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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:
• Section 1 - Introduction.
• Section 2 - Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR: Addresses each written
comment submitted to the County of El Dorado.
• 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.
• 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
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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 El 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 El Dorado County DOT’s website
(http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/dot/ceqa.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
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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 crossedreferenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted and
followed by the corresponding response.
Commentor
Code

Pages

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

OPR.1

2-3 to 2-5

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

OPR.2

2-6 to 2-9

California Department of Transportation

CALTRANS.1

2-10 to 2-11

California Department of Transportation

CALTRANS.2

2-12 to 2-15

Native American Heritage Commission

NAHC

2-16 to 2-19

DSEDCAC

2-20 to 2-21

USACE

2-22 to 2-23

Lemuel Estolas (Placer County Environmental Health
Services)

ESTOLAS.1

2-24 to 2-25

Lemuel Estolas (Placer County Environmental Health
Services)

ESTOLAS.2

2-26 to 2-27

PG&E

2-28 to 2-29

SOC

2-30 to 2-49

Commentor
Public Agencies

Diamond Springs and El Dorado Community
Advisory Committee
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Private Organizations

PG&E
Save Our County

Michael Brandman Associates
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Commentor
Code

Pages

Richard J. Boylan

BOYLAN

2-51 to 2-61

Barry D. Brewer

BREWER

2-62 to 2-65

Lee Dobbs

DOBBS

2-66 to 2-68

Heidi Drury

DRURY

2-69 to 2-71

EDGE

2-72 to 2-75

GUTIERREZ

2-76 to 2-79

Jerry Herrington II

HERRINGTON.1

2-80 to 2-81

Gerald and Elizabeth Herrington

HERRINGTON.2

2-82 to 2-84

LOPEZ

2-85 to 2-86

MCCOLLUM

2-87 to 2-88

Richard Moore

MOORE

2-89 to 2-123

Anton Z. Nemeth

NEMETH

2-124 to 2-128

John O’Neill

O’NEILL

2-129 to 2-133

SHANKEL

2-134 to 2-135

SMART

2-136 to 2-140

SPEEGLE

2-141 to 2-147

SWEET

2-148 to 2-149

Sue Taylor

TAYLOR.1

2-150 to 2-189

Sue Taylor

TAYLOR.2

2-190 to 2-195

VERPLANCKEN

2-196 to 2-197

Monique Wilber

WILBER

2-198 to 2-202

Chuck Wolfe

WOLFE

2-203 to 2-207

Commentor
Private Individuals

Raymond and Dolores Edge
Dave Gutierrez

Brian Lopez et al.
Matt and Jonalin McCollum

Clinton Shankel
Robert A. Smart, Jr.
Mike Speegle
Charles T. Sweet III

Kathleen Verplancken

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.

2-2
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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 El Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) has complied with
statutory noticing obligations. No further response is necessary.

Michael Brandman Associates
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OPR.2
Page 1 of 3

OPR.2-1

11-0448.B.14

OPR.2
Page 2 of 3

11-0448.B.15

OPR.2
Page 3 of 3
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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.
gov>
08/19/2010 11:06 AM

To Jennifer.Maxwell@edcgov.us,
<janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>
cc Rick Montre <rick_montre@dot.ca.gov>, Alyssa Begley
<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/ceqa.html.
Page 3-47, last paragraph under Lime Kiln Road/Diamond Road (SR49)
The reference to (KHA 2009) should read (KHA 2010).

CALTRANS.1-1

Page 4.12-19 and 20, Table 4.12-4
1. Intersection #7, 8, 9 and 13: No Analysis Worksheets could be found
in
CALTRANS.1-2
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.
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
worksheets on Appendix M.

