolling hills and oaks (Picture 7). The proposed project
will change the view to a signalized intersection and major roadway similar to the intersection and roadway at
Missouri Flat and Forni Road (Picture 8).

The consultant states, “since the addition of signage and lighted intersection signals would be visually consistent
and would not degrade scenic vistas, and the potential removal of existing utility poles and aboveground utility
lines would benefit visual quality, implementation of the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts to the scenic vistas.” The DEIR fails to clarify what the project is visually consistent with. Altering the
Sierra view of this residential area on the hill above the proposed parkway, from a 2 lane rural road with a turn
out lane between, to viewing a major intersection, will greatly alter the scenic vista of these homes. There will be
an unavoidable and significant impact to the quality of life and property that will be placed on residents adjacent
to this proposed lighted, signaled intersection of Missouri Flat and the new Diamond Springs Parkway. CEQA
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TAYLOR.1

Page 2 of 28
TAYLOR.1
requires projects to compare what is actually on the ground at the time of the study and not state that it is
consistent with changes in the past that were made elsewhere. éLONT

Regarding the Western section:
Presently the parking area for the mixed use trail right-a-way starts past the Galden Center strip mall and

signalized intersection to where Missouri Flat begins to reverts back to a two-lane country road. (Pictures 1, 2&3)
The trail head is safety accessed through the back of the parking area and from there the path meanders through
rural wooded scrub and tree vegetation. (Picture 4&5) Creating the new intersection will change the location of
the parking to a more urban setting. Pedestrians will be forced to cross the new intersection in order to access
the western portion of the trail. Once on this portion of the trail, the trail will parallel part of the new parkway.
To access the future eastern portion of the trail, pedestrians will need to cross approximately 6 lanes of roadway
then travel along the east side of the new enlarged section of Missouri Flat. (Figure 1) The trail head on each side
of Missouri Flat will change from an existing rural light industrial setting with trees and shrubs to a high traffic 4 to
6 lane signaled intersection. This will have a significant and unavoidable impact on the safety, experience and
attraction of the mixed use trail head. It also appears that the new parkway will cut through a portion of the
mixed use trail’s right-a-way eliminating future possibilities for a more enhanced trail experience. Page 3-23 of
the DEIR states that, “Construction of the Parkway would require right-of-way acquisition along the EDMUT to
maintain the minimum 100-foot right-of-way for the SPTC as a potential future rail corridor under the terms of the
governing Joint Powers Authority (JPA).” There nothing in the plans that describe or show how this will be done.
It is another item that has been taken out of the public’s eye.

Building one mile of new road to bypass an existing 2 lane road does not necessitate 3 lighted, major intersections
and a major 50 MPH roadway. This project actually dissects this community and makes it much less walkable. It

is in conflict with many of the policies of the 2004 General Plan.

Picture 1:
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Picture 2:

Picture 3:
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Picture 4:

Picture 5:
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TAYLOR.1
Regarding the Central section:
At present per the DEIR the area’s visual environment is characterized by a mix of wooded areas and
commercial/industrial uses.
Historically this section of the proposed parkway has been predominately industrial mixed with historic mill .

houses along small private roads. To accommodate this project, eminent domain will be used by the county in
order to acquire industrial buildings and private property which are in the path of the proposed parkway and
associated development. In order to implement this project, these buildings will need to be acquired,
demolished, moved or altered. This demolition will have a significant impact to the history and culture of the
area. There will be a significant and unavoidable consequence to the quality of life and property of those in the
path or adjacent to the new proposed parkway.

The new Diamond Springs Parkway as designed will not fulfill objective 1e (pg. 3-12), which states, “Protect
natural resources, including local wetlands, riparian features, and oak woodlands by aligning the project to avoid
these features, to the extent feasible, by providing transportation services facilities that cause the least amount of

-5
environmental damage and yield environmental benefits wherever feasible.”
This proposed parkway makes no attempt to navigate around existing parcels, vegetation, oak woodlands, nor use
existing or historic roadways. The design of the parkway is nothing but a thoughtless sea of asphalt with divided
concrete filled dividers which will forever impact and change the visual and natural resources of this area. This
DEIR does not mitigate this significant and unavoidable impact. The speed and size of the proposed roadway

-6

should be reduced. There should be natural wooded vegetation in the divider, which is in sync with the existing

5
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natural environment. The alignment should be more of a natural alignment with use of existing roadways and
topography. There should be separation between the new roadway and the existing mixed use trail’s right-a-way
[rather than using the right-a-way for a section of the new roadway (figure 1)] with a natural vegetation buffer
between to reduce the impact of the visual impact to the pedestrians’ experience on the trail.

A historic mill house presently sits on the hill at the location of one of the future intersections.

(Picture 6) The present view of this house is rolling hills and oaks with industrial buildings nestled into the trees
and ravine below. (Picture 7) The vista for this home is being sliced through with up to 6 lanes of road plus
dividers and bike lanes. (Picture 8 — Future similar view for this house) Added to this will be three new lighted
intersections. This project will have a significant impact on the view shed of many existing parcels.

Picture 6:
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Picture 7: (Existing View Shed)

’ﬂ

Picture 8: (Proposed Future View Shed)
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Regarding the Eastern section:
Per the DEIR this area is “a mix of undeveloped areas with ruderal and wooded vegetation, parking lots, and

disturbed areas associated with industrial buildings, and residential frontages.” This section is also part of historic
Highway 49. The plan for this section is to add up to 6 lanes parallel to the east of historic Highway 49 leaving the
existing section of Highway 49 to create a frontage road for the existing residents along this corridor. At present
the majority of the homes on Highway 49 face a 2 lane rural road with a natural setting of rolling hills and wooded
oaks. (Picture 9) With the proposed project these same homes will be facing 4 to 6 lanes of traffic along with the
frontage road. A massive retaining wall will need to be built in order to facilitate the addition of 4 to 6 lanes of
roadway plus a bike lane and highway divider which will all be cut into the hillside. The traffic that is impacting
the historic town of Diamond Springs plus the added traffic from the projected growth will now be impacting
these homes. The traffic that presently backs up on Missouri Flat road at Pleasant Valley will be moved from
idling in front of a gas station and community hall to sit idling in front of the homes at Highway 49 (Diamond) and
Pleasant Valley Road. This will reduce the air quality in front of these homes.

At the beginning of the consultant’s report they refer to El Dorado County’s rural diversity as an important
element for visual heritage and one that the residents value as part of their quality of life. Over and over the
residents of El Dorado County have voted to retain the county’s rural nature. That is why people have protected
these scenic vistas, small towns and landscapes for generations. A four to six lane 50 MPH signalized by-pass is
not consistent with El Dorado County’s rural nature.

Two homes close to the gas station and strip mall which was placed on the corner of Pleasant Valley and Highway
49 have been up for sale. (Pictures 10, 11 & 12) The value of those homes has decreased since being impacted by
the strip mall development and traffic being placed adjacent to them. (Picture 13) This has had a significant
impact on their quality of life. The consultant states that “since views from the residences already consist of a
two-lane rural roadway and private stucco wall (approx. 6 feet in height), construction of the proposed project
would not be considered a significant alteration of the existing visual character. Accordingly, impacts to visual
character would be less than significant.”

The report fails to recognize that the 6 foot wall is not across the street from the majority of these houses. In fact
it is located around the home on the hill above the alteration of the Highway 49 and Pleasant Valley intersection.
(Picture 14) This wall was to mitigate the impact created to that resident when the strip mall
intersection/expansion was developed. It should be noted that the new alignment on Highway 49 will actually cut
through this privacy wall. (Green line in Figure 2)

Altering the view of the homes from a 2 lane rural road to viewing 4 to 7 lanes of roadway plus a bike lane and
highway divider and taking out the vegetation and hillside necessary to build this roadway and adding a retaining
wall will greatly alter the scenic vista of these homes. Mitigation needs to be in place for the unavoidable and
significant impact to the quality of life and property that will be placed on these adjacent residents to this
proposed project. Walls are not an acceptable mitigation measure since walls do not comply visually with the
rural, cultural or natural environment of El Dorado County.

11-0448.B.165
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Figure 2:
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Picture 9: Oak filled rolling hill across from existing homes. In the distance is Highway 49's historic appearance.

Picture 10: House for sale by new strip mall
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Picture 11: House for sale close to new strip mall
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Picture 12: House for sale with attempted privacy wall
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Picture 13: New view of strip mall from homes for sale

Picture 14: Privacy wall above widened Highway 49
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In response to the second question, “Would the project have the potential to substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?”

On December 13, 2001, David Mihalic, Superintendent, Yosemite National Park, National Park Service, before the
subcommittee on National Parks, recreation, and public lands, of the house resources committee, concerning H.R.
3425, asked to authorize the secretary of the interior to study the suitability and feasibility of establishing highway
49 in California, known as the ‘Golden Chain Highway’, as a national heritage corridor. One section states, “The
area along Highway 49 retains many Gold Rush-era resources, including two National Historic Landmark
Districts in the towns of Columbia and Coloma, and numerous properties and districts that are included
on the National Register of Historic Places. The State of California has recognized the significance of this
area through the establishment of several State Historic Parks and mining museums, and designation of
Highway 49 as a State heritage corridor and a State scenic highway. Many of the towns along Highway
49 retain much of their historic integrity, and have sought to preserve and promote their Gold Rush
history.” V've included the entire report. (Exhibit 1)

According to General Plan policy 2.6.1.1, “A Scenic Corridor Ordinance shall be prepared and adopted for the
purpose of establishing standards for the protection of identified scenic local roads and State highways. The
ordinance shall incorporate standards that address at a minimum the following:
A. Mapped inventory of sensitive views and view sheds within the entire County;
Criteria for designations of scenic corridors;
State Scenic Highway criteria;
Limitations on incompatible land uses;
Design guidelines for project site review, with the exception of single family residential and agricultural

-12

moow®

uses;
Identification of foreground and background;
Long distance view sheds with the built environment;
Placement of public utility distribution and transmission facilities and wireless communication structures;
A program for visual resource management for various landscape types, including guidelines for and
restrictions on ridgeline development;
J. Residential setbacks established at the 60 CNEL noise contour line along State highways, the local County
scenic roads, and along the roads within the Gold Rush Parkway and Action Program;
K. Restrict sound walls within the foreground area of a scenic corridor;
and
L. Grading and earthmoving standards for the foreground area.

~Tom

Policy 2.6.1.2 states, “Until such time as the Scenic Corridor Ordinance is adopted, the County shall review all
projects within designated State Scenic Highway corridors for compliance with State criteria.

Policy 2.6.1.3 states, “Discretionary projects reviewed prior to the adoption of the Scenic Corridor Ordinance, that
would be visible from any of the important public scenic viewpoints identified in Table 5.3-1 and Exhibit 5.3-1 of
the El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, shall be subject to design review, and
Policies 2.6.1.4, 2.6.1.5, and 2.6.1.6 shall be applicable to such projects until scenic corridors have been

13
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established. (I have included exhibit 5.3-1 which shows the entire route of Highway 49 as Caltrans eligible scenic
highway — Exhibit 2).

Policy 2.6.1.5 states, “All development on ridgelines shall be reviewed by the County for potential impacts on
visual resources. Visual impacts will be assessed and may require methods such as setbacks, screening, low-glare
or directed lighting, automatic light shutoffs, and external color schemes that blend with the surroundings in
order to avoid visual breaks to the skyline.

Policy 2.6.1.6 states, “A Scenic Corridor (-SC) Combining Zone District shall be applied to all lands within an
identified scenic corridor. (Community participation shall be encouraged in identifying those corridors and
developing the regulations.”

Policy 2.6.1.8 states, “In addition to the items referenced in Policy 2.6.1.1, the Scenic Corridor Ordinance shall
consider those portions of Highway 49 through El Dorado County that are appropriate for scenic highway
designation and pursue nomination for designation as such by Caltrans.

In regards to the Implementation Program of the General Plan the Board of Supervisors were to implement the
following measures;

Measure LU-I - to inventory potential scenic corridors and prepare a Scenic Corridor Ordinance, which should
include development standards, provisions for avoidance of ridgeline development, and off-premise sign
amortization. [Policies 2.6.1.1 through 2.6.1.7} This was to be implemented immediately following the General
Plan adoption and an ordinance was to be adopted within 18 months.

Measure LU-J - If segments of State Route 49 are identified as appropriate for State Scenic Highway status during
preparation of the Scenic Corridor Ordinance (see Measure LU-I above), prepare documentation in support of
having those segments of State Route 49 identified as a State Scenic Highway [Policy 2.6.1.8]. This was to be
implemented within 3 years of adopting the General Plan.

Measure LU-K — Develop and maintain an inventory of vacant lands within each Community Region and Rural
Center. Work with community groups to identify appropriate uses for such parcels, including residential
development and establishment of community amenities. This was to be ongoing.

Goal 2.4 of the General Plan is in regards to Existing Community ldentity which states, “Maintain and enhance the
character of existing rural and urban communities, emphasizing both the natural setting and built design elements
which contribute to the quality of life, economic health, and community pride of County residents.” Within this
section there are many policies to be implemented in creating community design guidelines in concert with
members of the community, precluded strip mall development in favor of clustered contiguous facilities, and
identifying, maintaining, and enhancing of the unique identity of each existing community.

Goal 2.5 of the General Plan is in regards to Community ldentity which states, “Carefully planned communities
incorporating visual elements which enhance and maintain the rural character and promote a sense of
community.” Within this section there are many policies to be implemented which deal with setbacks,
greenbelts, buffers, developing policies to transfer development rights in order to create community facilities,
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avoiding new strip mall locations, clustering of services, and developing design features for new commercial and
mixed use developments.

Measure LU-F - Create and adopt Community Design Review standards and guidelines and identify new
Community Design Review Districts. This would include working with community groups to develop standards.
(Policies 2.4.1.1, 2.4.1.2, and 2.4.1.4). Members were to be seated within 2 years, and boundaries, standards and
guidelines were to be established within 5 years of adopting the General Plan.

On 1/11/2007, Senior Planner, Lillian MacLeod made a presentation to the Planning Commission in regards to the
designation of the Scenic Corridor as per the requirements of the adopted General Plan. There was much work
done on this, (Exhibit 3,3a,3b} yet the Planning Commission took no action on that day and to date | have not
seen any action taken by the Board of Supervisors to adopt or discuss the Scenic Corridor of Highway 49. On
numerous occasions members of the community have made a request to the Board of Supervisors to implement a
program to establish a scenic or historical overlay on Highway 49. Having no response confirms the Board of
Supervisors intent to avoid the issue allowing build out to take place without regard to the historic and scenic gold
rush history and culture. For the Consultants (MBA) to state that since no formal action has been taken to
designate Highway 49 as a Scenic Highway leaves the community with no impact is not adequate. As per MBA's
report, “that the State of California identifies SR-49 as a potential Scenic Highway” gives knowledge that the
potential is there to create a designation that is important enough to have been placed into the General Plan for
consideration. Once this new Diamond Springs Parkway is installed, it will create a permanent and significant loss
of a historic and scenic piece of Historic Highway 49. Either the elements from the General Plan need to be
included in the DEIR or this project should be postponed until implementation of those elements is complete.

Besides avoiding designation of scenic corridors, the Board of Supervisors has also neglected to follow through
with “required” Design Standards for the Missouri Flat Area. A consultant was hired to start this process, but was
stopped short of completing standards that could be followed by planning staff or community design members.
Thus the Missouri Flat area is becoming a hodge podge of design features not fitting in with the cultural or historic
nature of the surrounding area, such as the pink stucco Panda Express building.

The county has yet to do much of the work in identifying our agricultural, historical, cultural and natural
resources. The county has yet to identify historical sites and landmarks. SB18 states that the county is required
to consult our native local tribes whenever they adopt a General Plan amendment. This has not been done. SB18
also requires the county to work with the native local tribes in order to identify sacred cultural sites and set them
aside for preservation. In speaking with the local native Miwoks their sites are being destroyed without any
consideration by the county. The county has not appropriately dealt with our biological corridors and oak
woodlands. In fact at present there is a lawsuit pending in regards to the Oak Woodlands plan that was drafted
for the Board of Supervisors by a developer. The county has yet to determine locations for parks, civic centers,
recreational activities, nor has a permanent site for a solid and liquid waste disposal facility been located. The
county has yet to designate our historic landmarks, roads and districts.

Furthermore the new Diamond Springs Parkway as designed will not fulfill the statements made in objectives 1c —
1e (pg. 3-12) to support the anticipated commercial/retail square footage development identified and planned for
in the 1998 MC & FP and the 2004 E Dorado General Plan. The new road will slice through General Plan
designated industrial parcels not commercially zoned parcels.
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If the Board of Supervisors wishes to continue in this endeavor to adopt this alignment of the Diamond Springs
Corridor without the implementation of elements of the General Plan vital to the historic nature and the
community’s sense of place, it will cause a permanent and lasting impact of the historic towns of Diamond Springs
and El Dorado.

California planning law requires this Project to conform to the enumerated County General Plan policies, and
clearly this project as drafted does not.

MBA states that no new homes will be provided due to this project, yet for this project and the retail
development that is being considered to be sustainable, it will take an enormous increase in housing. Therefore,
the housing and population impact to the region must be considered in this DEIR.

Having this meeting without much notice to the public, holding the meeting in the summer, having both public
meetings on the same day and in the matter this was facilitated this process felt as if there was not much of a
desire for true “public” community input. The public was told over and over at the beginning that this project has
been in the works for years laying the premise that there is nothing the public can say or do that will change this
project. Per CEAQ guideline 15201, Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process. Each public
agency should include provisions in its CEQA procedures for wide public involvement, formal and informal,
consistent with its existing activities and procedures, in order to receive and evaluate public reactions to
environmental issues related to the agency’s activities. The majority of the participants came due to an outreach
for local residents. It did not appear that there was an outreach or process for wide public involvement. [Note:
Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21000, 21082, 21108, and 21152, Public
Resources Code; Environmental Defense Fund v. Coastside County Water District, {1972) 27 Cal. App. 3d 695; People v. County
of Kern, (1974) 39 Cal. App. 3d 830; County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185.]

My last concern is that Leonard Grado continues to push his projects even though the Diamond Springs and El
Dorado Community Advisory Committee let him know that his proposed retail development project was not in
keeping with the community’s vision. {Exhibit 4) If the retail project is denied, is this route as designed truly
justified? And since this road is being built to provide for GGV’s future retail center, should not the cumulative
effect be studied as to what the impact of urbanizing the area will have on the historic town sites of Diamond
Springs and El Dorado? When | asked Mr. Brandman if he had considered in his CEQA analysis blight that would
be created by diverting traffic from existing businesses and by adding national chains to an already depressed
local economy, he stated he has no way of determining that type of impact. The court of appeal determined that
agencies must assess the possibility of urban decay when making decisions regarding proposed locations for big
box retail centers. [Note: Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield {2004) 124 CaI.App.4th 1184, 1207-
1215; compare Anderson Firs Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 CaI.App.4th 1173.]

1 would ask that this Mitigated Negative Declaration be rejected and the project be rejected until a properly
written environmental impact document can be composed that will comply with CEQA and the El Dorado County

General Plan.

Respectfully,

530-391-2190
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Exhibit 1:

STATEMENT OF DAVID MIHALIC, SUPERINTENDENT, YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS,
RECREATION, AND PUBLIC LANDS, OF THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE,
CONCERNING H. R. 3425, TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO
STUDY THE SUITABILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF ESTABLISHING HIGHWAY 49 IN
CALIFORNIA, KNOWN AS THE ‘GOLDEN CHAIN HIGHWAY’, AS A NATIONAL
HERITAGE CORRIDOR.

December 13, 2001

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to present the Department of the Interior's views on
H. R. 3425. This bill would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to study the suitability and
feasibility of establishing Highway 49 in California, known as the “Golden Chain Highway”, as a
National Heritage Corridor.

The Department supports this legislation, but will not consider requesting funding for the study in
this or the next fiscal year so as to focus available time and resources on completing previously
authorized studies. As of now, there are 41 authorized studies that are pending, and we only
expect to complete a few of those this year. We caution that our support of this legislation
authorizing a study does not necessarily mean that the Department will support designation of
this National Heritage Area. The Administration is determined to eliminate the deferred
maintenance backlog in national parks, but the costs of new parks or other commitments, such
as grants for new National Heritage Areas, could divert funds from taking care of current
responsibilities. Furthermore, in order to better plan for the future of our National Parks, we
believe that any such studies should carefully examine the full life cycle operation and
maintenance costs that would result from each alternative considered.

H. R. 3425 requires the National Park Service to complete a special resource study on the
national significance, suitability, and feasibility of establishing Highway 49 in California as a
National Heritage Corridor. The study would be done in consultation with affected local
governments, the State of California, state and local historic preservation offices, community
organizations, and the Golden Chain Council.