CALTRANS.1-4

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
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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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CALTRANS.2
Page 1 of 3

CALTRANS.2-1

CALTRANS.2-2

CALTRANS.2-3

11-0448.B.20

CALTRANS.2
Page 2 of 3

CALTRANS.2-4

11-0448.B.21

CALTRANS.2
Page 3 of 3
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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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NAHC
Page 2 of 3

11-0448.B.25
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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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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 - El 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 (SR49) 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 El 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 El 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 I 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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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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ESTOLAS.1
Page 1 of 1

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 I 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 I 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.1-1
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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.
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2-25

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

11-0448.B.33

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 El 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 I 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:

(a) 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:
(a) 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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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 leftturn 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.
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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
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

PG&E-1

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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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.
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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 EIR1 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,
1

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.
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Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR

Objective 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 El Dorado County for a Planned Development named
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 accommodate 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.
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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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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 (SR49) 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” 4lane 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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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
Michael Brandman Associates
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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 Countyapproved 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.2 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 El Dorado County General
2

Environmental Protection Agency. Carbon Sequestration in Agriculture and Forestry: Frequent Questions. Website:
http://www.epa.gov/sequestration/faq.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
cross, or come in proximity to, any areas identified as a scenic viewpoint as shown in the El 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 El 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 1e 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@sbcglobal.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!

BOYLAN-1

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.

BOYLAN-2

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 1e. "Protect natural resources,
including local wetlands, riparian features, and oak woodlands by aligning the
project to avoid these features, to the extent feasible."

BOYLAN-3

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 offsite". 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

BOYLAN-4

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)

BOYLAN-5

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

BOYLAN-6

BOYLAN-7
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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.

BOYLAN-7
CONT

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!

BOYLAN-8

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?

BOYLAN-9

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.

BOYLAN-10

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.

BOYLAN-11

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.

BOYLAN-12

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.

BOYLAN-13
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The DEIR admits that El 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.

BOYLAN-14

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, I 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
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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 100year 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 1e
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 [TMDLs]) 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 4.81, 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
Objective 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.swrcb.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.shtml
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
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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 El 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
Michael Brandman Associates
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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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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 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.
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 I am the owner of Diamond Central Building Materials at
520 Truck St. I have a few questions that I 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?

DRURY-1

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 signage beyond the new elevation?

DRURY-2

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

DRURY-3

Thank-you

Heidi Drury
Diamond Central Building Material, Inc
CFO/Secretary
530-344-1300
heidi@dcbmmail.com
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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 El 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 El 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 El 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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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 El Dorado
County Planning Department to request the use of temporary off-premise signs per El 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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EDGE-3
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CONT
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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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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
.com>
08/18/2010 03:16 PM

To janet.postlewait@edcgov.us
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. I 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. I 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. I 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 I 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. I travel
this road daily and I 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 I 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 I think our energy and money could be
spent on many other areas that would benefit our county.

GUTIERREZ-1

GUTIERREZ-2

GUTIERREZ-3
GUTIERREZ-4

GUTIERREZ-5

Dave Gutierrez, President
True Value Hardware
4571 Missouri Flat Rd.
Placerville Ca. 95667
530 622-0992
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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
Michael Brandman Associates
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(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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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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Jerry Herrington II
<herringtonjerry@sbcg
lobal.net>
07/30/2010 11:01 AM

To Jennifer P Maxwell <jmaxwell@edcgov.us>
cc
Subje Diamond Parkway
ct

Hi Jennifer,
I want to thank you for the hard work and energy you have put into this project.I hope
you have shaken off the rudeness from that group of people that were in that meeting.I
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 I would appreciate it.
Thank You and have a blessed day.

HERRINGTON.1-1

Jerry L. Herrington II
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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Jerry Herrington II (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.

Michael Brandman Associates
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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
number of cars.

-1

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.

-2

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
sidewalks and driveways put in front of our homes in the first phase to bring back some of our
losses.