The bill would require the study to include an analysis of the significance of Highway 49 in
California from the city of Oakhurst in Madera County to the city of Vinton in Plumas County.
Golden Chain Highway, HR 3425, 12-13-01

The study would examine the lands, structures, and cultural resources within the immediate
vicinity of the highway, options for preservation and use of the highway, and options for
interpretation of significant features associated with the highway. The bill would also require the
study to examine alternatives for preservation of these resources by the private sector.

Highway 49 traverses the area where gold was discovered and mined during the California Gold
Rush, and passes through the heart of an area that includes communities with many Gold Rush-
related structures and sites. It is the principle route of travel linking these major Gold Rush sites,
and provides access to numerous State Historic Parks and museums related to the Gold Rush.
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The discovery of and search for gold in California transformed the nation. “Gold fever” was a
national experience, spreading throughout the country and the world and precipitating a massive
migration to California. The discovery of gold brought California into the United States as the
31st state, preparing the way for the United States to span the width of the North American
continent, and accelerating the exploration and settlement of the American West. Legends and
literature have expanded the reach of the Gold Rush story, through the work of nationally
significant writers such as Mark Twain and Bret Harte.

The area along Highway 49 retains many Gold Rush-era resources, including two National
Historic Landmark Districts in the towns of Columbia and Coloma, and numerous properties and
districts that are included on the National Register of Historic Places. The State of California has
recognized the significance of this area through the establishment of several State Historic
Parks and mining museums, and designation of Highway 49 as a State heritage corridor and a
State scenic highway. Many of the towns along Highway 49 retain much of their historic
integrity, and have sought to preserve and promote their Gold Rush history.

As we have testified previously before this subcommittee, there are several steps we believe
should be taken prior to Congress designating a national heritage area to help ensure that the
heritage area is successful. Those steps are:

1. completion of a suitability/feasibility study;

2. public involvement in the suitability/feasibility study;

3. demonstration of widespread public support among heritage area residents for the
proposed designation; and

4. commitment to the proposal from the appropriate players which may include governments,
industry, and private, non-profit organizations, in addition to the local citizenry.

The National Park Service has had some inquiries in the past year from historic preservation
groups, non-profit organizations, and business groups seeking additional information about
heritage areas in general and a possible Highway 49 Heritage Corridor. A study of the area
would allow a determination of the level of support that might exist in the area and would help
identify further protection and preservation options. A critical element of the study will be to
evaluate the integrity of the resources and the nationally distinctive character of the region
before recommending national heritage area designation.

We would suggest a technical amendment to clarify that the city of Vinton is located in Plumas
County.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. | would be pleased to answer any
questions you or other members of the subcommittee may have.

[hitp://www.nps.gov/iegal/testimony/107th/goldchan.htm 5/6/2010}
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Exhibit 2:
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Exhibit 3:

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

County of EL DORADO PLANNING SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 6, 2006 Agenda of: January 11, 2007

TO: Planning Commission Item #: 10.b.

FROM: Lillian MacLeod, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: 2006 Zoning Ordinance Update - Scenic Corridor Ordinance
WORKSHOP ON THE DRAFT SCENIC CORRIDOR ORDINANCE

General Plan Policy 2.6.1.1 directs staff to prepare an ordinance “establishing standards for the
protection of identified scenic local roads and State highways.” The policy further enumerates
areas to be addressed under the ordinance including the requirement for a “mapped inventory of
sensitive views and viewsheds within the entire County” (Exhibit A). Policy 2.6.1.6 requires
identification of “scenic corridors’ and their regulation, subject to public input. Scenic corridors
are defined in the Caltrans Scenic Highways Guidelines as “the area of land generally adjacent to
and visible from the highway . . . usually limited by topography and/or jurisdictional
boundaries.”

Since April 1, 1986, State Route 89 and that portion of U.S. Highway 50 between the Placerville
government center and the South Lake Tahoe city limits have been desi gnated as official scenic
highways within El Dorado County. Inclusion within the State Scenic Highway System requires
legislative action by the Departmental Transportation Advisory Committee (DTAC), a
legislatively appointed State body. Steps the County had to take for inclusion in the system
required approval of the specific highway under the nomination process, development of a scenic
corridor protection program under the designation process, and continued enforcement of the
protection program under the monitoring process (Exhibit B).

The nomination process required the County to demonstrate that the highways met specific
scenic criteria through submission of a visual assessment in the form of a written summary
addressing vividness of the landscape, intactness of the visual order, and unity of visual
intrusions with the surrounding landscape. Up to one-third of the proposed scenic highway
could be impacted by major intrusions, exemplified in the Guidelines and defined as those that
“dominate the landscape, degrading or obstructing scenic views.”

Page 2, Staff Report
Zoning Ordinance Update
Scenic Corridor

The designation process required adoption of a protection program insuring that the County
would maintain the scenic corridors by:

* regulating land use and developmental density,

* creating a review process for land and site planning such as design review or use permits,

* prohibiting off-site and controlling on-site advertising,

* regulating grading and landscaping, and

* requiring review of the appearance and placement of utility structures and equipment, such as cell
towers.

The program, usually instituted as an ordinance, required input from affected property owners
and interested groups or organizations on the proposed standards and regulations that would be
placed on development within the corridor.
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A draft El Dorado County Scenic Highways Ordinance was prepared in June 1992 (Exhibit C).
The process involved community meetings and public input in compliance with State
requirements for public involvement. However, the draft ordinance was never officially adopted
by the Board. Existing General Plan policies insuring protection until such time as an ordinance
was adopted enabled the DTAC to continue to include State Route 89 and that portion of U.S.
Highway 50 referenced above into the State Scenic Highway System. Five-year monitoring by
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) was completed in July 1997 with
continued approval based on existing General Plan policies. Further monitoring was stayed
under the Writ of Mandate pending the adoption of the 2004 General Plan.

The 1992 draft ordinance included an inventory of views and viewsheds along the U.S. Highway
50 and State Route 49 corridors. State Route 89, which falls under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is also subject to their design standards as well as shoreland
and shorezone development restrictions intended to protect lake and other scenic views.
Maintenance and monitoring of TRPA-inventoried viewsheds are currently being regulated
under their authority. Once the subject Scenic Corridor Ordinance is adopted, design standards
and monitoring of State Route 89 will be regulated by the stricter of the two codes.

Issue #1: What area should be designated as a Scenic Corridor?

As a general rule “if you can see the corridor or resource from the project area, the potential
exists for the project to be visible from the same scenic corridor or resource” (TRPA Basic Scenic
Conditions Assessment). While based on a logical assumption, in practice it would involve site
visits by County staff on every permit application within a certain distance from the highway to
determine whether a parcel should be subject to the Ordinance. Due to variations in topography,
the scenic corridor overlay would have to be expansive in order to capture all parcels that might
impact a viewshed. Some parcels with no scenic impact would be included in this arbitrary
dimension, potentially subjecting those property owner(s) to proving they are not subject to the
Ordinance.

Page 3, Staff Report
Zoning Ordinance Update
Scenic Corridor

GIS applications exist that can utilize three dimensional data to determine scenic viewsheds from
existing topographical information. From this application a clearer determination could be made
as to which parcels would have an impact on designated viewsheds. A scenic corridor overlay
could then be designed to be parcel specific rather than a dimensioned buffer zone.

Issue #2: What is allowed in the Scenic Corridor and what development standards would
be affected?

The ordinance, as it applies to the subsequent overlay district, will allow development consistent
with the base zone district. Under the General Plan Draft EIR (DEIR), the ordinance must
regulate development and design standards within each district in order to prevent
“encroachment of incompatible land uses, maintain existing land forms and preserve important
vegetative features”. The new Ordinance could include development standards for land use,
limitations on slope and ridgeline development and grading, standards for color, material,
architecture and landscape features, as well as retention of native vegetation and landforms in
order to reduce impacts on the aesthetic value of adjacent land and scenic viewsheds. Some of
these regulations can be based on existing General Plan implementation policies, such as slope
development restrictions, stream setbacks, and the Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan when it becomes available. The ordinance will serve to further refine these regulations
specific to the scenic corridors, incorporate them into one section of code for ease of use, and

21

11-0448.B.178



TAYLOR.1
Page 22 of 28

allow due process for flexibility, variations and appeals.

Under the Scenic Corridor Ordinance, design standards can either be cross-referenced to
pertinent sections of the existing Ordinance, or be delineated within its own section, if different
from basic standards. Specific design standards should address, at a minimum, building and
roofing colors and material, window glazing, driveway construction, fencing and landscaping in
an attempt to minimize visual impacts from development. Flexibility could be given on the base
zone setbacks if it would allow better screening of structures. The overall goal would not be to
restrict development, but to require that it blend in and be compatible with the surrounding
scenic environment.

Issue #3: Does Scenic Corridor apply to single-family residences?

Analysis within the DEIR found that residential development without restrictions, “would
present gaps in the County’s ability to protect and preserve scenic views and scenic resources
within identified scenic viewsheds”, resulting in a significant impact on designated corridors.
Therefore, the ordinance must apply the aforementioned standards to residential development on
those parcels determined to be within the Scenic Corridor Overlay District. The application of
standards can take the form of an administrative permit requiring staff level review for
compliance with the Ordinance. Commercial and industrial development would require the
current design review process to remain in effect, but the process would be streamlined under the
Ordinance through clearly defined development and design standards.

Issue #4: Billboards in Scenic Corridors.

Specific regulatory direction is given in the General Plan under Objective 2.7.1, which calls for
the “elimination of billboards along identified scenic and historic routes”. Policy 2.7.1.2 further
specifies billboard removal or relocation outside of the scenic corridors with amortization.
Concurrent with the Ordinance update, an amortization period should be established for signs

Page 4, Staff Report

Zoning Ordinance Update

Scenic Corridor

within the scenic corridor, as well as for other non-conforming signs. A County compensation
fund must be established for the removal of non-conforming signs as required under State law.
As an incentive for removing signs sooner rather than later, the amortization schedule and
reimbursement rate could be inversely proportional.

Issue #5: Official tourist sign program.

The ordinance should encourage the use of existing sign programs offered by Caltrans,
specifically the Tourist Oriented Directional Signs (TODS) program (Exhibit D). The purpose of
the program is to “guide out-of-town travelers to California’s tourist attractions”, such as
wineries, gift and craft shops, restaurants, and the like, if they meet certain qualifications. Under
the State Streets and Highways Code §229.20, “no signs authorized by this chapter shall be
posted on any scenic highway, unless the county board of supervisors of the county in which the
sign will be placed grants approval. Approval shall be given upon a modification of, and shall be
consistent with, any existing corridor protection ordinance.” The Board could consider
approving the use of the TODS program concurrent with their adoption of the Ordinance.

Issue #6: What routes should be considered for scenic highway designation?

Under separate consideration, Policy 2.6.1.8 directs staff to pursue scenic highway designation
for portions of State Route 49. State Route 49 in its entirety is considered eligible for scenic
highway designation by the State. The nomination process will include submittal of an updated
visual assessment of viewsheds listed in Table 5.3-1 of the DEIR that were based on the 1992

22

11-0448.B.179



TAYLOR.1
Page 23 of 28

draft inventory (Exhibit E). A Resolution of Intention must be enacted by the Board as part of the
application package. Following approval of the nomination, the Scenic Corridor Ordinance, if
adopted, will be submitted to DTAC as the protection program for State Route 49 under the
designation process.

Table 5.3-1 lists other scenic viewpoints along U.S. 193 and U.S. 88. U.S. 88 is already an
officially designated scenic highway under Amador County’s authority. However, as a portion
of the roadway lies on the boundary between both counties, those parcels along the northern side
of the corridor would be subject to the El Dorado County Ordinance. The great majority of these
parcels are under federal or El Dorado Irrigation District ownership. Five parcels are under
separate, private ownership, and several parcels each are under ownership of both Kirkwood
Mountain Resort and Sierra-Pacific Industries. As the two companies’ commercial existence
relies on the use, maintenance, enhancement and replenishment of natural resources, very little
impact should occur on scenic viewsheds from their parcels. However, any proposed
development of private property along this corridor would be subject to review under the El
Dorado County Scenic Corridor Ordinance.

Caltrans also allows local roadways to be included in the program as long as they meet the
criteria for nomination. Table 5.3-1 lists other major County roadways possessing scenic
qualities, as well as U.S. 193. The County needs to decide which of these roads, if any, should

be included in the State Scenic Highway System.
Page 5, Staff Report

Zoning Ordinance Update

Scenic Corridor

RECOMMENDATION

Provide staff with comments and direction regarding the draft document, as follows:

1. The Commission should discuss whether to pursue utilizing GIS viewshed technology
and whether it can be done with County GIS specialists or would require contracting
private consultants.

2. The Commission should discuss hiring a consultant to develop the amortization period
and rate of reimbursement schedules for billboard removal.

3. The Commission should discuss whether the TODS program is something the County
wants to adopt for the scenic highway corridors.

4. The Commission should discuss when the nomination process for SR 49 should begin.
5. The Commission should discuss whether U.S. 193 or any of the major local roadways
listed in Table 5.3-1 of the DEIR should be nominated for inclusion within the scenic

highway program.

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit A: General Plan Policies

Exhibit B: Caltrans Scenic Highways Guidelines

Exhibit C: 1992 Review Draft El Dorado County Scenic Highways Ordinance
Exhibit D: Caltrans TODS program

Exhibit E: DEIR Table 5.3-1: Important Public Scenic Viewpoints
Exhibit F: Sample Ordinances:

[0 Amador County

O Lake County

O Nevada County

0 TRPA

L:\PC\ZoningOrdinance\Scenic Corridor Memo 011107.doc
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Exhibit 3a: (This was prepared but never implemented)

June 9, 1992 390.01<h17.76
Scenic Highways Ordinance Review Draft
El Dorado County

ORDINANCE NO.

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Chapter 17.76 is hereby added to Title 17 of the El Dorado County Ordinance Code
to read as follows:

1 CHAPTER 17.76
SCENIC CORRIDOR (SC) OVERLAY ZONE
Section 17.76.010
Section 17.76.020
Section 17.76.030
Section 17.76.040
Section 17.76.050
Section 17.76.060
Section 17.76.070
Section 17.76.080
Section 17.76.090
Section 17.76.100
Section 17.76.110
Section 17.76.120
Section 17.76.130
Section 17.76.140

Purpose

Designation of Scenic Corridors
Permitted Uses

Uses Prohibited

Uses requiring special use permit
Design Review Required
Development Standards
Parking

Landscaping

Earthmoving and Grading
Outdoor Advertizing

Utility lines

Lighting

Definitions

Scenic Highways Ordinance

El Dorado County

Review Draft

Section 17.76.010 Purpose

The purpose of the standards and regulations established in this chapter is to:
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. Protect and enhance the scenic quality and visual appearance of historical areas and
views from the roadways, retain unusual and attractive natural features within the scenic
corridors along designated scenic highways, byways and roads in El Dorado County;

. Protect and enhance the beauty, amenities, and quality of life of El Dorado County;

. Protect agricultural, rural, and residential districts adjoining county scenic highways from
adverse impacts of excessive development, excessive number or sizes of nearby signs,
and unsightly conditions;

. Prevent incompatible and uncontrolled alterations of existing land forms and vegetative
habitats by grading, excavation. development and uncontrolled land management
practices;

. Eliminate unsightly conditions which may be unduly distracting to, and may impair the safety of,
highway users;

. Create a favorable public image that will encourage economic development and tourism
within the county and to; and

. Insure the enhancement of property values in areas through which the scenic highway is
located.
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Exhibit 3b:

PLANNING COMMISSION

Minutes of January 11, 2007 Page 16

10. ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATE

a. Landscaping Standards

This item was continued from the meeting of December 14, 2006.

Staff: Lillian Mac Leod gave a power point presentation. Input received from Katherine
Gilfillian, Art Marinaccio, Valerie Zetner representing the Farm Bureau, and Kathy Lishman. No
action was taken.

b. Scenic Corridor

Staff: Lillian Mac Leod went over her staff report. Input was received from Valerie Zetner
representing the Farm Bureau, Art Marinaccio, Kim Beal, and Kathy Lishman. No action was
taken.

PLANNING COMMISSION

Minutes of January 11, 2007 Page 17

c. Bed and Breakfast Inns

Staff: Lillian Mac Leod presented this item. Input was received from Valeria Zetner
representing the Farm Bureau. No action was taken.

d. Signs

Staff: Lillian Mac Leod presented this item. Input was received from Dennis Small, Western
Sign Company, Valerie Zetner representing the Farm Bureau, Kim Beal, and Kathy Lishman. No
action was taken.

11. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Status Report — Conservation and Open Space Element; Public Health, Safety and Noise
Element; Public Services and Utilities Element

Staff: Shawna Purvines briefly went over her memo. No action was taken.

12. REPORTS

Long Range Planning Work Program

This item was continued to February 8, 2007, with the adoption of the agenda.

13. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - None

14. COUNTY COUNSEL’S REPORTS - None

15. DIRECTOR’S REPORTS - None

16. ADJOURNMENT

Meeting adjourned at 1:12 p.m.

APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION

Authenticated and Certified:

John Knight, Chair
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Exhibit 4:

DIAMOND SPRINGS AND EL DORADO
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES

MARCH 18, 2010

6:00 P.M.

DIAMOND SPRINGS FIRE STATION 49
501 MAIN STREET
DIAMOND SPRINGS, CA 95619

NEW BUSINESS

ITEM #
2. A 07-0018, Z 07-0054, PD 07-0034 & P 08-0017 — DIAMOND DORADO
RETAIL — Action Item

Project presented by Lenard Grado. The Diamond Dorado Retail Center project would be on the corner of
the proposed new intersection of Diamond Springs Parkway and Hwy 49. The retail center would consist
of approximately 280,000 square feet of both national and local retailers. Expected opening date would be
late 2011-2012. This project would follow the parkway development. Buxton study was done by the
County to determine where we loose sales tax revenue. Retail here brings in revenue and jobs. Looking at
different exterior finishes to fit into our community.

Roger Trout informs the Committee and public that this project was submitted as a larger project, it went
out for agency review and TAC. At that time the MERF was looking into relocating but now will not, so
the project was re-submitted and a new TAC meeting is scheduled for April. The County will prepare a
staff report.

The Planning Commission hearing dates are available online. There is a 45 day review period on EIR.
They have been working with Caltrans and DOT on the traffic study for 18 months. Mr. Trout encourages
the public to become familiar with the process of the County.

Public comment as follows:
* Question asked what the EIR’s are for, who pays for them and if they will come before this committee.
Roger Trout answered, there are two EIR’s, one for the Missouri Flat Parkway project and one for
Grado’s project. Both paid by DOT funds and will go out for public review.
* Concern that retail development doesn’t provide high paying jobs and members of the community will
still have to commute out of county for work and you spend your money where you work. Mr. Grado
replied he believes community members would like to make there purchases locally
and there are not enough jobs here for young people.
* Concern that the proposed Missouri Flat Parkway will become completely developed with retail and the
Parkway project should be stopped if that is the case. Members of the public do not feel this type of
development is appropriate for this community.
* Question asked if there is eminent domain with the Missouri Flat Parkway project.
Mr. Grado answered yes.
* Majority of the public members present are against this project.
Committee comments as follows:
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* Question asked if the proposed businesses can be named. Mr. Grado answered that he cannot disclose
the businesses until the project is approved but will say none are currently represented in the county.
* Concern that this project will contribute to old businesses closing.

Roger Trout advises Committee that the action item is a development plan, a rezone and the project
to go in.

Brenda Bailey moves that the proposed general plan amendment and rezone are not in keeping with the
communities vision however would like to receive EIR’s as the project moves forward, noted that the

Committee is not opposed to the retail project they just feel it’s not in keeping with community. Motion
seconded by Mike Speegle, all in favor, motion carried.

Larry Patterson proposed a second motion that if the project moves forward he would not like to see big
box tops but rather small stores similar to Town Center in El Dorado Hills. Motion seconded by Bob
Smart, all in favor, motion carried.
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Sue Taylor (TAYLOR.1)

Response to TAYLOR.1-1

The commenter expressed that the proposed project would negatively impact the view of houses
located in the residential area west of the proposed Missouri Flat Road / Diamond Springs Parkway
intersection. The commentor stated, the Draft EIR indicates the proposed project would be visually
consistent, but does not state with what it would be visually consistent.

Parcels directly adjacent and west of Missouri Flat Road, at the proposed location of the intersection
with Diamond Springs Parkway, are designated for commercial land use by the El Dorado County
General Plan. An area designated as Medium Density Residential parcels is located further west (and
farther from the proposed intersection) of the commercially-designated parcels. The commercially-
designated parcels are also zoned as Commercial or General Commercial by the El Dorado Zoning
Code. The parcels designated as residential do not have a direct view of the proposed project area.
Any indirect views are mostly obscured by topography or existing vegetation. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista as seen from these
residences.

A single residence, directly adjacent to Missouri Flat Road, is located on a parcel (APN 327-26-028)
that is zoned as commercial and is therefore a nonconforming use. This residence has direct
foreground views of Missouri Flat Road and a large metal-sided building formerly used for industrial
and retail purposes. The residence has middle ground views that consist of an undeveloped parcel
overgrown with ruderal vegetation and metal mini storage sheds that are partially obscured by
vegetation. Background views consist of distant ridgelines and treetops.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in changes to foreground views as seen from this
residence. Views would change from that of Missouri Flat Road and a large metal-sided building to
that of the Missouri Flat Road and Diamond Springs Parkway intersection. The proposed project
would realign Missouri Flat Road away from the existing residence. Approximately half of the
undeveloped parcel located beyond the existing metal building would be developed as the western
portion of Diamond Springs Road and the remainder would be left undisturbed. The proposed project
would not change the background views of distant ridgelines and treetops as seen from this residence.

While changes would occur to views as seen from this residence, the significant criterion under
CEQA asks if the project would “have the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista.” Scenic vistas are generally defined as the view of an area that is visually or aesthetically
pleasing. Views of the area to be affected by the proposed project contain industrial/commercial uses
and undeveloped lands, and therefore are not generally defined as a scenic vista. Areas surrounding
the project site, such as the distant ridgelines and treetops seen in background views as seen from the
referenced residence could be defined as scenic; however, the proposed project would not result in
changes to these features. Furthermore, the changes must be substantially adverse in order to

Michael Brandman Associates
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conclude a significant impact would occur. Changes to views as seen from a single residence located
on a commercially-designated parcel would not be considered substantially adverse.

With respect to the proposed project’s visual consistency, Draft EIR Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light,
and Glare, page 4.2-23 third paragraph, has been updated to reflect that the proposed project’s
signage and lighted intersections would be visually consistent with the existing project area’s
roadway infrastructure and would not degrade scenic vistas. Refer to Section 4, Errata, of this Final
EIR.

Response to TAYLOR.1-2

The commentor referenced Missouri Flat Road as a “two-lane, country road.” The commentor
expressed concerns regarding the proposed project’s impacts to the EI Dorado Multi Use Trail
(EDMUT or trail), citing impacts to safety, experience, and attraction of the trail. The commentor
stated the new trail parking lot and trail access would require pedestrians to cross six lanes of traffic
to reach the future western extension of the trail and would, “change the location of the parking [lot]
to a more urban setting.”

Missouri Flat Road is designated as a four-lane, divided road by the EI Dorado County General Plan,
not a two-lane country road. The Diamond Springs Parkway is designated as a future, four-lane,
divided road.

The proposed project would include all applicable infrastructure (i.e., crosswalks, sidewalks, curbs,
signs, etc.) to ensure safe pedestrian use of the EDMUT. At this time, the project provides improved
linkage to the future western extension of the EDMUT via a Class | bike path and crosswalks, as well
as increased parking capacity. A grade-separated crossing may be considered in the future, but is not
warranted at this time, as the western section has not yet been developed.

The new trail parking lot would actually be located approximately 320 feet further from existing
urban development on Missouri Flat Road, therefore; relocating the trail parking lot east along
Missouri Flat Road would not located it in a “more urban setting”, as it is currently situated adjacent
to a multi-use commercial/light industrial building.

The commentor stated that the proposed project would “cut through” a portion of the trail’s right-of-
way, “eliminating future possibilities for a more enhanced trail experience.” The commentor
requested that plans regarding the acquisition of additional right-of-way for the trail be described.

As quoted by the commentor, the Draft EIR indicates, on page 3-23, that, “Construction of the
Parkway would require right-of-way acquisition along the EDMUT to maintain the minimum 100-
foot right-of-way for the SPTC [Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor] as a potential future
rail corridor under the terms of the governing Joint Powers Authority (JPA).” As shown in Traffic
Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, Exhibit 3-5e and 3-5f, the location where the
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proposed Parkway would require right-of-way acquisition along the EDMUT to maintain the
minimum 100-foot right-of-way is located near where the former train depot was located. In this
area, the existing right-of-way is 200-feet wide instead of the standard 100 feet. Nonetheless, should
additional right-of-way be required, acquisition of property from the adjoining parcel to the north,
owned by EI Dorado Irrigation District, would be negotiated. The newly acquired right-of-way
would not be disturbed by the proposed project.

Response to TAYLOR.1-3

The commentor asserted that the construction of “one mile of new road to bypass an existing two lane
road does not necessitate three lighted, major intersections and a major 50 MPH roadway.” The
commentor stated the proposed project dissects the surrounding community, and is in conflict with
policies included in the EI Dorado County General Plan.

The installation of lighted signals along the Parkway is necessary to ensure the safe movement of
non-motorized and motorized travel along the new roadway. The Parkway will be designed to the 50
mile-per-hour criteria to allow greater level of service over the alternate Missouri Flat/Pleasant Valley
Road route and would be designed in accordance with Caltrans and County road design standards.

Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, Impact 4.9-1 discusses the projects potential to
physically divide an established community. The existing land uses surrounding the project site are
non-residential and non-dependant on one another; therefore, the division caused by the proposed
Parkway is considered less than significant. The commentor has not provided comments to refute the
conclusions made in the Draft EIR’s discussion of Impact 4.9-1, therefore no further response can be
provided.

The proposed project’s consistency with the EI Dorado County General Plan is analyzed in Draft EIR
Appendix J, General Plan Policies. The commentor has not indicated which General Plan Policies the
proposed project is not consistent with, therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response to TAYLOR.1-4

The commentor stated that the proposed project would have a significant impact on the history and
culture of the project area as a result of the acquisition, demolition, and alteration of buildings. The
commentor also stated that significant and unavoidable consequences would occur to the quality of
life and property of those in the vicinity of the proposed Parkway.

Refer to Response to NAHC-1 and Response to NEMETH-4.

Buildings requiring demolition or alteration as a result of the proposed project are not designated as a
historic resources as outlined by the National Register of Historic Places criteria under the National

Historic Preservation Act of 1966. However, the CEQA Guidelines state that a resource need not be
listed on any register to be found historically significant. The CEQA Guidelines direct lead agencies
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to evaluate archaeological sites to determine if they meet the criteria for listing in the California
Register. If an archaeological site is a historical resource, in that it is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register, potential adverse impacts to it must be considered. If an archaeological site is
considered not to be a historical resource but meets the definition of a “unique archeological
resource” as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, then it would be treated in
accordance with the provisions of that section.

As noted in Response to NAHC-1, a Section 106 - Cultural Resources Assessment was conducted for
the proposed project to determine the presence of archaeological or historical resources. No such
presence was found. Therefore, as defined by CEQA, the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts to historic buildings.

Impacts to quality of life is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. Impacts to
property in the vicinity of the project site has been addressed as required by CEQA, throughout the
Draft EIR.

Response to TAYLOR.1-5

The commentor stated that the Diamond Springs Parkway does not meet Draft EIR Objective 1le,
citing no attempt to avoid existing parcels, vegetation, or oak woodlands, or use existing roadways,
and that the Draft EIR does not mitigate these significant and unavoidable impacts to natural
resources.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, eight alignments were
originally considered and have undergone multiple iterations throughout the history of the project.

Among the many considerations, impacts to natural resources were considered in the selection of the
proposed alignment. Other alignments, such as Alternative A (previously considered for
implementation under the Missouri Flat Area Master Circulation and Financial Plan [MC&FP] EIR
and discussed under the Draft EIR’s Section 5.4, Alternatives to the Proposed Project), would have
resulted in significantly greater removal of vegetation, including oak woodlands, than the proposed
project (refer to Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 as shown on the Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1). Previously
considered alternatives were also rejected due to the required displacement of the El Dorado Multi-
Use Trail (EDMUT) (refer to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as shown on the Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1 and as
discussed under Section 5.3, Previously Considered and Rejected Alternatives); impacts to residential
areas (refer to Alternative 1 as shown on the Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1 and as discussed under Section
5.3, Previously Considered and Rejected Alternatives); impacts to historic resources within Diamond
Springs, limited right-of-way, and division of community (refer to Alternative 5 on as shown on the
Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1 and as discussed under Section 5.3, Previously Considered and Rejected
Alternatives); impacts to existing land owners and land uses (refer to Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6 as
shown on the Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1 and as discussed under Section 5.3, Previously Considered and
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Rejected Alternatives); and cost (refer to Alternative 2 and 6 as shown on the Draft EIR’s Exhibit 5-1
and as discussed under Section 5.3, Previously Considered and Rejected Alternatives).

In selecting the project as proposed in the Draft EIR, DOT chose the alignment that best fit a balance
of all project objectives. As noted on Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR, no alternative, other than the No
Project Alternative, would result in fewer impacts to biological resources (such as oak woodlands)
than the proposed project.

Potential significant impacts to natural resources have been addressed, analyzed, and mitigated as
required by CEQA, throughout the Draft EIR.

Response to TAYLOR.1-6
The commentor requested that the permitted vehicle speed and size of the proposed Parkway be
reduced and that a landscaped center median be included.

The proposed Parkway has been designed to effectively reduce current and future LOS deficiencies
on Missouri Flat Road and Pleasant Valley Road within the community of Diamond Springs. The
proposed Parkway is consistent with the General Plan traffic circulation designation. Reducing the
size or speed of the proposed Parkway would significantly reduce the effectiveness of the project.

Regarding landscaping, refer to Response to SMART-5.

Response to TAYLOR.1-7
The commentor requested that the proposed Parkway’s alignment be altered to be “more of a natural
alignment with use of existing roadways and topography.”

The project was designed to provide a safe, efficient, and convenient roadway per Objective 1a and to
minimize impacts to parcels the environment per Objective 1e. The proposed project meets
AASHTO, Caltrans and County standards for roadway design. As discussed under Response to
TAYLOR.1-5, several different roadway alignments utilizing different existing roadways and
different routes were considered.

The commentor also requested a separation between the proposed Parkway and EMDUT with a
natural vegetation buffer to reduce visual impacts of the project as seen from the EDMUT.

As discussed on Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3, Project Description, page 3-45, an
approximately 4-foot tall retaining wall would be constructed where the EDMUT would be located
immediately adjacent to the Parkway, providing separation between the Parkway and the EDMUT.
The wall is shown as a diagonally hatched line on Traffic Information Reissuance Exhibit 3-5f.
Existing vegetation would be maintained to the maximum extent feasible. Street landscaping is not
included in the County’s design standards. The County does not currently fund or have a funding
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mechanism for the long-term maintenance of landscaping. As such, the proposed project does not
include street landscaping.

Response to TAYLOR.1-8
The commentor stated the proposed project would result in significant impacts to the viewshed of a
house located on Missouri Flat Road.

Refer to Response to TAYLOR.1-1.

Response to TAYLOR.1-9

The commentor stated the proposed project would change the existing views as seen from homes
along Diamond Road (SR-49) from that of a two-lane, country road, and wooded hillside to that of six
lanes of traffic, a frontage road, and a retaining wall. The commentor asserted that traffic congestion
currently affecting downtown Diamond Springs, plus added traffic from projected growth, would
impact homes on Diamond Road (SR-49) by relocating traffic congestion from idling in front of a gas
station and community hall along Pleasant Valley Road to idling in front of homes on Diamond Road
(SR-49). The commentor also noted this would affect air quality near these residences.

The impacts to views as seen by residents along Diamond Road (SR-49) is discussed in Draft EIR
Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light and Glare, under Impact 4.2-3, Visual Character. The second
paragraph on page 4.2-28 has been changed in this document’s Section 4, Errata, to reflect the
Parkway’s ultimate four-lane configuration.

While the proposed new alignment of Diamond Road (SR-49) would require the cut of soils and
removal of vegetation along the western edge of the existing right-of-way, views of a wooded hillside
beyond a roadway would remain. DOT would remove as few trees as feasibly possible and abide by
the County’s Oak Woodland Management Plan. Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, for further discussion regarding the Oak Woodland Management Plan.

The retaining wall would be located in front of up to three houses located east of Diamond Road (SR-
49), but would be more than 200 feet away from any house east of Diamond Road (SR-49). The
single residence located on the west side of Diamond Road (SR-49) is located at an elevation above
the retaining wall, and therefore, it would not be visible from this residence. Furthermore, the
existing stucco wall at this residence would be replaced by DOT, the location of which would be
determined during the final design stage. The replacement wall would be similar to the existing
stucco wall in mass and height.

Residents along this roadway are generally in favor of, and have requested, the proposed frontage
road because it will make accessing their properties easier and remove higher speed traffic from
directly in front of their residences.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Thresholds identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would
occur if the proposed project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings. As stated in the Draft EIR, since the existing visual character of the
project site along Diamond Road (SR-49) already consists of a roadway and stucco wall, construction
of the proposed project, including moving the main roadway away from existing houses east of
Diamond Road (SR-49), would not be considered a significant alteration of the visual character.

With respect to the commentor’s reference to the relocation of traffic congestion from Pleasant Valley
Road to Diamond Road (SR-49), the proposed project has included a frontage road along the east side
of the future Diamond Road (SR-49) right-of-way which provides a buffer from the increase in
traffic.

As a part of the Draft EIR, an Air Quality Impact Analysis Report was completed and included as
Appendix C. The Air Quality Impact Report, as reflected in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Air Quality,
utilized the Traffic Impact Report to determine changes in traffic patterns and the resulting localized
impacts to sensitive receptors (including carbon monoxide hot spots generally caused by cars idling).
Supporting evidence indicates that operational air quality impacts as a result of project
implementation would be less than significant. Refer to Draft EIR Impact 4.3-5, Operational CO, for
further discussion.

Response to TAYLOR.1-10
The commentor stated that a “four -to six-lane 50 mile per hour signalized bypass” is not consistent
with El Dorado County’s rural nature.

The proposed project would be located in a mainly industrial area, and would not be six-lanes in
width. The ultimate buildout of the proposed Parkway and Diamond Road (SR-49) would include
four travel lanes, a center median, turn pockets as appropriate for safe turning movements and
shoulders as required by EIl Dorado County and Caltrans road design standards. Furthermore, the El
Dorado General Plan designates the project area as a Community Region, which is defined as an area
demarcating where urban and suburban land uses will be developed. General Plan Policy 2.1.1.2
indicates that Community Regions are established to:

define those areas which are appropriate for the highest intensity of self-sustaining
compact urban-type development or suburban type development within the County
based on the municipal spheres of influence, availability of infrastructure, public
services, major transportation corridors and travel patterns, the location of major
topographic patterns and features, and the ability to provide and maintain appropriate
transitions at Community Region boundaries.

As such, the proposed project would not be located in an area characterized as rural.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Response to TAYLOR.1-11
The commentor claimed the value of homes along Diamond Road (SR-49) have decreased as the
result of a newly constructed gas station at the corner of Pleasant Valley Road.

This comment is not relevant to the environmental impacts of the proposed project. No further
response is necessary.

The commentor stated commented that the existing 6-foot high stucco wall located adjacent to the
single residence west of Diamond Road (SR-49) in the project study area was constructed to mitigate
impacts related to the construction of the strip mall and Diamond Road (SR-49)/Pleasant Valley Road
intersection expansion was completed and that this wall would be displaced by the new Diamond
Road (SR-49) alignment.

The referenced stucco wall was not constructed as mitigation under CEQA in relation to the
construction of the nearby strip mall or the intersection expansion. Currently proposed right-of-way
acquisitions indicate that the new alignment of Diamond Road (SR-49) would require the relocation
of this wall. DOT, in coordination with the property owner, would design and replace the existing
stucco wall. The replacement wall would be similar to the existing stucco wall in mass and height.
The location of the wall would be determined during the final design stage of the proposed project.
Changes to Draft EIR pages 4.2-28, 4.2-32, and 4.10-8 are provided in this document’s Section 4,
Errata, clarifying that the existing stucco wall would be replaced.

The commenter reiterated that the proposed project would affect views as seen from homes along
Diamond Road (SR-49). Refer to Response to TAYLOR.1-9.

Response to TAYLOR.1-12

The commentor provided information regarding a 2001 proposal by the superintendent of Yosemite
National Park to establish SR-49 as national heritage corridor, provided background information, and
referenced several general plans supporting the protection of scenic corridors. The commentor
included, verbatim, EI Dorado County General Plan policies 2.6.1.1, 2.6.1.2, 2.6.1.3, 2.6.1.5, 2.6.1.6,
and 2.6.1.8. The commentor also listed General Plan Implementation Measures LU-I, LU-J and LU-
K.

Currently, Diamond Road (SR-49) within the project site is not designated as a State Scenic Highway
and is therefore not afforded protection as such. A proposal presented to the Subcommittee on
National Parks, Recreation, and Public Lands, of the House Resources Committee on December 13,
2001 requested that the Secretary of the Interior be authorized to study the suitability and feasibility
of establishing Highway 49 in California, as the “Golden Chain Highway” and a National Heritage
Corridor. Until official designation of SR-49 as a State Scenic Highway or National Heritage
Corridor, impacts would not be considered significant under CEQA’s Appendix G threshold related
to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway, including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
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buildings. No rock outcroppings or historic buildings would be removed as part of the proposed
project and trees would be replaced/mitigated in according to the Oak Woodland Management Plan.

The proposed project’s consistency with applicable EI Dorado County General Plan policies is
included in Draft EIR Appendix J. Since the commentor has not provided comments on the project’s
consistency with, or applicability of, any of the referenced policies, no further response can be
provided.

Several of the General Plan policies referenced by the commentor are not applicable to the proposed
project because many of them are directed at the County (Policy 2.6.1.1, Policy 2.6.1.8, Measure LU-
1, Measure LU-J and Measure LU-K), are applicable to a scenic corridor, State Scenic Highways,
scenic viewpoints, or ridgelines (Policy 2.6.1.2, Policy 2.6.1.3, Policy 2.6.1.6 and Policy 2.6.1.5), or
are applicable to development as opposed to infrastructure. A list of applicable General Plan goals
and policies and a description of the proposed project’s consistency is included in Draft EIR
Appendix J.

Response to TAYLOR.1-13

The commentor listed Goal 2.4, Goal 2.5 and Measure LU-F from the General Plan, which pertain to
development not infrastructure and are therefore not applicable to the proposed project. Measure LU-
F directs the County to adopt Community Design Review Standards and is not applicable to the
proposed project. Since the commentor has not provided comments on the project’s consistency with,
or applicability of, any of the referenced goals or measures, no further response can be provided.

Response to TAYLOR.1-14

The commentor claimed that once the Parkway is constructed it would create a permanent and
significant loss of a historic and scenic piece of SR-49. The commentor also indicated that per the
General Plan, SR-49 will eventually be designated as a State Scenic Highway.

Refer to Response to TAYLOR.1-12. The proposed project would not re-route or cause significant
visual changes to SR-49. Because the State has not officially designated SR-49 through Diamond
Springs as a State Scenic Highway, impacts under CEQA’s Appendix G threshold regarding State
Scenic Highways would be less than significant. Furthermore, the County has not established its own
Scenic Corridor Ordinance and the project area does not include any location identified as a scenic
viewpoint by the EI Dorado General Plan.

Response to TAYLOR.1-15
The commentor stated the Board of Supervisors has not adopted Design Standards for the Missouri
Flat Area, resulting in “hodge podge” design.

The Board of Supervisors adopted the Missouri Flat Design Guidelines on June 3, 2008. However,
the proposed project does not include the development of any buildings or structures that would be
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subject to the Missouri Flat Design Guidelines. The Missouri Flat Design Guidelines do not provide
guidance on the construction of roadways such as the proposed project. Furthermore, the actions of
the Board of Supervisors is beyond the purview of this EIR. No further response is necessary.

Response to TAYLOR.1-16
The commentor referenced the SB 18 requirement that jurisdictions consult local native tribes when
General Plan amendments are proposed.

The proposed project does not include a General Plan Amendment.

The commentor referenced the SB 18 requirement that jurisdictions consult local native tribes in
order to identify sacred cultural sites.

Refer to Response to NAHC-1. As indicated in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, MBA
requested a check of the NAHC Sacred Lands File and a list of tribal contacts. NAHC provided a
response indicating that the Sacred Lands File check failed to indicate the presence of Native
American cultural resources in the immediate project area. MBA then sent letters to each tribal
contact requesting any information about potential cultural resources in the project vicinity. At this
time, responses have not been received from any of the tribal contacts.

Response to TAYLOR.1-17
The commentor stated that local native Miwok sites are being destroyed without any consideration by
the County.

The proposed project would not impact any identifiable Native American sites. Impacts to any
previously undiscovered sites unearthed during project construction would be mitigated through
implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1.

Refer to Response to Response to NAHC-1.

Response to TAYLOR.1-18

The commentor stated the County has not appropriately dealt with biological corridors and oak
woodlands, referencing an unnamed pending lawsuit involving an unnamed developers oak woodland
plan. The commentor stated the County has not determined locations for parks, civic centers,
recreational activities, solid and liquid waste disposal facilities or designated historic landmarks,
roads, and districts.