-3

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.
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 II

11-0448.B.90
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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 (SR49) 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 24hour period. The maximum noise exposure during the monitoring period was 88 dB (Lmax) 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
(Ldn), which for the second noise measurement location was 63 dB Ldn. The 63dB Ldn currently
exceeds the County allowable limit of 60dB Ldn. 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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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.
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LOPEZ
Page 1 of 1

TotheDepartmentofTransportation,CountyofElDorado,
Re:DiamondSpringsParkwayProject



MynameisBrianLopezandIamtheseniorpastoratBaysideofPlacervilleChurch.Baysideof

PlacervilleChurchcurrentlyowns7parcelsjustnorthofthebiketrialwhichtotalapproximately29acres
ofland.TheseparcelsarenexttothepropertyownedbyEID.Theapn’sareasfollows:32725018100,
32725019100,32725020100,32725021100,32725022100,32725024100,32727032100.
LOPEZ-1




WeareveryexcitedabouttheParkwayProjectandarehopingthatwewillbeabletoobtain

accesstoourpropertiesthroughthisnewroad.Weareslightlyconcernedaboutaccessibilityissues
thoughasthecurrent“RailsforTrials”willbebetweenourpropertyandtheparkwaybutarehopeful
andanticipatethattheDepartmentofTransportationwillworkwithussothatwecaneffectivelyuse
thislandandaccessitthroughtheparkway.



Ourdreamforthispropertyisthatwewouldbuildachurchthatcanmeettheneedsofthis

communitybutalsopartnerwiththecityofPlacervilletoseewhatotherneedswemaybeabletomeet.
Thepropertieswereoriginallypurchasedwiththeintentofbuildingsometypeofcommunitycenterin
mind,sowewouldlovetoworkwiththecitytoseehowwecanofferassistanceandusethisproperty

LOPEZ-2

notonlyforachurchbutalsotomakeapositiveimpactinPlacervilleandElDoradoCounty.Whether
thatbeacommunitycenter,apark,ballfieldsforkids,etc…ouraimistouseaportionofourlandto
makeadifferenceandwelookforwardtoworkingwiththecityofficialsandtheboardofsupervisorsto
makethatdreamareality.






AgainwewanttoexpressourapprovalandexcitementoftheDiamondSpringsParkway
LOPEZ-3

ProjectandlookforwardtopartneringwithourcitytomakeadifferencehereinPlacerville.

Sincerely,
BrianLopez
SeniorPastor
BaysideofPlacervilleChurch
4602 Missouri Flat Rd.  Placerville  CA 95667  530.626-7288
11-0448.B.93
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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 El
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.
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MCCOLLUM
Page 1 of 1

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

<janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>
<JWaligorski@brandman.com>
8/25/2010 3:17 PM
Fw: Diamond Springs Parkway

----- Forwarded by Janet L Postlewait/PV/EDC on 08/25/2010 03:13 PM ----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 I 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
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.
In summary, we support the project as long as the Highway 49 frontage road
and Highway 49 improvements are done first.

MCCOLLUM-1

MCCOLLUM-2

MCCOLLUM-3

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.
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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 DSEDCAC1.
Response to MCCOLLUM-3

The commentor expressed support for the proposed project. No response is necessary.
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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 costeffective.
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.
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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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NEMETH
Page 1 of 2

From:

<janet.postlewait@edcgov.us>

----- Forwarded by Matthew D Smeltzer/PV/EDC on 08/23/2010 05:35 PM ----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>, JohnKnightBOSDistr1
<bosone@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, matt.smeltzer@edcgov.us,
Craig.Mckibbin@edcgov.us, bob.slater@edcgov.us, AssemblymanTedGainesAD4EDC <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,
I was at the Public Comment Process for the EIR of the Diamond Springs
Parkway Project on July 28 last month. I apologize for the tardiness of
this note as I have been dealing with some health issues. I 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 I spoke with afterward with the impression that rather
than being receptive to input from the public, those proceedings were
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. I
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 I found very
little of that addressed in terms other than those benefiting developers
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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. I
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. I 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.