The County’s decisions regarding biological corridors, oak woodlands, parks, civic centers,
recreational activities, solid and liquid waste disposal facilities and designated historic landmarks,
roads, and districts are outside the purview of this EIR.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Response to TAYLOR.1-19

The commentor stated the proposed project would not fulfill Objectives 1c, 1d, and 1e as stated in the
project description, indicating the proposed project would not support commercial development as
planned for in the MC&FP EIR and the General Plan because the roadway would increase access to
industrial not commercial designated parcels.

Obijective 1c is the only objective that addressed commercial development and indicates that the
proposed project should improve roadway and intersection capacities along Missouri Flat Road, south
of US-50, to support the anticipated commercial/retail square footage development identified and
planned for in the 1998 MC&FP and the 2004 El Dorado General Plan.

As shown on Traffic Information Reissuance Exhibit 3-6, the proposed project is located within the
Missouri Flat Area. The Parkway, as the Pleasant Valley-Missouri Flat Connector, was included in
the MC&FP as required infrastructure improvements necessary to support commercial development
in the MC&FP area. The proposed project would increase circulation in the Diamond Springs and
Missouri Flat Area, thereby facilitating access to existing and proposed commercial development
identified and planned for in the MC&FP EIR and General Plan.

Response to TAYLOR.1-20

The commentor stated that the implementation of the proposed project prior to implementation of
elements of the General Plan vital to the historic nature and community’s sense of place would result
in impacts to Diamond Springs and EI Dorado.

The implementation of goals and policies of the General Plan directing the County to adopt
regulations or perform duties is outside the purview of this EIR.

Response to TAYLOR.1-21
The commentor stated the proposed project does not comply with County General Plan policies.

The proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan is analyzed in Draft EIR Appendix J,
General Plan Policies. Refer to Response to TAYLOR.1-12.

Response to TAYLOR.1-22

The commentor stated that a large increase in housing would be required to sustain the proposed
project and future commercial development, and such increases in housing and population should be
discussed in the Draft EIR.

The proposed project does not propose the construction of housing, nor would it lead to the
construction of housing. As a new roadway, road improvement, and utility infrastructure update
project located in an industrial area, the proposed project would not increase population levels or
require an increase in population to “sustain” it.
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With respect to future commercial development, refer to Response to SOC-3 and SOC-9.

Response to TAYLOR.1-23
The commentor expressed discontent with the way the public meetings were announced to the public,
the time of year in which they were held, and the fact they were held on the same day.

Notices of the public meetings were conducted in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087
via publication in the Mountain Democrat newspaper on Wednesday, June 23, 2010, and Wednesday,
July 7, 2010, more than a month before the public meetings. Direct mailings were sent to owners and
occupants of property affected by and near the proposed project on Wednesday, June 23, 2010, and
Wednesday, July 7, 2010, more than a month before the public meetings. Additional notices were
posted around the area a week prior to the public meetings. The Notice of Availability (NOA)
regarding the Draft EIR (which included the date and time of the public meetings) was posted on
DOT’s website, and additional meeting notification was posted starting July 23, 2010. Two copies of
the document were provided to the El Dorado County Library for public review, as indicated on the
NOA.

There are no regulations regarding the time of year or time of day during which meetings shall be
held. CEQA Guidelines do not require that a public meeting be held. Accordingly, EI Dorado
County DOT has gone beyond what is legally required to encourage public comment on an EIR.

Response to TAYLOR.1-24

The commentor expressed concern regarding the proposed Diamond Dorado Retail Center, indicating
that if it is not approved, the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway may not be necessary. The
commentor suggested the proposed project is being constructed specifically for the future retail center
and indicated that the related cumulative impacts should be discussed in the Draft EIR. The
commentor stated that urban decay impacts resulting from the proposed project should be considered.

With respect to future commercial development, refer to Response to SOC-3.

The cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative
Effects of the Project. The commentor does not provide specific comments regarding the analysis
provided therein; therefore, no further response can be provided.

With respect to urban decay impacts, also commonly referred to as blight, refer to SOC-11.

Response to TAYLOR.1-25
The commentor recommended that the Mitigated Negative Declaration be rejected until an EIR
compliant with CEQA and the EI Dorado County General Plan is prepared.

The document under consideration is not a Mitigated Negative Declaration; it is an EIR that has been
prepared as required by CEQA.
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August 23, 2010
El Dorado County Department of Transportation
Attn: Ms. Janet Postlewait, Principal Planner
In regards to the DEIR of the Diamond Springs Parkway, TAYLOR.2

The alignment of this roadway appears to show favoritism to a particular developer(s). This developer appears to
have been chosen by the Board of Supervisors to facilitate an enormous amount of commerecial retail
development in the Missouri Flat area at taxpayer’s expense. Also actions taken by the Board of Supervisors over
the last few years has been contrary to many of the policies of the adopted General Plan. The Board has ignored
or neglected vital parts of the General Plan that should have been implemented soon after the plan’s adoption.

I have issue in regards to the consultant, Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) who provided environmental
services and also facilitated the public comment session of the 2 public meetings. At the public meeting Michael
Brandman was asked if initially he had been hired by Leonard Grado. Leonard Grado, part of Granite, Grado
Ventures (GGV), is a developer who plans on bringing 280,000 sq. ft. of national and local retailers onto a
presently designated industrial site that will be greatly benefited by the probosed by-pass. Mr. Brandman stated
his company was paid by the county. | then responded that | know that he is presently being paid by the county,
but initially was he not hired by Leonard Grado. He denied this. Within the staff report for the Diamond Springs
Parkway — Phase 1 Project #72334 it states that “GGV concurrently proposed to advance the Diamond Springs
Parkway project to provide a bid-ready package with the anticipation of County reimbursement from TIM fees.
GGV retained the services of Michael Brandman Associates for environmental services. Under contract to GGV
and in cooperation with the Department, the team held formal Environmental Impact Report (EIR) scoping
meetings, prepared draft.......for Diamond Springs Parkway.” Per the staff report, “On April 29" the Board
directed the Department to negotiate contracts with KHA, MBA and CTA to continue the work started by GGV.” It
was noted in the report that this was a departure from the County’s adopted TIM fee reimbursement guidelines
(See attached Legislative File 08-1264). The deviation of the TIM fee policy and the consultant being hired by one
of the benefactors of the project brings into question the impartiality and objectivity of the consultant’s report.

Not only should this project be postponed until a properly written environmental impact document can be
composed that complies with CEQA, but an investigation should take place as to why so much effort and money is
being exerted to advance particular developers such as Leonard Grado among others.

I've attached my comments and statements regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Diamond
Springs Parkway Project.

Regards,

SW RECEIVED

ue Taylor
El Dorado County Resident and Taxpayer
AUE 22 2010
_ ELDORADO Oy §TY
T. OF TRANSPORT Y~
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County of El Dorado

Legislative File Number 08-1264 (version 4)

Transportation Department recommending Chairman be authorized to sign the following
Funding Agreements in a total amount of $1,006,551 in support of the Diamond Springs
Parkway - Phase 1 Project 72334:

(1) AGMT 08-52496 with GGV Missouri Flat, LLC in the amount of $609,521;

(2) AGMT 08-1778 and Consultant Agreement with Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. in the
amount of $42,030;

(3) AGMT 08-1838 with Michael Brandman Associates and Consultant Agreement in the
amount of $180,000; and

(4) AGMT 08-1748 with Cooper, Thorne & Associates, Inc., dba CTA Engineering &
Surveying and Consultant Agreement in the amount of $175,000.

FUNDING: Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program - West Slope (TIM).

BUDGET SUMMARY:

Total Estimated Cost $1,006,551

Funding

Budgeted $1,006,551

New Funding $

Savings $

Other $

Total Funding Available $1,006,551
Change To Net County Cost $0.00

Fiscal Impact/Change to Net County Cost:

The total not-to-exceed cost of this agenda item is estimated at $1,006,551. The cost
associated with the Funding Agreement is estimated at $609,521 and the three consultant
agreements are estimated to total $397,030. Funding for this project is through the TIM.
There is no cost to the County General Fund associated with this agenda item.

Background:

Diamond Springs Parkway, previously known as the Missouri Flat/Pleasant Valley
Connector, is included as a new road in the 1996 and 2004 General Plan. The approved
2008 Five-Year CIP and the proposed draft 2009 Five-Year CIP listed the Diamond
Springs Parkway - Phase 1 (Project #72334) for project delivery through FY 11/12 with
future funding necessary for right of way and construction. See the "Conceptual Right of
Way Exhibit" for the general alignment of the Parkway and the involved right of ways.
The project is currently budgeted in the CIP for planning and design only, not for
construction. Completion of the environmental document allows the County to adopt the
route and identify the right of way. Additionally, having a completed CEQA document
allows the project to be eligible for potential grant and/or economic stimulus funding for
construction.

In 2007, GGV Missouri Flat, LLC (GGV) began planning a commercial development,
Diamond Dorado Retail Center (DDRC), adjacent to the proposed Diamond Springs
Parkway. As Diamond Springs Parkway was currently scheduled in the CIP for planning
and design by the County, GGV concurrently proposed to advance the Diamond Springs
Parkway project to provide a bid-ready package with the anticipation of County
reimbursement from TIM fees. GGV retained the services of Michael Brandman

2
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Associates (MBA) for environmental services, Cooper, Thorne & Associates, Inc., dba CTA
Engineering & Surveying (CTA) for civil engineering and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
(KHA) for traffic engineering services. Under contract to GGV and in cooperation with the
Department, the team held formal Environmental Impact Report (EIR) scoping meetings,
prepared draft technical environmental reports and project description, prepared the draft
traffic report, and prepared 20% design plans (for planning purposes) for Diamond Springs
Parkway.

On April 29, 2008, the Board authorized the Department to negotiate an agreement with
GGV for the advancement of planning, design and construction costs for Diamond Springs
Parkway. During negotiations of the proposed funding agreement, it was determined, by
the County, that the County should now lead the project delivery effort. GGV retained their
consultants to deliver the first administrative draft environmental impact report, during which
time the County completed negotiations with these consultants for direct contracts with the
County.

Reason for Recommendation:

The Department requests the Board to authorize the Funding Agreement for Diamond
Springs Parkway Design and Environmental Costs, in an amount not-to-exceed $609,521.
The deliverables provided in this Agreement include the deliverables set forth in Exhibit A
to the Funding Agreement. The costs associated with the work through May 24, 2008 have
been reviewed against the value of work, acceptance of deliverables, and applicability to
delivering the Diamond Springs Parkway. The Department concurs that the value of the
completed work is $464,321. The additional work between May 24, 2008 and November

1, 2008 wili be subject to the same criteria. The costs associated with the additional work
shall not exceed $145,200.

It should be noted that this is a departure from the County's adopted TIM fee reimbursement
guidelines. The reimbursement guidelines address the conventional situation when a
developer is conditioned to provide design/build improvements necessary for development
which are regional in nature and included in the TIM Fee Program, therefore, subject to
reimbursement by the County. In this case, GGV offered to expeditiously advance a project
necessitated by the General Plan and currently budgeted for project delivery. Since GGV
has completed work required for the project that the County is scheduled to deliver now, the
Department supports this early reimbursement. Without the authorization of this Funding
Agreement, the County will have to start the planning process again and redo the work to
date.

The Funding Agreement includes a provision that requires GGV to assign the prior planning
and design work provided through GGv's contracts to the County. The fully executed
Consent to Assignment and Assignment of Consultant Work for each consultant is attached
to this agenda item.

In addition to the work products provided under the Funding Agreement, GGV will secure
and provide Irrevocable Offers of Dedication (IOD) for right of way in fee and appurtenant
easements for Diamond Springs Parkway, Lime Kiln Road and SR-49/Diamond Road
(Funding Agreement, Exhibit C) as a precondition to the reimbursement. These
dedications will only involve the properties associated with DDRC (Funding Agreement,
Exhibit B). Other right-of-way owned by third parties necessary for the Project will still need
to be acquired after an environmental document is approved and a route adopted. Per the
3
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IOD's, the landowners waive any right to compensation for the property conveyance. The
I0D's are required to be executed prior to any disbursement of funds as stated in the
Funding Agreement.

The Department recommends the approval of this Funding Agreement. The amount of
reimbursement is for completed work required for the project which the County is currently
scheduled to complete. Additionally, the Department supports this approach in light of the
IOD's being granted to the County for the roadway.

The Department recommends the approval of this Funding Agreement allowing for two
progress payments: one for work completed prior to May 24, 2008 and the other upon
completion of the remaining planning and design work. It should be noted that this is a
departure from the County's adopted TIM fee reimbursement guidelines; however, the
Department supports this approach in light of the I0D's being granted to the County for the
road project.

On April 29, the Board directed the Department to negotiate contracts with KHA, MBA
and CTA to continue the work started by GGV. At this time, the Department has completed
negotiations with KHA for the Preparation of Final Traffic Impact Analysis for the Diamond
Springs Parkway Project, in the amount of $42,030, with MBA for environmental services
for Diamond Springs Parkway to complete the EIR, for the ultimate four-lane road, in the
amount of $180,000, and with CTA for engineering services to further develop 30%
roadway geometrics, cost estimates, plats for required right of way acquisitions, in the
amount of $175,000. Additional engineering design will be needed to complete the plans,
specifications and estimates for construction. DOT will assess funding and budget issues
after the certification of the EIR to determine how to proceed with the final bid documents
and schedule for construction. KHA, MBA and CTA Agreements have been reviewed and
approved by County Counsel.

The Department has developed potential funding scenarios for the right-of-way and
construction of the Diamond Springs Parkway (Attachment 1). The County will continue to
advance the project, contingent on available funding. All mechanisms for advancing the
project through construction will be considered, including discretionary review conditions
with adjacent development projects (e.g. DDRC).

The Department is recommending that the Board make findings pursuant to Article Il
Section 210 b (6) of the El Dorado County Charter that there are specialty skills required for
the work performed under these Agreements that are not expressly identified in County
classifications.

Concurrences:

The Purchasing Agent has determined that it is appropriate to enter into the consultant
contracts based on prior action taken by the Board of Supervisors. The Purchasing
Agent concurs that the Department's request is in compliance with Board of Supervisors
Policy C-17, Sections 7.5 and 7.10.

The EI Dorado County Employees Association, Local #1 has been informed of these proposed
Agreements.
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Action to be taken following Board approval:

1. The Chairman will sign two originals of Funding Agreement, # AGMT 08-52496, for
Diamond Springs Parkway Design and Environmental Costs with GGV Missouri Flat, LLC.

2. The Chairman will sign two originals of Agreement, # AGMT 08-1778, for Preparation of
Final Traffic Analysis Report for the Diamond Springs Parkway with Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc.

3. The Chairman will sign two originals of Agreement, # AGMT 08-1838, for Environmental
Services for the Diamond Springs Parkway - Phase 1 with Michael Brandman Associates

4. The Chairman will sign two originals of Agreement, # AGMT 08-1748, for Engineering
Services for the Diamond Springs Parkway with Cooper, Thorne & Associates, Inc., dba
CTA Engineering & Surveying.

5. The Board Clerk will forward one original of each of the above fully executed Consultant
Agreements, one original of their associated Consent to Assignment and Assignment of
Consultant Work and one fully executed original Funding Agreement to the Department for
further processing.

6. The Department will process Irrevocable Offers of Dedication for Diamond Springs
Parkway, Lime Kiln Road and SR-49/Diamond Road and return to the Board for action.

7. The Department will review the additional work completed between May 24, 2008 and
November 1, 2008 for reimbursement.

8. The Department will prepare and submit the claims for reimbursement to the Auditor's
Office for payment after receiving executed IOD's and required deliverables per the
Funding Agreement.

Contact:

Richard W. Shepard, P.E.
Director of Transportation
X5981
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Sue Taylor (TAYLOR.2)
Response to TAYLOR.2-1
The commentor alleged the proposed project shows favoritism towards a particular developer.

Refer to Response to SOC-3.

Response to TAYLOR.2-2
The commentor stated that actions taken by the EI Dorado County Board of Supervisors have been
contrary to policies included in the El Dorado County General Plan.

This comment does not provide any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained
within the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Response to TAYLOR.2-3

The commentor stated that MBA was originally hired by Granite Grado Ventures, and included an El
Dorado County staff report indicating as such. The commentor stated that MBA being hired by a
“benefactor of the project brings into question the impartiality and objectivity of the consultant’s
report.”

This comment is not a CEQA-related issue. Concerns regarding conflict of interest will be addressed
in the staff report to the Board of Supervisors.

Response to TAYLOR.2-4

The commentor recommended that the proposed project be postponed until a CEQA compliant EIR is
written, and requested that an investigation be conducted regarding the advancement of a particular
development by the proposed project.

The commentor did not specify in what way the Draft EIR is not compliant with CEQA. The
commentor raised no particular environmental issues. No further response can be provided in these
regards.

Refer to Response to SOC-3 regarding commercial development.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Kathleen Verplancken (VERPLANCKEN)
Response to VERPLANCKEN-1
The commentor stated that the proposed project benefits local developers not residents.

Refer to Response to SOC-3 regarding other commercial developments and SOC-9 regarding the
proposed project’s growth inducing impacts.

Response to VERPLANCKEN-2
The commenter asserts that Diamond Springs, EI Dorado, and Placerville should be preserved for
their historic assets.

Refer to Response to NEMETH-4.

Response to VERPLANCKEN-3
The commentor states that “big box” stores will destroy the livelihood of local small business people.

The proposed project does not include the commercial developments. Growth-inducing impacts of
the proposed project were considered under Section 5, CEQA Required Conclusions, of the Draft
EIR. Refer to Response to SOC-9 and Response to SOC-11 for further discussion.

Response to VERPLANCKEN-4
The commentor stated that County Supervisors are “selling us out to developers who will take the
money and run.”

This comment represents the opinion of the commentor and does not provide any specific comments
on the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR.

Michael Brandman Associates
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monique wilber To janet.postlewait@edcgov.us
P <moniquekwilber @gmail.com ce

>

08/23/2010 03:37 PM bee

Subject Diamond Springs Parkway Project DEIR, SCH
#2007122033, public comments

History: &1 This message has been replied to.

Ms. Postlewait;
This letter is in response to and comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Diamond Springs Parkway Project. Specifically, this letter comments on Biological Resources.
Biological Resources
| am the former EDC Senior Planner assigned to Long -Range Planning, specializing in natural
resources. In particular, | managed the Oak Woodland Management Plan (OWMP) and the
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) from April 2006 until June 2009.
Appendix D, Biological Resource Assessments of the DEIR, Local Regulations, fails to address WILBER-1
the INRMP (General Plan [GP] Policy 7.4.2.8); GP Policy 7.4.4.5 (where existing individual or a
group of oak trees are lost within a stand, a corridor of oak trees shall be retained that
maintains continuity between all portions of the stand ); and GP Policy 7.4.2.9 (Important
Biological Corridors [IBC]). In addition, the DEIR, Local Regulations (pgs. 4.4-28 and 29) fails to
address these policies.
In Appendix D, Biological Resource Assessments, part of the assessment included identifying
any linkages within the project study area to important adjacent wildlife habitats and
identifying trails as potential wildlife movement corridors (pg. 3). The assessment goes on to
say (pg. 5) (bold emphasis mine):
Wildlife and Movement Corridors
The following wildlife species or their sign (i.e., scat, bones) were observed within the
project study area during the October 15 and 16 field assessment: black-tailed
jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), coyote (Canis latrans), western fence lizard (Sceloporus
occidentalis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), vole (Microtus sp.), mockingbird (Mimus
polyglottis), scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), house finch(Carpodacus mexicanus),
white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus),
American goldfinch (Carduelis tristis), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), chipping WILBER-2
sparrow (Spizella passerina), spotted towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus), and mourning
dove (Zenaida macroura).
Wildlife trails were observed scattered throughout the project study area . These are
assumed to be from black-tailed jackrabbit and mule deer. It is anticipated that
riparian corridors traversed by the project study area also provide movement corridors
for a variety of mammal and bird species. Although no known wildlife corridors are
included in the El Dorado County General Plan, one area was identified during the
field assessment as a potentially important wildlife corridor. It is located on the east
side of Missouri Flat Road where the project study area departs Missouri Flat Road
and runs east towards State Route 49. This corridor runs through industrial
developments and connects two relatively undeveloped areas of blue oak -foothill
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pine habitat (Exhibit 3).
However, in the DEIR, the information is contradictory. The DEIR, page 4.4-40, states:
Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites
Impact 4.4-4: The project has the potential to interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
wildlife nursery sites.
(Less than Significant)
Impact Analysis
The unnamed drainage in the central portion of the project study area may function as
a movement corridor for mammal and bird species. This drainage connects highly
fragmented oak woodland habitat in the south with large areas of intact oak woodland
habitat in the north. Construction of the project would effectively sever this corridor .
According to the Biological Resources Assessment Report for the Diamond Springs
Parkway Alignment Project, the unnamed drainage’s aquatic habitat is degraded and
surrounding industrial developments discharge runoff directly to this feature via a
number of PVC pipes that enter above the ordinary high water mark . The surrounding
riparian habitat is degraded by dumping; old oil bottles, 50-gallon drums, and other
garbage were observed throughout the feature . Habitat to the immediate south of the
drainage is also degraded due to fragmentation by Lime Kiln Road and associated
commercial and industrial developments, and its proximity to industrial development to
the north, SR-49 to the east, Pleasant Valley Road and associated commercial
developments to the south, and residential development to the west. Accordingly, the
unnamed drainage and associated habitat is considered marginal and connects to
fragmented, marginal habitat to the south. Therefore, this impact is considered less
than significant.
Significance Determination Before Mitigation
Less than significant impact.
Appendix D notates an east-west corridor that was identified as a “potentially significant
wildlife corridor” which connects two relatively undeveloped areas of blue oak -foothill pine
habitat. The DEIR, as above, states that an unnamed drainage’s north -south habitat is
degraded and fragmented; completely ignoring the earlier assessment. The DEIR omitted or
understated a significant impact of the project. The Board of Supervisors chose to not address
the issue of habitat connectivity in the OWMP ; nor Policy 7.4.4.5, deferring the process to the
INRMP, which is now underway. Habitat corridor study is continuing and mitigation should be
determined based on the outcome of the study, which is forthcoming. It is not realistic to
expect that wildlife can make safe passage across a four lane , medianed road, nor is it safe for
motorists. If this east-west corridor, which ultimately leads to Weber Creek, the only safe
north-south undercrossing of Highway 50 and an IBC, is disturbed, what will the impact be to
wildlife species in terms of genetic pools, nurseries, forage, water, and shelter? How far south
is the next “undeveloped” crossing, assuming cumulative effects of the nineteen proposed
development projects in the Diamond Springs /El Dorado communities? In conjunction with
other projects, the proposed project (which provides a fast means of travel to Diamond
Springs/El Dorado) would have significant impacts to the movement of wildlife and
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connectivity of corridors due to cumulative and growth -inducing effects.
| object to the approval of the project as proposed, and | request that my comments be \é/(')L,\?TER'z
included in the records of any and all proceedings relating to this project or its successors .