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

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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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
Objectives 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
2-126
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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. El Dorado County is in the
process of developing an INRMP; however, as noted under Response to BOYLAN-14, initial

Michael Brandman Associates

2-127

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

11-0448.B.135

County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft 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.
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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 GUTIERREZ2, 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 Objective1c 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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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.
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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.
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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.
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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. I 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. I am an incurable optimist that believes in our future, and while I recognize how
difficult it is to operate in today’s business climate, I see a brighter future for Diamond Springs.
To get to that future, we must reduce the daily vehicle traffic on our main street. I 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.

SMART-1

The following are changes I 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 El 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.

SMART-2

SMART-3

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

SMART-4

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

SMART-5

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.

SMART-6
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6. If EID is contemplating a sewer line within the project limits, these plans need to be
made known and assessed as part of the project.

SMART-7

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
inception.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Ǥǡ Ǥ
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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 I 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 III bike lane and could accommodate a Class II 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 III bike lane to a Class II bike lane.
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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.
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Mike Speegle (SPEEGLE)
Response to SPEEGLE-1

The commentor provided introductory language to preface the letter, indicating that many members
of the El 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.
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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 I 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 I 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 I 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 I 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 I Environmental Site Assessment and Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Refer to Response to SPEEGLE-4.
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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 I Environmental Site Assessment
(refer to the first full paragraph on Page 26 of the Phase I 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.
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Charles T. Sweet III (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.
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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 commerciallydesignated 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
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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 El 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 El 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 I 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-ofway, “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 100foot 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
Michael Brandman Associates

2-179

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

11-0448.B.187

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

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 El 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 El 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 El 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 1e,
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 MultiUse 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 (SR49), 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.
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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 El 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.
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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, El 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 LUK.
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 El 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 LU1, 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 LUF 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 El 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

2-187

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

11-0448.B.195

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

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.
Objective 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 El 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, El 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 El 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.
Michael Brandman Associates
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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 El 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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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, El 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.
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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 El 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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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.
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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 El 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.

WOLFE-2
CONT

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.

WOLFE-3

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
planned commercial/retail development cannot be seen as separate from the impacts of
the bypass since they are dependent upon each other.
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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.
2-206
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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 El 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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Responses to Verbal Comments
on the Draft EIR

SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
The El 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

H:\Client (PN-JN)\1173\11730030\3 - FEIR\11730030 Sec03-00 DSP FEIR Public Meetings.doc

11-0448.B.217

County of El Dorado Department of Transportation
Diamond Springs Parkway Project
Final EIR

Responses to Verbal Comments
on the Draft EIR

Table 3-1: July 28, 2010, 2:30 p.m. Public Meeting Attendees
Name

Agency/Affiliation

Roger L. House

Bayside Church

John O’Neill

Homeowner

Trudy Meyer

Realtor

Barry Brewer

Property Owner

Honey Yardley

GGV MF/Grado

Brian Lopez

Bayside of Placerville Church

John Faber

Land Owner

Sandra Day

Homeowner Representative

Lee Dobbs

Kamps Propane

Clinton Shankel

Homeowner

Dave Gutierrez

True Value Hardware

Rich Pinoski

Tool Depot

Carlan Meyer

Property owner

Greg Stanton

EDC EMD

Jamie Beutler

INRMP

Michael R. Simmions

Bayside of Placerville Church

Terry Ayers

Kamps Propane

Bob Smart

(none listed)

Kathleen Verdlancken

Capital Sierra Ins. Svc

Matt Weir

KHA

Toni J Beers

(none listed)

Albert Magallanez

El Dorado Disposal

Doug and Linda West

Bayside Church

Chuck Wolfe

(none listed)

John Gilmore

Property owner

Ross and Randi Mitchelson

Automotive Excellence

Marci Embree

Palos Verdes Properties

Michelle Smira

MMS Strategies

John Lambeth

Civitas

Leonard Grado

Palos Verdes Properties

The McCollums

Property Owner
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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 El 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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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.
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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.
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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
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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-ofway 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 El 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.
3-10
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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
Michael Brandman Associates
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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 (El 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 El 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 accommodate 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
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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 El 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.

Michael Brandman Associates
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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

Agency/Affiliation

Chuck Pazzi

El Dorado County Department of Transportation

Heidi Drury

Business Owner

Richard Boylan

Homeowner

Haroldine Freeman

Homeowner

Dave Hoagland

Landowner

Denis Procty

Lyon Real Estate

Trudy Meyer

Lyon Real Estate

Sharlene McCaslin

Citizen

Sam Driggers

Economic Development

Sue Taylor

(none listed)

Anton Nemeth

Citizen

Brian Doyle

Citizen

Judith Boylan

Homeowner

Phil and Chris Dawson

Landowner

Bill Freeman

Homeowner

Diane and Martin Murillo

Resident

Jeff Abel

Resident

Jackie Neau

Resident/Friends of El Dorado Trail

Dan Gutierrez

Resident

Bob Smart

(none listed)

Tony Beers

Resident

Unknown Commentor 2
VC UNKNOWN.2-1

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 bigbox 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.1 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.
1

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 rightof-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 I 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, 3-5l, 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 20092010). 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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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
#

4

5

4-2

Intersection

Missouri Flat Road @ Mother
Lode Drive
Missouri Flat Road @ Forni
Road

Traffic
Control

Signal

Signal

Analysis
Scenario

PM Peak-Hour

Delay
(seconds)

LOS

Delay
(seconds)

LOS

Ex.

10.1

B

12.3

B

Ex. + PP

10.1

B

12.3

B

Ex.

16.3

B

26.8

C

Ex.

16.3

B

26.8

C

Ex. + PP

16.3

B

26.8

C
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Page 4.12-31, Table 4.12-8
Table 4.12-8: Cumulative (2030) Plus Project Intersection Queuing Evaluation

Intersection /
Analysis
Scenario

AM Peak-Hour

PM Peak-Hour

Available
Storage (ft)

95 % Queue
(Ft)

Available
Storage (ft)

95th % Queue
(Ft)

WBTH

2,835*

500508

2,835*

240368

WBLT

325

324

325

323

NBLT

+

288

325

+

321

Movement

th

DSP@ Missouri Flat Road

325

DSP@ Throwita Way
EBLT

175

14626

175

162163

WBTH

850*

493491

850*

156283

NBLT

350+

347341

350+

293272

EBRT

850*

583578

850*

753730

9185

180

DSP@ Diamond Rd (SR-49)

Diamond Rd (SR-49) @ Pleasant Valley Rd
EBLT

180

SBLT

500525

WBRT

180

+

231237

500525

3693

180

214187
+

491505
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 not
considered growth inducing.
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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 signage 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 fourtwo-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.
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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 block any light. 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 soilsampling 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, duringof 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 327270-49, 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 potential 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.

Michael Brandman Associates
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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-ofway 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 El 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. 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.
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 longterm 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 El Dorado County and considered under
applicable CEQA regulations, thereby identifying any potential project-specific
environmental impacts.

Michael Brandman Associates
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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 El
Dorado County General Plan. The proposed project is consistent with the El Dorado County
General Plan, MC&FP, and 2009 CIP. Furthermore, the Parkway is identified on Figure TC1 of the General Plan as a future 4-lane, divided road. Accordingly, the El 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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Appendix M:
Traffic Impact Analysis - Additional Output Sheets
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Missouri Flat Rd. & Diamond Springs Pkwy

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

9
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
10
0
10
2%
Prot
5

598
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.90
664
0
664
2%

276
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
307
144
163
2%
pm+ov
7
2
44.1
44.1
0.53
4.0
3.0
818
0.04
0.07
0.20
10.3
1.00
0.1
10.4
B

230
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
256
0
256
2%
Prot
1

815
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.90
906
0
906
2%

14
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
16
2
14
2%
Perm

418
1700
4.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
3072
0.95
3072
0.90
464
0
464
2%
Prot
7