Monique Wilber
Shingle Springs
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Monique Wilber (WILBER)

Response to WILBER-1

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to address General Plan policies 7.4.2.8, 7.4.4.5, and
7.4.2.9 as it relates to the discussion in the Draft EIR of local regulations (page 4.4-28 and 29). Each
General Plan policy is briefly described below as well as a general comment with regard to project
consistency with regard to the policies.

Policy 7.4.2.8: Develop within five years and implement an Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) that identifies important habitat in the County and establishes a program
for effective habitat preservation and management.

This policy directly relates to the development of an INRMP to effectively manage El Dorado County
open space areas with respect to sensitive habitat areas. Currently the INRMP is still in a
development stage and has not been approved by the County Board of Supervisors. Until this plan is
approved, the requirements in the plan may be followed at the discretion of DOT, but are not legally
required.

However, based on the information available from the County of EI Dorado regarding the proposed

INRMP, the proposed project is consistent with the requirements of the draft document. If the draft

document is finalized prior to approval of the Final EIR, a more formal review of the document may
be warranted to assess applicability to the proposed project.

Policy 7.4.2.9: The Important Biological Corridor (-IBC) overlay shall apply to lands identified as
having high wildlife habitat values because of extent, habitat function, connectivity, and other factors.

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, under heading 4.4.4 Wildlife Corridors
and Nursery Sites, the proposed project contains an unnamed drainage feature that is described as
degraded and surrounded by industrial development and contains evidence of trash dumping. The
Biological Resources Assessment Report begins by introducing the drainage as a feature that may
function as a movement corridor for mammal and bird species. This statement was merely an
introduction to a feature that warranted further investigation and understanding prior to making a
significant impact designation under the CEQA process. The drainage feature contains poor quality
habitat and although likely provides limited daily wildlife travel paths, it does not function as a
regional wildlife movement corridor as defined in the draft INRMP.

Policy 7.4.4.5: Where existing individual or a group of oak trees are lost within a stand, a corridor of
oak trees shall be retained that maintains continuity between all portions of the stand. The retained
corridor shall have a tree density that is equal to the density of the stand.

This policy specifically deals with large stands of oak trees and the requirement of maintaining a
corridor of oak trees to connect the remaining stands of oak trees. The project site does not contain
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

any significant stands of oak trees and therefore this policy does not apply to this project. The project
site contains a few narrow corridors of trees associated with an existing drainage feature as well as
other areas within the project site. The current condition of these oak tree areas is characterized as
extremely poor quality habitat and provides limited habitat for any plant and/or wildlife species. Any
oak trees removed in association with the proposed project site will be mitigated for under the
existing Oak Woodland Management Plant as required, but the trees are not required to be mitigated
under El Dorado General Plan Policy 7.4.4.5.

Response to WILBER-2

The commentor states that the DEIR omitted or understated a significant impact of the project. Based
on a review of the existing documentation related to the draft INRMP, the project site is not located
within areas designated as a Priority Conservation Area. In addition, the project site is also not within
an Important Biological Corridor (IBC). The project site is also not adjacent to the proposed Foothill
Corridor or any of the large or small wild land patches.

The project site is located in a previously disturbed area with a few remnant patches of poor quality
oaks. A continuous stand of oak woodlands originates approximately 0.5 miles north of the project
site. This oak woodland continues 0.5 mile around the project site to the east and continues to the
south. The adjacent oak woodland area likely does function as a regional wildlife movement corridor,
but was not studied as part of this project, as it falls outside of the project boundaries and area of
potential disturbance. Impacts associated with the proposed project would have no significant impact
to the adjacent oak woodland area.

Michael Brandman Associates
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Chuck Wolfe
PO Box 644
El Dorado, CA 95623

July 24, 2010

El Dorado County Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Attn: Ms. Janet Postlewait, Principal Planner

RE: Draft EIR Diamond Springs Parkway Project
County of El Dorado

The EIR for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project fails to address the cumulative effects
of the growth it induces on the Historical Asset Diamond Springs.

The project cannot be chopped up into little pieces to avoid environmental review.
Objective 1c of the EIR for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project includes the following,
“to support the anticipated commercial/retail square footage development....” Developers
are anxious to rezone this area to enable retail development opportunities but are less
interested if the bypass is not built. This development is a part of the larger plan
dependant upon the bypass. The cumulative effects of the whole plan on the Historical
Asset Diamond Springs, should be fully considered in one EIR, since the bypass will
threaten the city’s economic sustainability. The 2009/2010 Amador County Grand Jury
reports that as result of Highway 49 bypass Sutter Creek City revenue from sales tax has
decreased by 50%

Diamond Springs is an Historical Asset to EI Dorado County and the Mother lode region.
The merchants in the area locate here because of the historical culture and the small town
atmosphere it affords. This is the identity that the residents and merchants wish to foster
and support. At one time Diamond Springs was a walkable and connected community.
With a little planning focused on that goal, the Historical Asset Diamond Springs could
easily regain and maintain that quality. This would help meet many of the goals of
CEQA. Locating big box retailers nearby will destroy this asset and be counter to the
intent of CEQA.

This is supported in the text of the El Dorado County Retail Sales Leakage Analysis of
May 2007. “The increase in retail development in the County in the last 10 years is most
likely the greatest contributor to the decrease in Placerville retail sales.” It is predictable
that locating these big box retailers near will have that same economically destructive
effect on the Historical Asset Diamond Springs.
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Research evidences that superstores eliminate jobs by putting small business out of
business. Large-scale commercial development will also destroy the very thing that
people come to this Historical Asset of Diamond Springs to enjoy, the small town
historical cultural atmosphere.

The rezoning to commercial and locating of competing large big-box and franchise stores
in close proximity to the Historical Asset Diamond Springs will forever diminish that
character and displace locally owned and locally run existing retail shops. It will not only
cause an economic loss to Historical Asset Diamond Springs retail businesses, but also
result in physical deterioration of existing businesses and will lead to more empty store
fronts just like in Placerville after nearby big-box developments.

The EIR compares the environmental effects of the proposed project to the General Plan
and ignores the use of baseline.

4.1.3 — Effects Found Not to be Significant

The MC&FP does not propose changes to existing EL Dorado County General
Plan land use designations or densities. The Project assumes retail uses and
associated revenue generation from properties already designated, “Commercial”
on the El Dorado County General Plan land use map.

The MC&FP assumes 1,700,000 square feet of new retail development. No
properties are designated for residential use within the MC&FP Area. Since the
MC&FP does not propose changes to existing land uses, and requires retail
development for the generation of funds for roadway improvements, it would not
result in the generation of additional population or the creation of housing in the
MC&FP area.

The project does not include the development of new housing or businesses as
part of its implementation...
The EIR states that this project is not a part of a larger development plan yet it’s financial
base depends upon future retail development.

The EIR lacks adequate consideration of baseline. In the court case Environmental
Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal. App. 3d.

CEQA nowhere calls for evaluation of the impacts of a proposed project on an
existing general plan; it concerns itself with the impacts of the project on the
environment, defined as existing physical condition in the affected area. The
legislation evinces no interest in the effects of proposed general plan amendments
on an existing general plan, but instead has clearly expressed concern with the
effects of projects on the actual environment upon which the proposal will
operate.

Section 4.5 — Cultural and Historical Resources, of the Executive Summary Matrix
included in this EIR, only addresses significant cultural resources found during earthwork
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activities. It does not at all acknowledge the historical and cultural significance of the
Historical Asset Diamond Springs. These negative environmental impacts associated with | WOLFE-S
planned commercial/retail development cannot be seen as separate from the impacts of CONT

the bypass since they are dependent upon each other.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Chuck Wolfe (WOLFE)

Response to WOLFE-1

The commentor states the Draft EIR fails to address the cumulative effects of growth on Diamond
Springs, indicating future retail development will threaten economic sustainability.

Cumulative effects of the proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative Effect
of the Project. The commentor does not provide specific comments regarding the analysis provided
therein; therefore, no further response can be provided.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment. Refer to Response to SOC-9 and SOC-11 for further
discussion.

Response to WOLFE-2

The commentor stated that the proposed project and future commercial development would result in
economic and urban decay impacts to Diamond Springs and cited the 2009-2010 Amador County
Grand Jury report regarding the Sutter Creek Highway 49 Bypass as an example of a new roadway
that resulted in decreased sales tax.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment. Refer to Response to SOC-11 for further discussion.

Comparisons between the bypass in Sutter Creek and the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway in
terms of economic impacts are beyond the purview of this Draft EIR.

Response to WOLFE-3

The commentor stated the Draft EIR “compares the environmental effects of the proposed project to
the General Plan and ignores the use of baseline.” The commentor stated the Draft EIR fails to
include the development of new housing and businesses as part of its implementation. The
commentor further stated that the proposed project is a part of a larger development plan because its
financial base is dependent upon future retail development.

Under CEQA, the use of baseline conditions mandates that the effects of a proposed project be
analyzed in comparison to the existing environmental conditions present at the time of CEQA review.
The Draft EIR describes the existing conditions of the project site under the heading Environmental
Setting in each environmental topic analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4, Environmental Analysis. The
description of existing conditions provides the baseline against which the impacts of the proposed
project is compared.

In regards to future development surrounding the proposed Project, refer to Response to SOC-3.

Funding and phasing of the proposed project is discussed under Response to SOC-6.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Response to WOLFE-4

The commentor repeated that the Draft EIR does not recognize baseline conditions. The commentor
cited the case of Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982)
131 Cal. App. 3d, pointing out that CEQA does not require the evaluations of the impacts of a
proposed project on an existing general plan.

The Draft EIR does not analyze the impacts of the proposed project on the EI Dorado County General
Plan. Rather, the Draft EIR assesses the changes to, and impacts on, the existing environment (i.e.,
the baseline condition). The proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan is analyzed in
Draft EIR Appendix J, General Plan Policies.

Refer to Response to WOLFE-3.

Response to WOLFE-5

The commentor stated the Draft EIR does not acknowledge the historical and cultural significance of
“Historical Asset Diamond Springs,” citing that mitigation measures regarding significant cultural
resources (Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-3) only address cultural resources found
during earthwork.

Refer to Response to NEMETH-4.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project Responses to Verbal Comments
Final EIR on the Draft EIR

SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

The EI Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) hosted public meetings for the Diamond
Springs Parkway Project on July 28, 2010 at 2:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. at the Diamond Springs
Firefighters Memorial Hall, 501 Main Street, in Diamond Springs, California. The meetings were
held to provide an overview of the proposed project and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) process, and to solicit input from the public regarding the Draft EIR and Traffic Information
Reissuance. The public meetings were announced in the Notice of Availability (NOA), which was
published in the “Mountain Democrat,” first on June 23, 2010 and again on July 7, 2010. The NOA
and Draft EIR were posted on DOT’s website on June 22, 2010 and the Traffic Information Issuance
was posted on July 7, 2010. DOT posted additional meeting notification on the DOT website,
starting July 23, 2010. The NOA for the Draft EIR and Traffic Information Reissuance were
distributed via mail to nearly 500 interested agencies, property owners, and individuals potentially
affected by, or adjacent to, the proposed project.

The following briefly summarizes the verbal comments received and the verbal responses provided at
the two public meetings. A best practicable effort has been made to appropriately represent the verbal
comments that occurred at the public meetings. Additional written responses to the verbal comments
are provided where appropriate.

3.1 - Summary of July 28, 2010 Public Meetings Presentation

Presenters Matt Smeltzer and Jennifer Maxwell of DOT and Trevor Macenski of MBA conducted the
public meetings. During the meetings the Diamond Springs Parkway Project and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process were described. The proposed project’s environmental
impacts and mitigation measures, as included in the Draft EIR, were explained. Meeting attendees
provided verbal comments during the public meetings. The presenters provided responses to verbal
comments as appropriate.

3.2 - Public Meeting: July 28, 2010, 2:30 p.m.

Table 3-1 provides a list of attendees at the July 28, 2010, 2:30 p.m. public meeting. The table is
followed by a synopsis of the verbal comments (VC) received and the responses to those comments.

Michael Brandman Associates 3-1
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Responses to Verbal Comments

on the Draft EIR

County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

Table 3-1: July 28, 2010, 2:30 p.m. Public Meeting Attendees

Name

Roger L. House

John O’Neill

Trudy Meyer

Barry Brewer

Honey Yardley

Brian Lopez

John Faber

Sandra Day

Lee Dobbs

Clinton Shankel

Dave Gutierrez

Rich Pinoski

Carlan Meyer

Greg Stanton

Jamie Beutler
Michael R. Simmions
Terry Ayers

Bob Smart

Kathleen Verdlancken
Matt Weir

Toni J Beers

Albert Magallanez
Doug and Linda West
Chuck Wolfe

John Gilmore

Ross and Randi Mitchelson
Marci Embree
Michelle Smira

John Lambeth
Leonard Grado

The McCollums

Agency/Affiliation
Bayside Church
Homeowner
Realtor
Property Owner
GGV MF/Grado
Bayside of Placerville Church
Land Owner
Homeowner Representative
Kamps Propane
Homeowner
True Value Hardware
Tool Depot
Property owner
EDC EMD
INRMP
Bayside of Placerville Church
Kamps Propane
(none listed)
Capital Sierra Ins. Svc
KHA
(none listed)
El Dorado Disposal
Bayside Church
(none listed)
Property owner
Automotive Excellence
Palos Verdes Properties
MMS Strategies
Civitas
Palos Verdes Properties

Property Owner

3-2
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project Responses to Verbal Comments
Final EIR on the Draft EIR

Table 3-1 (cont.): July 28, 2010, 2:30 p.m. Public Meeting Attendees

Name Agency/Affiliation
Lemuel Estolas Placer County LEA
Rick Lind EN2 Resources, Inc.
Sue Taylor (none listed)
Bob Joehnck Attorney
Ken Stark Hardware Store Owner
Steven Ross Homeowner
Jamie Taylor (none listed)

Ken Stark

VC STARK-1

The commentor inquired about the connection between the Diamond Springs Parkway and future
retail development.

Response to VC STARK-1

Mr. Macenski indicated at the public meeting that the Diamond Springs Parkway project does not
include commercial development and does not rely on the implementation of the Diamond Dorado
Retail Center project. Each project will be separately considered for approval by the EI Dorado
County Board of Supervisors. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-3 for
further discussion.

VC STARK-2
The Commentor asked when the public meetings for the future retail development would be held.

Response to VC STARK-2

Mr. Macenski responded that the scheduled time and location of the public meetings for the Diamond
Dorado Retail Center have yet to be determined, but would be publicly announced in accordance with
the Brown Act.

VC STARK-3
The commentor indicated that if the proposed Parkway is constructed that eventually retail
commercial development would be built along side it.

Response to VC STARK-3

Ms. Maxwell indicated that the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project were considered
under Section 5, CEQA Required Conclusions, of the Draft EIR. Refer to Section 2, Response to
Comments, Response to SOC-9 for further discussion.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation

Responses to Verbal Comments Diamond Springs Parkway Project
on the Draft EIR Final EIR
VC STARK-4

The commentor asked if the Parkway would be built as two or four lanes.

Response to VC STARK-4
Ms. Maxwell indicated that the proposed Parkway would ultimately be constructed as four lanes.

VC STARK-5
The commentor indicated County residents would be “repaying” for the four-lane extension.

Response to VC STARK-5

The Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 1 is included in, and thereby funded by, the County's Traffic
Impact Mitigation Fee Program (TIM) and current 10-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP);
Phase 2 is also included in, and thereby funded by, the TIM and in the CIP as a future project to be
completed after 2018/2019. Furthermore, the County actively pursues additional funding sources for
roadway projects. Note that per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, economic issues are not relevant
to the environmental effects of a proposed project unless they would directly result in physical
impacts. Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-6 for further discussion.

VC STARK-6
The commentor claimed there is not enough water to support future development and the Parkway
would “ruin” Diamond Springs.

Response to VC STAR-6

Mr. Macenski responded that the proposed project does not require the use of potable water. Future
commercial development will undergo environmental analysis as required by CEQA and will be
required to address the development's impacts to water supply at that time.

VC STARK-7
The commentor expressed concern regarding the proposed project leading to the construction of retail
commercial and big box stores.

Response to VC STARK-7

Ms. Maxwell indicated that there is a section in the Draft EIR regarding induced growth as a result of
the Diamond Springs Parkway project. Refer to Draft EIR Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing. Also, refer
to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-3 and Response to SOC-9.

VC STARK-8
The commentor indicated he is the hardware store owner in Diamond Springs, and the Diamond
Springs Parkway will cause less traffic to go by his store.

3-4 Michael Brandman Associates
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project Responses to Verbal Comments
Final EIR on the Draft EIR

Response to VC STARK-8
Ms. Maxwell indicated that the alternate route reduces congestion through historic Diamond Springs
and allows traffic to move faster.

Refer to SOC-11 for further information regarding reduction in traffic on Pleasant Valley Road

VC STARK-9
The commentor asked if Mr. Grado (who was also present at the public meeting) had invested money
in the proposed project.

Response to VC STARK-9

Mr. Macenski responded that funding for the proposed project comes from existing County funding
sources independent from any other proposed projects. Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments,
Response to SOC-6 for information on funding of the proposed project.

Clinton Shankel

Mr. Shankel submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR. Refer to Section 2, Responses to
Comments.

VC SHANKEL-1
The commentor stated that that proposed project is long overdue, expressed support for the proposed
road improvements, and stated that the project would benefit the entire community.

Response to VC SHANKEL-1
No response is necessary.

John O’'Neill

Mr. O’Neill submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same
comments noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments.

VC O’'NEILL-1
The commentor indicated the name “Parkway” is inappropriate for the proposed roadway.

Response to VC O'NEILL-1
The commentor’s statement regarding the name of the Parkway is an opinion and does not provide
any specific comments on the Draft EIR.

VC O’NEILL-2
The commentor asked about the environmental impacts on people, deer, and other animals.

Michael Brandman Associates 3-5
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec03-00 DSP FEIR Public Meetings.doc

11-0448.B.221



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Responses to Verbal Comments Diamond Springs Parkway Project
on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Response to VC O'NEILL-2
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to O’NEILL-3 and Response to O’NEILL-4.

VC O’NEILL-3

The commentor indicated the road is not needed, citing that existing traffic congestion on Pleasant
Valley Road during morning hours is caused by high school students, and that the congestion is not at
a level that would require changes.

Response to VC O'NEILL-3
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to GUTIERREZ-2.

Jamie Buetler

VC BUETLER-1

The commentor asked how the proposed roadway is being funded and asked how much funding has
been provided by developers.

Response to VC BUETLER-1

Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, economic issues are not relevant to the environmental effects
of a proposed project unless they would directly result in physical impacts. Nonetheless, in response
to the commentor, Ms. Maxwell provided information describing the Missouri Flat Area Master
Circulation and Funding Plan (MC&FP) mechanism. As part of the MC&FP, 85 percent of sales tax
from retail sales from development in the Missouri Flat Area after the MC&FP was adopted is
collected to fund the development of circulation infrastructure in the Missouri Flat area. Additional
funds for the proposed project consist of Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) developer advance fees.
TIM Fees are collected from developers and are specifically designated to provide for the provision of
road improvements needed to accommodate growth and the expected growth during a defined time
period (currently based on 20 years of growth). In addition, the County actively pursues additional
funding sources for roadway projects, such as from the State and federal governments. Information
will be released to the public regarding funding as further information becomes available.

VC BUETLER-2
The commentor indicated that the Diamond Springs Citizens Advisory Board asks that they be
incorporated into the planning process.

Response to VC BUETLER-2

Mr. Smeltzer indicated that the proposed project has previously been presented to the Diamond
Springs Citizen Advisory Board and that DOT will provide additional information as requested and
appropriate.
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VC BUETLER-3
The commentor indicated the proposed Parkway may be needed but it should not be developed as a
four-lane road.

Response to VC BUETLER-3

The proposed project has been designed by registered engineers to ensure an effective reduction in
traffic congestion on Missouri Flat Road and Pleasant Valley Road in the Diamond Springs Area. As
shown in Traffic Information Reissuance, Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation, the ultimate
configuration of the Parkway as a four-lane road is required under the Cumulative (2030) Plus Project
Scenario to ensure appropriate Level of Service. Refer to the Traffic Information Reissuance, Section
4.12, Traffic and Transportation for further discussion.

VC BUETLER-4
The commentor stated the Parkway would turn Diamond Springs into a more urbanized community
like Roseville.

Response to VC BUETLER-4
This comment represents the opinion of the commentor and does not provide any specific comments
on the Draft EIR.

VC BUETLER-5
The commentor indicated a preference for an alternative alignment, particularly the alignment along
China Garden Road.

Response to VC BUETLER-5
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, eight alignments were
originally considered and have undergone multiple iterations throughout the history of the project.

Of the eight previously considered alignments, an alignment along China Garden Road was
considered (referred to as Alternative 1 in the 1997 Technical Memorandum by DOT). As noted in
the Draft EIR, this alternative was rejected because the alignment was not favored by the local
residents due to its increased proximity and therefore increased impacts (such as noise and traffic) to
nearby residences. Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-16 and Response to
TAYLOR.1-5 for further discussion of alternatives.

VC BUETLER-6

The commentor expressed opposition to installation of a culvert within the ephemeral drainage
crossed by the proposed Parkway and suggested that the drainage should be used instead to beautify
the County.

Response to VC BUETLER-6
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SMART-8.

Michael Brandman Associates 3-7
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec03-00 DSP FEIR Public Meetings.doc

11-0448.B.223



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Responses to Verbal Comments Diamond Springs Parkway Project
on the Draft EIR Final EIR

Jerry Herrington

Mr. Herrington submitted two written comments on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same
comments noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to
HERRINGTON.1-1 and Response to HERRINGTON.2-1 through HERRINGTON.2-4.

VC HERRINGTON-1
The commentor indicated concerns regarding noise produced by the proposed project.

Response to VC HERRINGTON-1
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to HERRINGTON.2-2.

VC HERRINGTON-2
The commentor asked if Diamond Road (SR-49) and the proposed frontage road would be
implemented during the first or second phase.

Response to VC HERRINGTON-2
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-6 for a discussion of phasing.

VC HERRINGTON-3
The commentor requested that the noise level in his neighborhood be reevaluated.

Response to VC HERRINGTON-3
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to HERRINGTON.2-2.

VC HERRINGTON-4
The commentor indicated that there have been several accidents on Diamond Road (SR-49) and
recommended that improvements should address this issue.

Response to VC HERRINGTON-4
The proposed project would be constructed in accordance with AASHTO, Caltrans and County road
design standards, including those related to safety.

Lee Dobbs

Mr. Dobbs submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same
comments noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to
DOBBS-1 through DOBBS-3.

VC DOBBS-1

The commentor indicated that the proposed project would negatively affect his propane business,
Kamps Propane, potentially causing its closure. The commentor asked how such an economic impact
will be addressed.
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Response to VC DOBBS-1

Mr. Smeltzer explained the right-of-way acquisition process. Mr. Smeltzer indicated that the
proposed project’s right-of-way impacts would be appraised and discussed with all affected
landowners.

Right-of-way acquisition is discussed under Traffic Information Reissuance Section 3.4.5. El Dorado
County would compensate property and business owners in conformance with federal and State laws

including the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and

the California Uniform Relocation Act.

As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environment.

Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to DOBBS-1 through DOBBS-3.

VC DOBBS-2
The commentor asked when the Bradley connector would be constructed.

Response to VC DOBBS-2
Mr. Macenski explained the remainder of the CEQA process and schedule after which, the right-of-
way acquisition process could begin.

Bradley connector would be constructed prior to closing Bradley Drive at Throwita Way. Refer to
Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-6 for a description of how the project will be
phased.

Steven Ross

VC ROSS-1

The commentor indicated he is a property owner in Diamond Springs and that he is concerned that the
Board of Supervisors is committed to approving high-density developments near the proposed
Parkway, resulting in the urbanization of Diamond Springs. The commentor stated that the proposed
road is acceptable but he is concerned about what would be developed adjacent to it in the future.

Response to VC ROSS-1
Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-9.

Rick Lind

VC LIND-1

The commentor indicated he represents a consulting firm that is assisting EI Dorado County in
developing an Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP). The commentor asked what
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alternatives have been or could be considered to reduce impacts to native vegetation and riparian
areas.

Response to VC LIND-1
Mr. Macenski explained that the alternatives to the proposed Parkway are discussed and analyzed in
Draft EIR Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project.

Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-5 for further discussion.

Lemuel Estolas

Mr. Estolas submitted two written comments on the Draft EIR, which included the similar comments
noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to ESTOLAS.1-1
and Response to ESTOLAS.2-1.

VC ESTOLAS-1

The commentor stated that he represents Placer County Department of Health and Human Services
and is the lead enforcement agency for the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) located near the
proposed Parkway. The commentor indicated that during summer weekend months the number of
residents accessing the MRF has, in the past, resulted in weekend traffic backing up from the MRF
entrance gate on Throwita Way to the Bradley Drive/Diamond Road (SR-49) intersection, thereby
requiring California Highway Patrol to assist in traffic control. The commentor did note that these
occurrences are historical and have not occurred in the recent past, although no specific dates were
provided. The commentor indicated that this results in violations of Title 14 and 27 of the California
Code of Regulations. The commentor requested that additional lanes or a wider approach be
provided before the existing gatehouse at the MRF to account for potential queuing issues. The
commentor also noted that future commercial uses have been proposed and, if implemented, would
worsen the aforementioned traffic issues.

Response to VC ESTOLAS-1
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to ESTOLAS-2.1.

Sue Taylor

Ms. Taylor submitted three written comments on the Draft EIR (including one for the private
organization Save Our County), which included many of the same comments noted at the public
meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-1 through SOC-18, Response
to TAYLOR.1-1 through TAYLOR.1-25, and Response to TAYLOR.2-1 through TAYLOR.2-4.

VC TAYLOR-1
The commentor indicated she had questions regarding MBA providing contracted environmental
services to both the County and the Diamond Dorado Retail Center applicant.
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Response to VC TAYLOR-1

Mr. Smeltzer provided an explanation of the consultant selection process for the proposed project in
relation to the Diamond Dorado Retail Center project. The comment is not a CEQA-related issue.
Concerns regarding conflict of interest will be addressed in the staff report to the Board of
Supervisors

VC TAYLOR-2

The commentor questioned why no impacts were identified to visual aesthetics. The commentor
indicated that an old barn was located where the Walmart on Missouri Flat Road is now located and
its removal resulted in a noticeable visual change. The commentor also noted that the shopping
centers on Missouri Flat Road have “changed the existing dynamics.”

Response to VC TAYLOR-2

The proposed project’s impacts to visual aesthetics are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Aesthetics,
Light, and Glare. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-1 and
Response to TAYLOR.1-9. Aesthetic impacts related to the Walmart and other shopping centers on
Missouri Flat Road are beyond the purview of this EIR.

VC TAYLOR-3
The commentor noted that Walmart has provided funds to help further develop the area. The
commenter asked if general fund money is used to help further develop the area.

Response to VC TAYLOR-3

Mr. Macenski stated that the commentor’s assumption that Walmart funds have helped to further
develop the Missouri Flat area is not true. Fees from retail developments fund infrastructure
development not commercial development. Development fees paid by Walmart do not facilitate
development for future developers.

Ms. Maxwell also responded, indicating that general fund money is not used to develop the Missouri
Flat area.

VC TAYLOR-4

The commentor presented pictures taken in the western section of the project area. The commentor
indicated that views from a nearby house would change from that of a Sierra Nevada vista to that of a
six-lane road.

Response to VC TAYLOR-4
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-1.

VC TAYLOR-5
The commentor also provided pictures taken in the southeastern portion of the project area near the
intersection of Diamond Road (SR-49) and Pleasant Valley Road. The commentor indicated that the
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newly aligned road would cut through where an adjacent resident’s privacy wall is currently located,
thereby impacting their visual aesthetics.

Response to VC TAYLOR-5
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-9 and TAYLOR.1-11.

VC TAYLOR-6
The commentor also asked if everyone impacted by the proposed project was notified. The
commentor also asked if it is standard procedure to hold both public meetings on the same day.

Response to VC TAYLOR-6
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-23.

VC TAYLOR-7
The commentor asked if the proposed project could be smaller, noting that the road takes away part of
the EDMUT (EI Dorado Multi-Use Trail) right-of-way.

Response to VC TAYLOR-7
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-2.

VC TAYLOR-8

The commentor also asserted that Diamond Road (SR-49) is part of the historic Highway 49 route
and should be designated as such, suggesting that EI Dorado County General Plan policies direct the
County to consider adopting such a designation. The commentor stated the implementation of the
project would negatively impact the potential for such designation to be assigned.

Response to VC TAYLOR-8
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-12 and Response to
TAYLOR.1-14.

Unknown Commentor 1

VC UNKNOWN.1-1
The commentor asked how the public meetings were advertised.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.1-1

Mr. Macenski responded that mailings were sent out to affected and nearby landowners, and notices
were published in the Mountain Democrat newspaper. For further information, refer to Section 2,
Responses to Comments, TAYLOR.1-23.
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Kathleen Verplancken

Ms. Verplancken submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same
comments noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments.

VC VERPLANCKEN-1
The commentor indicated that, while the proposed project would be developed as a four-lane
roadway, traffic would be funneled back to two lanes, and would not allow appropriate traffic flow.

Response to VC VERPLANCKEN-1

The proposed Parkway would connect to Missouri Flat Road, a four-lane road, to the west. The
eastern end of the Parkway would connect to Diamond Road (SR-49), which would ultimately be
expanded to a four-lane road between the Parkway and Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49), as required to
effectively provide an appropriate level of service. Refer to Response to GUTIERREZ-4 for further
discussion.

VC VERPLANCKEN-2

The commentor claimed that the road is being constructed to accommaodate future development and it
would “kill” Diamond Springs and “rob” from private business owners. The commentor asked who
would shop at and support the new commercial development when the existing Kmart on Missouri
Flat Road does not have enough business. The commentor asked how this proposed project benefits
Diamond Springs residents.

Response to VC VERPLANCKEN-2

Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-3 and Response to SOC-9 for
information regarding growth-inducing impacts and future commercial development in the project
area. As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be
treated as significant effects on the environment. The proposed project would benefit Diamond
Springs residents by providing increased traffic circulation and LOS on area roadways.

VC VERPLANCKEN-3
The commentor stated there is no issue with current traffic levels, and asked if a traffic study has been
completed to show existing and future traffic issues.

Response to VC VERPLANCKEN-3

A Traffic Impact Analysis was completed for the proposed project by Kimley-Horn and Associates,
Inc. on May 6, 2010. The Traffic Impact Analysis was used in the preparation of the Draft EIR.
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to GUTIERREZ-2.

VC VERPLANCKEN-4
The commentor stated that the Parkway would bypass existing businesses for the development of
other areas in order to obtain tax dollars at the expense of existing residents. The commentor asked if

Michael Brandman Associates 3-13
H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec03-00 DSP FEIR Public Meetings.doc

11-0448.B.229



County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Responses to Verbal Comments Diamond Springs Parkway Project
on the Draft EIR Final EIR

the County is receiving stimulus money from the federal government, thereby requiring the project to
be implemented in the very near future. The commentor also asked if the money could be used to
improve existing roads instead of build a new one.

Response to VC VERPLANCKEN-4

Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, economic issues are not relevant to the environmental effects
of a proposed project unless they would directly result in physical impacts. Currently, no stimulus
money from the federal government is being used to fund the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway
project. For further information on funding, refer to this section’s Response to VC BUETLER-1.

Chuck Wolfe

Mr. Wolfe submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same comments
noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to WOLFE-1
through WOLFE-5.

VC WOLFE-1
The commentor asked who owns the property east of the intersection of Diamond Springs Parkway
and Diamond Road (SR-49).

Response to VC WOLFE-1
Ownership of parcels within El Dorado County can be identified by public records available for
viewing at the EI Dorado County Assessor’s Office.

VC WOLFE-2
The commentor indicated that there is no mitigation for mineral resources, citing previous limestone
operations that occurred in the project area.

Response to VC WOLFE-2

As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Environmental Analysis, the project study area is not located
within a Mineral Resource Zone designated by the State or County, and the proposed project would
not affect resources that may be deemed to be a locally important mineral resource of value to the
region and residents of the State. Therefore, according to criteria outlined in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines, impacts to mineral resources would not occur as a result of the proposed project.

Limestone operations that occurred in the project area have not occurred since approximately 1984
(Refer to Draft EIR Table 4.7-4 in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Furthermore,
limestone was likely not quarried from the project site, but imported to the former limestone
processing plant by a cableway connecting the project location to a quarry to the east of the project
area, as indicated on the 1949 Placerville 1:62,500 scale topographic map.
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VC WOLFE-3

The commentor stated that the Draft EIR fails to consider impacts on the historic assets of Diamond
Springs as a result of cumulative growth.

Response to VC WOLFE-3

Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to WOLFE-5 and Response to NEMETH-4.
The cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.3, Cumulative
Effects of the Project

VC WOLFE-4
The commentor stated that Objective 1c supports commercial retail and that the project is growth
inducing.

Response to VC WOLFE-4
Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-3.

VC WOLFE-5

The commentor stated that the proposed project would decrease Diamond Springs sales tax, citing the
2009-2010 Amador Grand Jury Report. The commentor also stated that locating big box retailers
near Diamond Springs would result in negative economic impacts, and that the rezoning of lands for
commercial use would diminish and displace local shops, thereby resulting in physical deterioration
and empty storefronts. The commentor stated that the proposed project induces growth and
development, and the financial base of the proposed project is dependent on future retail
development.

Response to VC WOLFE-5
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to WOLFE-2 and Response to SOC-11.

VC WOLFE-6
The commentor stated that the Draft EIR ignores the use of an environmental baseline.

Response to VC WOLFE-6
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to WOLFE-3.

VC WOLFE-7

The commentor indicated that mitigation included in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources,
addresses only the significant historical assets found during earth grading and does not offer
protection for known historical assets.

Response to VC WOLFE-7
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to WOLFE-5 and Response to NEMETH-4.
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

3.3 - Public Meeting: July 28, 2010, 5:30 p.m.

Table 3-2 provides a list of those in attendance at the July 28, 2010, 5:30 p.m. public meeting. The
table is followed by a synopsis of the verbal comments (VC) received and the responses to those

comments.

Table 3-2: July 28, 2010, 5:30 p.m. Public Meeting Attendees

Name

Chuck Pazzi

Heidi Drury

Richard Boylan
Haroldine Freeman
Dave Hoagland

Denis Procty

Trudy Meyer

Sharlene McCaslin
Sam Driggers

Sue Taylor

Anton Nemeth

Brian Doyle

Judith Boylan

Phil and Chris Dawson
Bill Freeman

Diane and Martin Murillo
Jeff Abel

Jackie Neau

Dan Gutierrez

Bob Smart

Tony Beers

Unknown Commentor 2

VC UNKNOWN.2-1

Agency/Affiliation
El Dorado County Department of Transportation
Business Owner
Homeowner
Homeowner
Landowner
Lyon Real Estate
Lyon Real Estate
Citizen
Economic Development
(none listed)
Citizen
Citizen
Homeowner
Landowner
Homeowner
Resident
Resident
Resident/Friends of EI Dorado Trail
Resident
(none listed)

Resident

The commentor asked what in-lieu fees paid to the Oak Woodland Management Program are used

for.
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Response to VC UNKNOWN.2-1

Mr. Macenski explained that fees collected as part of the Oak Woodland Management Program are
used for oak woodland preservation efforts in locations other than the project site, as outlined by the
Oak Woodland Management Plan.

Toni Beers

VC BEERS-1

The commentor stated that she is a Placerville resident and is concerned about the potential for
Diamond Springs to be converted to a suburban bedroom community. The commentor expressed
concern that the proposed project may lead to further development.

Response to VC BEERS-1
Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to SOC-9.

VC BEERS-2
The commentor asked why the name “Parkway” was chosen. The commentor said that a “Parkway”
has grass, trees, etc. and the proposed project should be called a bypass because it will be unattractive.

Response to VC BEERS-2
This comment represents the opinion of the commentor and does not provide any specific comments
on the analysis contained within the Draft EIR.

VC BEERS-3
The commentor stated that the noise produced by idling delivery trucks at the commercial
development would not be mitigated by the use of rubberized asphalt.

Response to VC BEERS-3
The proposed project does not include commercial development that would result in noise produced
by idling delivery trucks.

Richard Boylan

Mr. Boylan submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included the same comments noted
at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to BOYLAN-1 through
BOYLAN-15.

VC BOYLAN-1
The commentor provided typed copies of his comments to the project presenters and read them aloud
at the public meeting.
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Response to VC BOYLAN-1

The comment letter, BOYLAN, as included in Section 2, Responses to Comments is verbatim of Mr.
Boylan’s verbal comments. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to BOYLAN-1
through BOYLON-15.

Anton Nemeth

Mr. Nemeth submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included many of the same
comments noted at the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comment, Response to
NEMETH-1 through NEMETH-12.

VC NEMETH-1

The commentor expressed concern regarding future development in the area. The commentor stated
that developers intend to “push development through to other side of Diamond Road (SR-49) and
Diamond Springs Parkway intersection.” The commentor stated the proposed project promotes big-
box stores, and facilitates future growth that should be considered in the Draft EIR.

Response to VC NEMETH-1

Growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project were considered under Section 5.0, CEQA
Required Conclusions, of the Draft EIR. Refer to Section 2, Response to Comments, Response to
SOC-9 for further discussion of growth inducing impacts.

VC NEMETH-2
The commentor stated that the addition of roads divides communities and increases traffic. The
commentor stated that the proposed project would not relieve traffic congestion.

Response to VC NEMETH-2

Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, Impact 4.9-1 discusses the projects potential to
physically divide an established community. The existing land uses surrounding the project site are
non-residential and non-dependant on one another; therefore, the division caused by the proposed
Parkway is considered less than significant.

Regarding traffic congestion, refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-17,
Response to GUTIERREZ-2, Response to NEMETH-6, and Response to SOC-11.

VC NEMETH-3
The commentor expressed concern regarding the walkability of the project area after project
completion.

Response to VC NEMETH-3
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to DSEDCAC-1, Response to
HERRINGTON.2-3 and Response to SMART-3.
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VC NEMETH-4

The commentor stated that infrastructure and social service costs would increase as a result of the
proposed project.

Response to VC NEMETH-4

The commentor did not indicate how the proposed project would cause an increase in social service
costs. Moreover, such analysis is not required under CEQA. Refer to Section 2, Responses to
Comments, Response to NEMETH-12.

VC NEMETH-5
The commentor stated that vibration caused by construction activities may adversely affect historic
buildings along Pleasant Valley Road.

Response to VC NEMETH-5

The proposed project’s groundborne vibration is considered in Draft EIR Section 4.10, Noise, Impact
4.10-2. Construction of the proposed project would not require the use of equipment such as pile
drivers, which are known to generate substantial construction vibration levels. The primary sources
of vibration during construction would be from bulldozers, backhoes, tractors, and scrapers. A large
bulldozer would likely be the piece of equipment that would produce the largest amount of vibration
at the project site, at 87 VdB or 0.089 PPV at 25 feet. This vibration level exceeds the vibration
exposure standard of 0.08 PPV for extremely fragile historic buildings.! However, as indicated in
Draft EIR Section 4.5, Cultural Resources no such buildings are located within the area of potential
affect of the project site. As such, construction vibrations would not result in impacts to historic
buildings in Diamond Springs.