11
1700
4.0
1.00
0.87
1.00
1452
1.00
1452
0.90
12
56
30
2%

67
1700

8
1700
4.0
1.00
0.91
1.00
1519
1.00
1519
0.90
9
13
9
2%

12
1700

4

2
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
2
0
2
2%
Prot
3

18.0
18.0
0.22
4.0
3.0
664
c0.15

20.1
20.1
0.24
4.0
3.0
350
0.02

1.0
1.0
0.01
4.0
3.0
19
0.00

3.1
3.1
0.04
4.0
3.0
57
c0.01

0.70
30.1
1.00
3.2
33.4
C

0.09
24.5
1.00
0.1
24.6
C
32.0
C

0.11
40.7
1.00
2.4
43.1
D

0.17
38.8
1.00
1.4
40.2
D
40.5
D

2

1.2
1.2
0.01
4.0
3.0
23
0.01

26.1
26.1
0.31
4.0
3.0
992
c0.21

0.43
40.7
1.00
12.6
53.3
D

0.67
24.9
1.00
1.7
26.6
C
21.8
C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

22.0
0.65
83.3
62.7%
15

6

20.1
20.1
0.24
4.0
3.0
382
c0.16

45.0
45.0
0.54
4.0
3.0
1711
0.29

0.67
28.6
1.00
4.6
33.2
C

0.53
12.3
1.00
0.3
12.6
B
17.0
B

6
45.0
45.0
0.54
4.0
3.0
765
0.01
0.02
8.9
1.00
0.0
8.9
A

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

0.90
74
0
0
2%

0.90
13
0
0
2%

8

C
16.0
B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
8: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Throwita Way

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

30
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
33
0
33
2%
Prot
7

573
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.90
637
0
637
2%

64
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
71
13
58
2%
Perm

17
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
19
0
19
2%
Prot
3

1000
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3159
1.00
3159
0.90
1111
1
1129
2%

17
1700

38
1700

2
1700
4.0
1.00
0.93
0.98
1473
0.98
1473
0.90
2
22
22
5%

21
1700

0.90
42
0
0
5%
Split
2

15
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
17
16
1
5%
Perm

17
1700

0.90
19
0
0
2%

5
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.96
1551
0.96
1551
0.90
6
0
48
5%

4

3.2
3.2
0.03
4.0
3.0
48
c0.02

74.6
74.6
0.71
4.0
3.0
1184
c0.38

0.69
50.4
1.00
33.8
84.2
F

0.54
7.1
1.00
1.8
8.9
A
11.8
B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

4
74.6
74.6
0.71
4.0
3.0
1007
0.04
0.06
4.6
1.00
0.1
4.7
A

10.0
0.51
105.0
50.4%
15

8

2

1.6
1.6
0.02
4.0
3.0
24
0.01

73.0
73.0
0.70
4.0
3.0
2196
0.36

7.6
7.6
0.07
4.0
3.0
112
c0.03

0.79
51.5
0.92
86.6
133.9
F

0.51
7.6
0.29
0.8
2.9
A
5.1
A

0.43
46.6
1.00
2.6
49.2
D
48.2
D

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

2
7.6
7.6
0.07
4.0
3.0
100
0.00
0.01
45.2
1.00
0.0
45.3
D

0.90
19
0
0
5%
Split
6

0.90
23
0
0
5%

6
5.2
5.2
0.05
4.0
3.0
73
c0.02
0.30
48.2
1.00
2.3
50.5
D
50.5
D

A
12.0
A
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBR

NBU

NBL

NBT

SBT

SBR

138
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
153
0
153
2%

467
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
519
437
82
2%
Perm

11
1700

652
1700
4.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
724
0
736
5%
Prot
5

146
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
162
0
162
5%

175
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
194
0
194
5%

382
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
424
349
75
5%
Perm

2

6

57.9
57.9
0.55
4.0
3.0
1645
c0.25

80.5
80.5
0.77
4.0
3.0
1241
0.10

18.6
18.6
0.18
4.0
3.0
287
c0.12

0.45
14.0
1.00
0.9
14.9
B

0.13
3.2
1.00
0.0
3.2
A
12.8
B

0.68
40.4
1.00
6.2
46.6
D
40.9
D

4
16.5
16.5
0.16
4.0
3.0
249
c0.10
0.61
41.3
0.78
4.0
36.0
D
106.1
F

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

0.90
12
0
0
5%
Prot
5

4
16.5
16.5
0.16
4.0
3.0
223
0.06
0.37
39.6
3.18
0.9
126.7
F

49.4
0.52
105.0
73.8%
15

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

6
18.6
18.6
0.18
4.0
3.0
244
0.05
0.31
37.6
1.00
0.7
38.3
D

D
12.0
D
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
12: Lime Kiln Rd. & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)
Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

0

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

21

0

53

32

18

0.90
59

0.90
36

0.90
19

0.90
20

592
Free
0%
0.90
658

43

0.90
0

756
Free
0%
0.90
840

17

0.90
23

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

0.90
0

None

0.90
48

None
690

0.91
1692

0.91
1652

0.91
682

0.91
1642

0.91
1666

1711
7.1

1667
6.5

601
6.2

1656
7.1

3.5
100
51

4.0
100
81

3.3
95
450

EB 1
23
0
23
450
0.05
4
13.4
B
13.4
B

WB 1
59
0
59
356
0.17
15
17.1
C
17.1
C

NB 1
36
36
0
856
0.04
3
9.4
A
0.4

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

1.1
56.0%
15

849

0.91
706

859

1683
6.5

849
6.2

627
4.1

859
4.1

3.5
100
63

4.0
100
79

3.3
83
356

2.2
96
856

2.2
97
770

NB 2
859
0
19
1700
0.51
0
0.0

SB 1
20
20
0
770
0.03
2
9.8
A
0.3

SB 2
706
0
48
1700
0.42
0
0.0

ICU Level of Service

B
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11-0448.B.276

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak
13: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

68
1700
3.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1538
0.95
1538
0.90
76
0
76
5%
Prot
5

135
1700
4.4
0.95
0.98
1.00
3004
1.00
3004
0.90
150
19
159
5%

25
1700

270
1700
4.4
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.90
300
0
300
2%

46
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.98
1630
0.98
1630
0.90
51
0
93
2%

46
1700
4.1
1.00
0.90
1.00
1464
1.00
1464
0.90
51
63
78
5%

81
1700

19.6
19.6
0.31
4.4
3.2
945
0.05

3.0
3.0
0.05
3.0
0.2
76
0.02

17.6
17.6
0.28
4.4
3.2
471
c0.18

18.5
18.5
0.30
4.1
3.0
886
c0.20

18.5
18.5
0.30
4.1
3.0
435
0.05

0.62
27.7
1.00
6.3
34.1
C

0.17
15.4
1.00
0.1
15.5
B
21.1
C

0.34
28.7
1.00
1.0
29.7
C

0.64
19.6
1.00
2.9
22.4
C
14.2
B

49
1700
3.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
54
46
8
2%
pm+ov
1
8
8.7
8.7
0.14
3.0
0.2
198
0.00
0.00
0.04
23.2
1.00
0.0
23.2
C

525
1700
4.1
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
583
0
583
5%
Split
4

5.0
5.0
0.08
3.0
0.2
123
c0.05

350
1700
4.1
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
389
164
225
2%
pm+ov
4
6
36.1
36.1
0.58
4.1
3.0
821
0.08
0.08
0.27
6.6
1.00
0.2
6.7
A

38
1700

2

23
1700
3.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
26
0
26
2%
Prot
1

0.66
19.1
1.00
1.8
20.9
C

0.18
16.3
1.00
0.2
16.5
B
20.0
C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

0.90
28
0
0
5%

18.8
0.62
62.3
55.6%
15

6

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

0.90
42
0
0
2%
Split
8

8
5.7
5.7
0.09
4.0
3.0
149
c0.06
0.62
27.3
1.00
7.9
35.2
D
30.8
C

0.90
90
0
0
5%

4

B
15.5
B
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11-0448.B.277

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
14: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Missouri Flat Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