VC NEMETH-6
The commentor recommended infill and refurbishment as a project alternative that would better suit
the community.

Response to VC NEMETH-6

Alternatives considered for the proposed project are discussed in Section 5.0, Alternatives to the
Proposed Project, of the Draft EIR. Infill and refurbishment, as recommended by the commentor
would not meet Objectives 1a, 1b, or 1c of the proposed project.

VC NEMETH-7
The commentor indicated that the EDMUT trail is enjoyable because it is not located near roadways.

Response to VC NEMETH-7
DOT will consider screening the portion of the EDMUT that would be located adjacent to the
proposed Parkway to reduce changes to existing noise levels and visual aesthetics.

! Federal Transit Administration. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May.
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VC NEMETH-8

The commentor asked why China Garden Road was not used as the proposed route for the project.

Response to VC NEMETH-8

Ms. Maxwell indicated that the China Garden Road route was not utilized due to previous studies
such as the MC&FP EIR that indicated that it was a non-viable option. Refer to Draft EIR Section 5,
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, and this section’s Response to VC BUETLER-5.

VC NEMETH-9

The commentor asked if the person who conducted the Cultural Resource Assessment was the same
person who conducted the cultural assessment services for the nearby gas station that was built on an
Indian burial site.

Response to VC NEMETH-9
Ms. Carrie Wills of MBA prepared the Cultural Resource Assessment for the proposed project and
has not been involved in the cultural assessment of any nearby gas stations.

Diane Murillo

VC MURILLO-1
The commentor inquired about the origin of project funding.

Response to VC DIANE-1

Mr. Macenski explained that funding for the proposed project comes from the MC&FP, TIM fees,
and potentially State and/or federal grants. For further discussion, refer to this section’s Response to
VC BUETLER-1.

VC MURILLO-2
The commentor expressed support for the project, indicating it would provide pedestrian access in the
Diamond Springs area.

Response to VC DIANE-2
No response is necessary.

VC MURILLO-3
The commentor stated that landscaping should be provided as a barrier between the EDMUT and the
Parkway.

Response to VC DIANE-3
Refer to this section’s Response to VC NEMETH-7, and Section 2, Response to Comments,
Response to TAYLOR.1-7 regarding separation between the Parkway and EDMUT.
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VC MURILLO-4

The commentor expressed circulation and access issues regarding the proposed project, citing the
requirement of traffic to perform u-turns.

Response to VC DIANE-4

To ensure safety and appropriate level of service (LOS), left turns from Black Rice Road and Lime
Kiln Road on to Diamond Road (SR-49) would be restricted. Traffic from Black Rice Road would be
required to make a turn right on Diamond Road (SR-49), travel to the next stoplight at the Parkway,
and make a u-turn to reach destinations requiring a left turn. Traffic from Lime Kiln would either
make a "loop" of right turns at Diamond Road (SR-49), Pleasant Valley Road (SR-49), Missouri Flat
Road and the Parkway, or would use an alternate route of China Garden, Missouri Flat Road, and the
Parkway to travel north on Diamond Road (SR-49).

VC MURILLO-5
The commentor asked why the option to extend Throwita Way to Lime Kiln Road was not
considered.

Response to VC DIANE-5

The extension of Throwita Way to Lime Kiln Road has not been considered as a part of the proposed
Diamond Springs Parkway project because there is no immediately identifiable need to extend
Throwita Way. Such an extension would provide a secondary route from the Parkway to Diamond
Road (SR-49), thereby increasing traffic on Lime Kiln Road. Furthermore, the extension of Throwita
Way to Lime Kiln Road may effect existing operations at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and
would require additional right-of-way acquisition that is currently not justified or needed to meet the
objectives of the proposed project.

Unknown Commentor 3

VC UNKNOWN.3-1

The commentor requested that the EDMUT parking lot be doubled or tripled in size as a part of the
proposed project.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.3-1

The existing EDMUT parking lot would likely be removed as a part of the proposed project.
However, the EDMUT parking lot included in the proposed project would consist of 30 to 40 parking
spaces, which would at least double the capacity of the existing parking lot.

VC UNKNOWN.3-2
The commentor indicated that EID should also construct wastewater lines within the roadway right-
of-ways because businesses in the area have existing wastewater problems.
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Response to VC UNKNOWN.3-2
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SMART-7.

Unknown Commentor 4

VC UNKNOWN.4-1

The commentor asked if the proposed project would utilize the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation
Corridor right-of-way. The commentor stated that the wall along the EDMUT where the Parkway is
directly adjacent should be high enough to protect those utilizing the trail.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.4-1

Ms. Maxwell indicated that the proposed project would utilize a small portion of the existing
Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor right-of-way. However, the location in which this
would occur has a 200-foot right-of-way, whereas most of the right-of-way is only 100 feet wide.
Nonetheless, a 100-foot right-of-way would be maintained, as mandated by the Joint Powers
Agreement executed for the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor. Refer to Section 2,
Responses to Comments, Response to TAYLOR.1-2 for further discussion.

The height of the retaining wall would be approximately four feet.

Heidi Drury

Ms. Drury submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR, which included similar comments noted at
the public meeting. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to DRURY-1 through
DRURY-3.

VC DRURY-1
The commentor expressed concern regarding traffic during construction and asked if the traffic
management plan would be made available to the public.

Response to VC DRURY-1

Mr. Macenski indicated that a construction traffic management plan would be required for the
proposed project and that traffic would likely be temporarily redirected and alternative parking
identified as appropriate for different phases of the proposed project. The traffic management plan
would be made available to the public. Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to
DRURY-3.
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Bob Smart
VC SMART-1

The commentor asked the presenters to describe the proposed project’s inclusion of sidewalks. The
commentor asked if the sidewalks would be continuous from Pleasant Valley Road to Missouri Flat
Road.

Response to VC SMART-1

Ms. Maxwell indicated that sidewalks would be constructed along the proposed Parkway from
Diamond Road (SR-49) to Missouri Flat Road, that crosswalks would be provided at intersections,
and that a Class | bike path would be constructed along the southwest side of Missouri Flat Road
from the Parkway and Missouri Flat Road intersection to the westerly extension of the SPTC corridor.
For further discussion, refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to Comment
DSEDCAC-1.

Sharlene McCaslin

VC MCCASLIN-1

The commentor expressed opposition to the Diamond Road (SR-49) realignment, citing impacts to
the California Golden Chain Highway. The commentor stated that under CEQA a cultural resource
does not have to be listed as such to require preservation.

Response to VC MCCASLIN-1

Mr. Macenski stated that, as a part of the Draft EIR, an archeologist performed a Cultural Resource
Assessment on the project area, which included the assessment of all potentially significant cultural
resources. The Cultural Resource Assessment indicated that no potentially significant cultural
resources, unlisted or listed on the National Register of Historic Places, would be significantly
impacted by the proposed project. For further discussion, refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments,
Response to NEMETH-4.

Unknown Commentor 5

VC UNKNOWN.5-1
The commentor asked what the cost of the project is.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.5-1
Ms. Maxwell stated that per the adopted 2010 CIP the first phase of the project is estimated to be
approximately $32 million.
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Unknown Commentor 6

VC UNKNOWN.6-1
The commentor asked why the project was being phased.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.6-1
Refer to Section 2, Responses to Comments, Response to SOC-6.

VC UNKNOWN.6-2
The commentor asked how long the Community Facilities District (CFD) and MC&FP funding
would exist.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.6-2

A CFD generally continues to exist until 1) the CFD Bonds have been discharged, 2) any remaining
financial obligations of the CFD have been fully funded through reserve accounts or similar
mechanisms, so that the property in the CFD is no longer subject to the levy of the CFD Special Tax,
or 3) there are sufficient funds in the Special Reserve Account, to pay CFD Bond debt service as it
becomes due for the term of the CFD Bonds or to redeem the CFD Bonds. The CFD expires in 2042.

VC UNKNOWN.6-3
The commentor stated that the tax revenue used to build roads will result in the construction of more
development.

Response to VC UNKNOWN.6-3

Funding for the proposed project is explained under SOC-3. Funding mechanisms for the proposed
project come from the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee Program and the County’s
current 10-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). Funding from the TIM or CIP is not used to
construct privately-owned developments. For a discussion on growth-inducing impacts (such as
future development) refer to SOC-9.
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SECTION 4: ERRATA

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR for the Diamond Springs Parkway Project. These
revisions are minor modifications and clarifications to the document, and do not change the
significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within the Draft EIR. The revisions are
listed by page number. All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) and all deletions from the
text are stricken (stricken).

4.1 - Traffic Information Reissuance

Section 3, Project Description
Exhibits 3-5d, 3-5e, 3-5f, 3-5g, 3-5g, 3-5i, 3-5j, 3-5k, 3-5I, 3-5m, and 3-5n
Exhibits 3-5d through 3-5n have been revised to reflect the placement of sidewalks along the north

and south sides of the proposed Diamond Springs Parkway. The revised exhibits are included at the
end of this section.

Page 3-47
A typographical error in reference the Kimley-Horn and Associates Traffic Impact Analysis has been
corrected.

The proposed project would realign Happy Lane to enter Black Rice Road from the south to
allow for the connection of the new SR-49 frontage road (Exhibits 3-5a and 3-5b). This
feature of the project is intended to facilitate improved access, circulation, and safety for
residences located along the proposed SR-49 frontage road. The impact of the Parkway on
this intersection would be mitigated with the restriction of left-turns and through movements
from both Lime Kiln Road and Black Rice Road (KHA 20892010). A barrier improvement
would be included at the intersection of Lime Kiln/Black Rice to prevent the left-turn and
through movements from the local roads.

Page 3-48

Clarification has been added regarding phasing of the EID Intertie Improvements.

SR-49 may also be constructed in phases. If phasing is necessary, under Phase 1, Diamond
Road (SR-49) would initially be constructed as a major two-lane highway with 12-foot travel
ways and 8- foot shoulders, with restricted left-turn movement from Lime Kiln Road and
Black Rice onto SR-49. Under Phase 2, SR-49 would be widened to a major four-lane major
highway.

The EID Intertie Improvements may also be constructed in phases, either concurrently or
prior to the associated road improvements.
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Diamond Springs Parkway Project
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Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation
Page 4.12-19, Table 4.12-4

A typographical error occurred during the pagination of Draft EIR Table 4.12-4. The two consecutive
rows requiring corrections are shown below.

Table 4.12-4: Existing (2010) and Existing (2010) plus Project Intersection Level of Service

AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Traffic Analysis Delay Delay
# Intersection Control Scenario (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS

Ex. 10.1 B 12.3 B
4 Missouri Flat Road @ Mother Signal

Lode Drive g Ex. + PP 10.1 B 12.3 B

Ex: 163 B 268 c

5 | Missouri Flat Road @ Forni . Ex. 16.3 B 26.8 C
Road Signal

Ex. + PP 16.3 B 26.8 [
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Page 4.12-31, Table 4.12-8

Table 4.12-8: Cumulative (2030) Plus Project Intersection Queuing Evaluation

Intersection / AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Analysis Available 95™ % Queue Available 95™ % Queue
Scenario Movement Storage (ft) (Ft) Storage (ft) (Ft)

DSP@ Missouri Flat Road

WBTH 2,835* 500508 2,835* 240368

WBLT 325 324 325 323

NBLT 325" 288 325" 321
DSP@ Throwita Way

EBLT 175 14626 175 162163

WBTH 850* 493491 850* 156283

DSP@ Diamond Rd (SR-49)

NBLT 350" 347341 350" 293272

EBRT 850* 583578 850* 753730
Diamond Rd (SR-49) @ Pleasant Valley Rd

EBLT 180 9185 180 214187

SBLT 500525" 231237 500525" 491505

WBRT 180 3693 180 160120
Notes:

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology per Synchro® v7.
“Dual left-turn lanes, *Intersection approach with available storage length equal to segment length
Source: KHA, 2010.

4.2 - Draft Environmental Impact Report

Section 4.1, Environmental Impact Analysis
Page 4.1-5
The fourth sentence in the last paragraph on page 4.1.5 of the Draft EIR has been updated to properly

reflect conclusions regarding growth-inducing impacts of the EID Intertie Improvements as stated in
Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impact, of the Draft EIR.

Any future demand associated with EID’s proposed infrastructure improvements would be
consistent with the General Plan and its accompanying EIR and therefore would provide
water only for future planned growth as outlined by El Dorado County.-is-therefore-net

ored b incucing
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Section 4.2, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Page 4.2-23

The third paragraph on page 4.2-23 has been updated to indicate project’s sighage and lighted
intersections would be visually consistent with the project area’s existing roadway infrastructure and
would not degrade scenic vistas.

Since the addition of signage and lighted intersection signals would be visually consistent
with the project area’s existing roadway infrastructure and would not degrade scenic vistas,
and the potential removal of existing utility poles and aboveground utility lines would benefit
visual quality, implementation of the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts to scenic vistas.

Page 4.2-28

The second paragraph on page 4.2-28 has been modified to reflect the ultimate four-lane buildout
scenario for Diamond Springs (SR-49).

Views from the residences east of SR-49 after project construction would consist of a
frontage road and a major two-lane, or ultimately four-lane, divided highway, with a retaining
wall in the background. Since views from the residences already consist of a two-lane rural
roadway and private stucco wall (approximately 6 feet in height), construction of the
proposed project would not be considered a significant alteration of the existing visual
character. Accordingly, impacts to visual character would be less than significant.

Page 4.2-28

The first paragraph on page 4.2-28 has been clarified to indicate the existing stucco wall adjacent to
the single residence west of Diamond Road (SR-49) would be replaced.

Views from the residences east of SR-49 after project construction would consist of a
frontage road and a major_fourtwe-lane divided highway, with a retaining wall in the
background. Since views from the residences already consist of a two-lane rural roadway and
private stucco wall (approximately 6 feet in height), construction of the proposed project
would not be considered a significant alteration of the existing visual character.

The existing private stucco wall located west of SR-49 would be replaced by DOT, in
coordination with property owners. The location of the replacement wall would be
determined during the right-of-way acquisition process and finalized during the final design
stage of the proposed project. The replacement wall would be similar to the existing stucco
wall in mass, height and sound attenuation abilities. The replacement wall would continue to
block views of SR-49 as seen from the single adjacent residence. Accordingly, impacts to
visual character would be less than significant.

4-4
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County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
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Page 4.2-32

The third paragraph on page 4.2-32 has been clarified to reflect that the existing private stucco wall
located near a single residence west of Diamond Road (SR-49) would be replaced.

A single residence is located west of Diamond Road (SR-49) between Black Rice Road and
Pleasant Valley Road. Because of the proposed project, this residence would be closer to the
Diamond Road (SR-49) ROW. However, this residence is located at a higher elevation than
the proposed ROW and has an existing stucco wall that would be replaced as a part of the

proposed project-an-existing-stucco-wall-would-bleck-any-tight. As such, the residence would
not be affected by any light from the newly aligned ROW.

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Page 4.7-26

The last sentence in the second to last paragraph on page 4.7-26 has been updated to properly reflect
the mitigation measures listed under the subsequent heading Additional Mitigation Measures.

Implementation of the following mitigation measures Mitigation-Measure-4-7-5 would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

Page 4.7-27

Mitigation Measure 4.7-5d has been clarified to ensure proper remediation for potential hazardous
substances is conducted and to provide the County with an option to perform pre-construction soil-
sampling to determine the presence of hazardous materials.

MM 4.7-5d The Department of Transportation will provide on-site monitoring, by a
qualified environmental professional, duringef construction activities, or
contract with a qualified environmental professional to conduct soil-sample

surveys prior to the start of construction for parcels formerly part of the
Diamond & Caldor Railway depot and engine house on APNs 327-300-08,
327-270-03, 327-270-26, 327-270-27, 327-270-46, 327-270-48, and 327-
270-49, and the Diamond Lime Mineral Plant (051-250-46 and 051-250-54)
Construction monitoring or soil-sampling will be used to determine the
presence the-petential-indication of any hazardous materials releases,
disposal areas, or contaminated soils. If suspected or recognized
environmental conditions are identified during project soil excavation

activities, the Department of Transportation will stop construction and
consult with a qualified environmental remediation consultant to determine
the appropriate course of action, Conversely, if pre-construction soil samples
indicate contamination, the qualified environmental professional will prepare

a remediation plan to be implemented prior to the start of construction.
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In either case, the qualified environmental professional will develop and the
Department of Transportation will implement a plan for remediation that
addresses the encountered hazardous substances and provides for the
appropriate disposal and monitoring required to provide remediation in
accordance with existing Department of Toxic Substances Control standards.

Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality

Page 4.8-3

The second sentence of the first paragraph under the subheading of Weber Creek Sub-Area has been
updated.

Weber Creek (a perennial stream intermittent-stream) begins at the confluence of the North
and South Weber Creeks and Flows west, merging with the South Fork American River.

Section 4.10, Noise
Page 4.10-8

The third paragraph on page 4.2-32 has been clarified to reflect that the existing private stucco wall
located near a single residence west of Diamond Road (SR-49) would be replaced.

This residence is elevated above the existing and proposed future SR-49/Diamond Road by
approximately 24 feet and includes a 6-7 foot high wood-framed/stucco privacy wall. The
privacy wall functions as a de facto noise barrier because it mitigates existing, and
presumably, future traffic noise exposure for users of the backyard/pool area. The privacy
wall would be replaced by DOT within the private property in coordination with the property
owners. The exact location of the replacement wall would be determined during the right-of-

way acquisition process and finalized during the final design stage of the proposed project.
The replacement wall would be similar to the existing privacy wall in mass, height, and noise
attenuation abilities. Noise barrier calculations using the FHWA Model methodology were

used to determine the noise attenuation/insertion loss provided by the property elevation in
relation to the roadway and the 6-foot high privacy wall. The noise attenuation provided was
calculated to be approximately 11 dB with the existing roadway alignment and approximately
14-15 dB with the proposed project alignment. Given this attenuation and applying the
appropriate distance offset (+3 dB), Existing (2010)+Project and Future (2030)+Project
traffic noise exposure within the primary outdoor activity area was calculated to be
approximately 54 dB Ldn. As shown, project-related traffic noise level increases of 2-3 dB
would be expected at this residence. These levels do not exceed the applicable +5 dB
threshold for significance and impacts would be less than significant. Please see Table 4.10-4
for a summary of this traffic noise assessment.
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Section 6.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts
Page 6-1
Text has been added to the growth-inducing impacts discussion to provide further clarification.

CEQA Section 15126.2(d) requires that an EIR discuss the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Induced growth is any growth
which exceeds planned growth and results from new development which would not have
taken place without the implementation of the proposed project. The growth-inducing
potential of a project would be considered significant if it results in growth or population
concentration that exceeds those assumptions included in the EI Dorado County General Plan.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) indicates, “it must not be assumed that growth in any
area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”

In general, town planners meet land use demands by opening up new areas for development
on the suburban fringe, and transportation planners apply the “predict and provide” model to
“predict traffic increases and provide new roads to accommodate the predicted increase”
(Mees 2000). As such, the proposed Parkway and associated improvements have been
designed to accommodate existing predicted increases in traffic. While the Parkway would
not provide access to lands previously inaccessible, it would implement a large volume
roadway in an industrial area previously accessed only by smaller roadways. Further, while
current conditions do not preclude development from occurring and direct access to adjacent
lands from the Parkway would be limited, it is reasonable to conclude that increased
circulation in the area would foster further development on adjacent properties, some of
which are currently vacant. In addition, increased access can cause an increase in land

values, thereby creating economic pressures to develop. Fhe2004-ElDorado-County-General

A
ct Y

The 2004 El Dorado County General Plan designates parcels adjacent to the Parkway as

industrial and programmatic impacts associated with the buildout of the General Plan were
evaluated in the General Plan EIR. Development on parcels along the Parkway may result in
adverse environmental effects associated with short-term construction activities (e.g. air
pollutant emissions, grading, vegetation removal, habitat disturbance, and noise), and long-
term land use activities (e.g., aesthetics, air pollutant emissions, habitat loss, noise, traffic,
increased stormwater, and increased demand on public services and utilities). Development
of these parcels would be subject to approval by ElI Dorado County and considered under
applicable CEQA regulations, thereby identifying any potential project-specific
environmental impacts.
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The proposed project would improve circulation and relieve congestion in the Diamond
Springs area and has been designed to accommodate future growth included in the 2004 EI
Dorado County General Plan. The proposed project is consistent with the EI Dorado County
General Plan, MC&FP, and 2009 CIP. Furthermore, the Parkway is identified on Figure TC-
1 of the General Plan as a future 4-lane, divided road. Accordingly, the ElI Dorado County
General Plan EIR (EDAW 2003) included consideration of the proposed project and future
development that could occur on parcels adjacent to the new roadway and in the project’s
general vicinity. As such, the proposed Parkway and associated roadway improvements
would allow for future growth as included in the General Plan.

The EID Intertie Improvements would update existing water supply infrastructure and
provide new water infrastructure beneath the Parkway right-of-way. Existing development
surrounding the Parkway is already served by EID; therefore, the project would not extend
water supply services to an area previously not served. However, the upgraded and new EID
Intertie Improvements would increase existing water supply reliability and provide water for
future growth that has been planned for in the 2004 County General Plan and analyzed in the
General Plan EIR (EDAW 2003). As such, the EID Intertie Improvements would allow for
future growth as included in the General Plan.

Appendix M, Traffic Impact Analysis

Two additional Synchro output sheets have been added to Appendix M to support delay and LOS
values reported in Table 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR; these are included at the end of this section.
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Diamond Springs Parkway Project
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

7: Missouri Flat Rd. & Diamond Springs Pkwy AM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI ul LI ol L Ts b Ts

Volume (vph) 9 598 276 230 815 14 418 11 67 2 8 12

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 100 095 100 097 100 100 1.00

Frt 100 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 0.87 100 091

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 3167 1417 1583 3167 1417 3072 1452 1583 1519

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 3167 1417 1583 3167 1417 3072 1452 1583 1519

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 10 664 307 256 906 16 464 12 74 2 9 13

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 144 0 0 2 0 56 0 0 13 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 664 163 256 906 14 464 30 0 2 9 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 7 1 6 7 4 3 8

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 12 261 441 201 450 450 180 201 1.0 31

Effective Green, g (s) 12 261 441 201 450 450 180 201 1.0 31

Actuated g/C Ratio 001 031 053 024 054 054 022 024 001 0.04

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 23 992 818 382 1711 765 664 350 19 57

v/s Ratio Prot 001 ¢c021 004 016 0.29 c0.15  0.02 0.00 ¢0.01

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 0.01

v/c Ratio 043 067 020 067 053 002 070 0.9 011 017

Uniform Delay, d1 407 249 103 286 123 89 301 245 40.7 388

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 12.6 1.7 0.1 4.6 0.3 0.0 3.2 0.1 2.4 14

Delay (s) 533 266 104 332 126 89 334 246 431 402

Level of Service D © B © B A © © D D

Approach Delay (s) 21.8 17.0 32.0 40.5

Approach LOS © B © D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 22.0 HCM Level of Service ©

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 83.3 Sum of lost time (S) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

8: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Throwita Way AM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w 4 ul LI iy ul s

Volume (vph) 30 573 64 17 1000 17 38 5 15 17 2 21

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 100 0.95 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 100 08 100 1.00 100 085 0.93

Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 096  1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 1667 1417 1583 3159 1551 1376 1473

Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 096  1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 1667 1417 1583 3159 1551 1376 1473

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 33 637 71 19 111 19 42 6 17 19 2 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 13 0 1 0 0 0 16 0 22 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 637 58 19 1129 0 0 48 1 0 22 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Split Perm  Split

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6

Permitted Phases 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 32 746 746 16 730 7.6 7.6 5.2

Effective Green, g (s) 32 746 746 1.6 730 7.6 7.6 5.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 003 071 071 002 070 0.07  0.07 0.05

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 48 1184 1007 24 2196 112 100 73

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02  ¢0.38 001 036 c0.03 c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.00

v/c Ratio 069 054 006 079 051 043 0.1 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 50.4 7.1 46 515 7.6 466 452 48.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 33.8 1.8 01 86.6 0.8 2.6 0.0 2.3

Delay (s) 84.2 8.9 47 1339 2.9 492 453 50.5

Level of Service F A A F A D D D

Approach Delay (s) 11.8 5.1 48.2 50.5

Approach LOS B A D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 10.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 105.0 Sum of lost time (S) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010 Synchro 7 - Report

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. Page 8

11-0448.B.274



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

9: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) AM Peak
A T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations w ul b 4 4 ul
Volume (vph) 138 467 11 652 146 175 382
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 1.00 097 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 100 085 100 100 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095  1.00 095 100 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 1417 2984 1619 1619 1376
Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095 100 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 1417 2984 1619 1619 1376
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 09 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 153 519 12 724 162 194 424
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 437 0 0 0 0 349
Lane Group Flow (vph) 153 82 0 736 162 194 75
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Turn Type Perm Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 165 165 579 805 186  18.6
Effective Green, g (s) 165 165 579 805 186  18.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.16 055 077 018 018
Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 249 223 1645 1241 287 244
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.25 010 c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.05
v/c Ratio 061 037 045 013 068 031
Uniform Delay, d1 413 396 14.0 32 404 376
Progression Factor 0.78 3.18 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 6.2 0.7
Delay (s) 36.0 126.7 14.9 32 466 383
Level of Service D F B A D D
Approach Delay (s) 106.1 128 409
Approach LOS F B D
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 49.4 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.52
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 105.0 Sum of lost time (S) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

12: Lime Kiln Rd. & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) AM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ul ul w Ts b Ts

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 21 0 0 53 32 756 17 18 592 43

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 23 0 0 59 36 840 19 20 658 48

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 690

pX, platoon unblocked 091 091 091 091 0091 0.91

vC, conflicting volume 1692 1652 682 1642 1666 849 706 859

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1711 1667 601 1656 1683 849 627 859

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (S)

tF (s) 33 4.0 33 35 4.0 33 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 95 100 100 83 96 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 51 81 450 63 79 356 856 770

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 23 59 36 859 20 706

Volume Left 0 0 36 0 20 0

Volume Right 23 59 0 19 0 48

cSH 450 356 856 1700 770 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.05 017 004 051 0.03 042

Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 15 3 0 2 0

Control Delay (s) 134 171 9.4 0.0 9.8 0.0

Lane LOS B C A A

Approach Delay (s) 134 171 0.4 0.3

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min)

15

5/18/2010
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

13: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) AM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 w 4 ul iy ol L Ts

Volume (vph) 68 135 25 23 270 350 38 46 49 525 46 81

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 4.4 4.1 4.0 3.0 4.1 4.1

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 100 1.00 100 100 097 100

Frt 100 098 100 100 0.85 100 085 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095 1.00 1.00 098 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1538 3004 1583 1667 1417 1630 1417 2984 1464

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095 1.00 1.00 098 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1538 3004 1583 1667 1417 1630 1417 2984 1464

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 76 150 28 26 300 389 42 51 54 583 51 90

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 19 0 0 0 164 0 0 46 0 63 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 76 159 0 26 300 225 0 93 8 583 78 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 5%

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov  Split pm+ov  Split

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 4 8 8 1 4 4

Permitted Phases 6 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 50 19.6 30 176 361 5.7 87 185 185

Effective Green, g (s) 50 19.6 30 176 361 5.7 87 185 185

Actuated g/C Ratio 008 031 005 028 058 009 014 030 030

Clearance Time (S) 3.0 4.4 3.0 4.4 4.1 4.0 3.0 4.1 4.1

Vehicle Extension (S) 0.2 3.2 0.2 3.2 3.0 3.0 0.2 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 123 945 76 471 821 149 198 886 435

v/s Ratio Prot c0.05  0.05 0.02 ¢0.18 0.08 c0.06 0.00 020 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.00

v/c Ratio 062 0.17 034 064 027 062 004 066 018

Uniform Delay, d1 2717 154 28.7 196 6.6 2713 232 191 163

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 0.1 1.0 2.9 0.2 7.9 0.0 1.8 0.2

Delay (s) 341 155 297 224 6.7 352 232 209 165

Level of Service © B © © A D © © B

Approach Delay (s) 21.1 14.2 30.8 20.0

Approach LOS © B © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.3 Sum of lost time (S) 15.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

14: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Missouri Flat Rd. AM Peak
A AN Y
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations N 4 4 ul b ul
Volume (vph) 210 255 216 89 189 117
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Total Lost time (S) 3.0 4.1 4.1 35 35 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 1.00 08 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 2984 1619 1619 1376 1583 1417
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 2984 1619 1619 1376 1583 1417
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 09 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 233 283 240 99 210 130
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 13 0 71
Lane Group Flow (vph) 233 283 240 86 210 59
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 5% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot pm+ov pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 6 4 4 5
Permitted Phases 6 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.3 158 65 144 79 142
Effective Green, g (s) 6.3 158 6.5 144 79 142
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 050 021 046 025 045
Clearance Time (S) 3.0 4.1 4.1 35 35 3.0
Vehicle Extension (S) 0.2 0.2 0.2 35 35 0.2
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 601 817 336 633 400 643
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 017 «¢015 0.03 ¢0.13 0.02
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.02
v/c Ratio 039 035 071 014 053 0.9
Uniform Delay, d1 10.8 47 115 49 101 4.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.1 5.9 0.1 14 0.0
Delay (s) 11.0 47 174 50 115 4.9
Level of Service B A B A B A
Approach Delay (s) 76 138 9.0
Approach LOS A B A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.7 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 31.3 Sum of lost time (S) 10.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

15: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & China Garden Rd. AM Peak
A AN Y

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations iy Ts W

Volume (veh/h) 57 184 504 72 17 110

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 09 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 63 204 560 80 19 122

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 640 931 600

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 640 931 600

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (S)

tF (s) 2.2 35 33

p0 queue free % 93 93 76

cM capacity (veh/h) 930 276 501

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 SB1

Volume Total 268 640 141

Volume Left 63 0 19

Volume Right 0 80 122

cSH 930 1700 452

Volume to Capacity 0.07 038 031

Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 33

Control Delay (s) 2.7 0.0 166

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 2.7 0.0 166

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.5% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

5/18/2010
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

17: China Garden Rd. & Missouri Flat Rd. AM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s i w Ts b Ts

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 3 39 2 102 0 429 114 47 306 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 3 43 2 113 0 477 127 52 340 0

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL None

Median storage veh) 2

Upstream signal (ft) 579

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1036 1048 340 988 984 540 340 603

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol 444 444 540 540

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 591 603 448 444

vCu, unblocked vol 1036 1048 340 988 984 540 340 603

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (S) 6.1 55 6.1 55

tF (s) 33 4.0 33 35 4.0 33 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 90 99 79 100 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 304 376 696 422 423 542 1219 974

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 3 159 0 603 52 340

Volume Left 0 43 0 0 52 0

Volume Right 3 113 0 127 0 0

cSH 696 501 1700 1700 974 1700

Volume to Capacity 000 032 000 035 005 020

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 34 0 0 4 0

Control Delay (s) 102 155 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.0

Lane LOS B C A

Approach Delay (s) 102 155 0.0 1.2

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

5/18/2010
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

7: Missouri Flat Rd. & Diamond Springs Pkwy PM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI ul LI ol L Ts b Ts

Volume (vph) 10 703 325 200 624 12 463 10 74 2 10 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 100 095 100 097 100 100 1.00

Frt 100 100 08 100 100 085 1.00 0.87 100 091

Flt Protected 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 3167 1417 1583 3167 1417 3072 1446 1583 1515

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 3167 1417 1583 3167 1417 3072 1446 1583 1515

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 11 781 361 222 693 13 514 11 82 2 11 17

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 153 0 0 2 0 60 0 0 16 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 11 781 208 222 693 11 514 33 0 2 12 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 5 2 7 1 6 7 4 3 8

Permitted Phases 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 13 310 512 165 462 462 202 243 11 5.2

Effective Green, g (s) 13 310 512 165 462 462 202 243 11 5.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 001 035 058 019 052 052 023 027 001 0.06

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 23 1104 880 294 1646 736 698 395 20 89

v/s Ratio Prot 001 <¢025 005 014 022 c0.17  0.02 0.00 ¢0.01

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.01

v/c Ratio 048 071 024 076 042 002 074 0.8 010 0.3

Uniform Delay, d1 435  25.0 93 343 131 103 319 240 434  39.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.8 2.1 01 105 0.2 0.0 4.1 0.1 2.2 0.7

Delay (s) 583 271 94 448 133 103 359 241 456 404

Level of Service E © A D B B D © D D

Approach Delay (s) 21.9 20.8 34.1 40.8

Approach LOS © © © D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 24.4 HCM Level of Service ©

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 88.9 Sum of lost time (S) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

8: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Throwita Way PM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w 4 ul LI iy ul s

Volume (vph) 35 669 75 15 761 15 50 6 20 20 2 25

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 100 0.95 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 100 08 100 1.00 100 085 0.93

Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 096  1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 1667 1417 1583 3157 1550 1376 1470

Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 096  1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 1667 1417 1583 3157 1550 1376 1470

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 39 743 83 17 846 17 56 7 22 22 2 28

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 22 0 1 0 0 0 20 0 26 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 39 743 61 17 862 0 0 63 2 0 26 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

Turn Type Prot Perm Prot Split Perm  Split

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 6 6

Permitted Phases 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 31 2712 272 06 247 4.0 4.0 34

Effective Green, g (s) 31 2712 212 06 247 4.0 4.0 3.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 006 053 053 001 048 0.08 0.08 0.07

Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 886 753 19 1523 121 108 98

v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 c0.45 001 027 c0.04 c0.02

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.00

v/c Ratio 041 084 008 089 057 052 0.02 0.26

Uniform Delay, d1 232 101 59 253 9.4 227 218 22.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.8 7.0 0.0 1552 0.5 4.0 0.1 14

Delay (s) 260 172 59 1804 9.9 267 218 24.2

Level of Service © B A F A © © ©

Approach Delay (s) 16.5 13.2 254 24.2

Approach LOS B B © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.6 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.2 Sum of lost time (S) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010 Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

9: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) PM Peak
A T N I
Movement EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations w ul b 4 4 ul
Volume (vph) 169 540 9 462 184 239 329
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 1.00 097 100 1.00 1.00
Frt 100 085 100 100 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095  1.00 095 100 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1583 1417 2984 1619 1619 1376
Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095 100 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1583 1417 2984 1619 1619 1376
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 09 090 090 090
Adj. Flow (vph) 188 600 10 513 204 266 366
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 455 0 0 0 0 263
Lane Group Flow (vph) 188 145 0 523 204 266 103
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Turn Type Perm Prot Prot Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 152 152 180 396 176 176
Effective Green, g (s) 152 152 180 396 176 176
Actuated g/C Ratio 024 0.24 029 063 028 028
Clearance Time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (S) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 383 343 855 1021 454 386
v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.18 013 c0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.07
v/c Ratio 049 042 061 020 059 027
Uniform Delay, d1 205 201 19.4 49 195 176
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.8 1.3 0.1 1.9 0.4
Delay (s) 215 209 20.7 50 214 179
Level of Service © © © A © B
Approach Delay (s) 21.1 163 194
Approach LOS © B B
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 19.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.8 Sum of lost time (S) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

12: Lime Kiln Rd. & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) PM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations ul ul w Ts b Ts

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 73 0 0 44 40 611 22 25 705 58

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 81 0 0 49 44 679 24 28 783 64

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 690

pX, platoon unblocked 090 090 09 09 0.90 0.90

vC, conflicting volume 1688 1663 816 1700 1683 691 848 703

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1709 1682 739 1722 1704 691 775 703

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (S)

tF (s) 33 4.0 33 35 4.0 33 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 78 100 100 89 94 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 52 76 371 45 74 439 744 881

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 81 49 44 703 28 848

Volume Left 0 0 44 0 28 0

Volume Right 81 49 0 24 0 64

cSH 371 439 744 1700 881 1700

Volume to Capacity 022 011 006 041 003 050

Queue Length 95th (ft) 21 9 5 0 2 0

Control Delay (s) 174 142 101 0.0 9.2 0.0

Lane LOS C B B A

Approach Delay (s) 174 142 0.6 0.3

Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min)

15

5/18/2010

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

13: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Diamond Rd. (SR-49) PM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LI 5 w 4 ul iy ol L Ts

Volume (vph) 170 330 60 19 225 292 35 43 46 750 65 138

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 4.4 4.1 4.0 3.0 4.1 4.1

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 100 100 1.00 100 100 097 100

Frt 100 098 100 100 0.85 100 085 1.00 0.90

Flt Protected 095  1.00 095 1.00 1.00 098 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1538 3005 1583 1667 1417 1630 1417 2984 1454

Flt Permitted 095  1.00 095 1.00 1.00 098 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1538 3005 1583 1667 1417 1630 1417 2984 1454

Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 189 367 67 21 250 324 39 48 51 833 72 153

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 18 0 0 0 141 0 0 45 0 76 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 189 416 0 21 250 183 0 87 6 833 149 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 5%

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov  Split pm+ov  Split

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 4 8 8 1 4 4

Permitted Phases 6 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 121 271 25 175 435 6.0 85 260 260

Effective Green, g (s) 121 271 25 175 435 6.0 85 260 26.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.35 003 023 056 008 011 034 034

Clearance Time (S) 3.0 4.4 3.0 4.4 4.1 4.0 3.0 4.1 4.1

Vehicle Extension (S) 0.2 3.2 0.2 3.2 3.0 3.0 0.2 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 241 1056 51 378 799 127 156 1006 490

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 014 001 <¢0.15 0.08 c0.05 0.00 028 0.10

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.00

v/c Ratio 078 0.39 041 066 023 069 004 083 030

Uniform Delay, d1 312 188 366 27.1 8.4 346 306 235 189

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14.2 0.3 2.0 4.4 0.1 14.2 0.0 5.7 0.4

Delay (s) 455 191 385 315 8.6 489 307 292 192

Level of Service D B D © A D © © B

Approach Delay (s) 27.1 19.2 42.1 27.1

Approach LOS © B D ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.0 HCM Level of Service ©

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 77.1 Sum of lost time (S) 15.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

14: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Missouri Flat Rd. PM Peak
A AN Y
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations N 4 4 ul b ul
Volume (vph) 350 425 180 103 450 280
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Total Lost time (S) 3.0 4.1 4.1 35 35 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 100 1.00 08 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 2984 1619 1619 1376 1583 1417
Flt Permitted 095 100 1.00 100 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 2984 1619 1619 1376 1583 1417
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 09 090 0.0
Adj. Flow (vph) 389 472 200 114 500 311
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 22 0 117
Lane Group Flow (vph) 389 472 200 92 500 194
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 5% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot pm+ov pm+ov
Protected Phases 5 2 6 4 4 5
Permitted Phases 6 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 112 255 113 362 249 361
Effective Green, g (s) 112 255 113 362 249 361
Actuated g/C Ratio 019 044 019 062 043 0.62
Clearance Time (S) 3.0 4.1 4.1 35 35 3.0
Vehicle Extension (S) 0.2 0.2 0.2 35 35 0.2
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 576 712 315 859 680 882
v/s Ratio Prot 013 ¢0.29 012 005 ¢c032 0.04
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.09
v/c Ratio 068 066 063 011 074 022
Uniform Delay, d1 217 129 215 44 138 4.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.5 1.8 3.1 0.1 4.3 0.0
Delay (s) 242 147 245 45 181 4.8
Level of Service © B © A B A
Approach Delay (s) 190 172 13.0
Approach LOS B B B
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.3 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 58.0 Sum of lost time (S) 7.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Group

15

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

15: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & China Garden Rd. PM Peak
A AN Y

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations iy Ts W

Volume (veh/h) 103 335 458 51 34 140

Sign Control Free  Free Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 09 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 114 372 509 57 38 156

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None  None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 566 1138 537

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 566 1138 537

tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2

tC, 2 stage (S)

tF (s) 2.2 35 33

p0 queue free % 88 81 71

cM capacity (veh/h) 991 197 544

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 SB1

Volume Total 487 566 193

Volume Left 114 0 38

Volume Right 0 57 156

cSH 991 1700 405

Volume to Capacity 012 033 048

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 63

Control Delay (s) 3.2 00 218

Lane LOS A C

Approach Delay (s) 3.2 00 218

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.2% ICU Level of Service

Analysis Period (min) 15

5/18/2010
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)

17: China Garden Rd. & Missouri Flat Rd. PM Peak
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s i w Ts b Ts

Volume (veh/h) 0 0 10 45 2 179 0 388 95 85 550 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 09 09 09 090 09 090 090 090 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 11 50 2 199 0 431 106 94 611 0

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL None

Median storage veh) 2

Upstream signal (ft) 579

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1431 1337 611 1295 1284 484 611 537

vCl1, stage 1 conf vol 800 800 484 484

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 631 537 811 800

vCu, unblocked vol 1431 1337 611 1295 1284 484 611 537

tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 4.1

tC, 2 stage (S) 6.1 55 6.1 55

tF (s) 33 4.0 33 35 4.0 33 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 100 100 98 83 99 66 100 91

cM capacity (veh/h) 184 295 488 298 321 583 968 1031

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total 11 251 0 537 94 611

Volume Left 0 50 0 0 94 0

Volume Right 11 199 0 106 0 0

cSH 488 486 1700 1700 1031 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.02 052 000 032 009 036

Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 73 0 0 8 0

Control Delay (s) 125 200 0.0 0.0 8.8 0.0

Lane LOS B C A

Approach Delay (s) 125 200 0.0 1.2

Approach LOS B C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.6% ICU Level of Service ©

Analysis Period (min)

15

5/18/2010

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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