WBT

WBR

SBL

SBR

210
1700
3.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
233
0
233
5%
Prot
5

255
1700
4.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
283
0
283
5%

216
1700
4.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
240
0
240
5%

189
1700
3.5
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
210
0
210
2%

2

6

6.3
6.3
0.20
3.0
0.2
601
c0.08

15.8
15.8
0.50
4.1
0.2
817
0.17

6.5
6.5
0.21
4.1
0.2
336
c0.15

0.39
10.8
1.00
0.2
11.0
B

0.35
4.7
1.00
0.1
4.7
A
7.6
A

0.71
11.5
1.00
5.9
17.4
B
13.8
B

89
1700
3.5
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
99
13
86
5%
pm+ov
4
6
14.4
14.4
0.46
3.5
3.5
633
0.03
0.03
0.14
4.9
1.00
0.1
5.0
A

117
1700
3.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
130
71
59
2%
pm+ov
5
4
14.2
14.2
0.45
3.0
0.2
643
0.02
0.02
0.09
4.9
1.00
0.0
4.9
A

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

9.7
0.54
31.3
41.2%
15

4
7.9
7.9
0.25
3.5
3.5
400
c0.13
0.53
10.1
1.00
1.4
11.5
B
9.0
A

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

A
10.6
A
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11-0448.B.278

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
15: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & China Garden Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)
Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

WBT

WBR

SBL

SBR

57

184
Free
0%
0.90
204

504
Free
0%
0.90
560

72

17
Stop
0%
0.90
19

110
0.90
122

None

None

640

931

600

640
4.1

931
6.4

600
6.2

2.2
93
930

3.5
93
276

3.3
76
501

0.90
63

EB 1
268
63
0
930
0.07
5
2.7
A
2.7

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

WB 1
640
0
80
1700
0.38
0
0.0
0.0

0.90
80

SB 1
141
19
122
452
0.31
33
16.6
C
16.6
C
2.9
67.5%
15

ICU Level of Service

C
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11-0448.B.279

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
17: China Garden Rd. & Missouri Flat Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)

1036
444
591
1036
7.1
6.1
3.5
100
304

1048
444
603
1048
6.5
5.5
4.0
100
376

340

Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EB 1
3
0
3
696
0.00
0
10.2
B
10.2
B

WB 1
159
43
113
501
0.32
34
15.5
C
15.5
C

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
AM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

0

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

3

39

102

0

47

0.90
113

0.90
0

0.90
127

0.90
52

306
Free
0%
0.90
340

0

0.90
43

429
Free
0%
0.90
477

114

0.90
3

2
Stop
0%
0.90
2

0.90
0

TWLTL
2

0.90
0

None
579

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

984
540
444
984
6.5
5.5
4.0
99
423

540

340

603

540
6.2

340
4.1

603
4.1

3.3
100
696

988
540
448
988
7.1
6.1
3.5
90
422

3.3
79
542

2.2
100
1219

2.2
95
974

NB 1
0
0
0
1700
0.00
0
0.0

NB 2
603
0
127
1700
0.35
0
0.0

SB 1
52
52
0
974
0.05
4
8.9
A
1.2

SB 2
340
0
0
1700
0.20
0
0.0

340
6.2

0.0

2.6
62.5%
15

ICU Level of Service

B
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11-0448.B.280

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: Missouri Flat Rd. & Diamond Springs Pkwy

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

10
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
11
0
11
2%
Prot
5

703
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.90
781
0
781
2%

325
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
361
153
208
2%
pm+ov
7
2
51.2
51.2
0.58
4.0
3.0
880
0.05
0.09
0.24
9.3
1.00
0.1
9.4
A

200
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
222
0
222
2%
Prot
1

624
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3167
1.00
3167
0.90
693
0
693
2%

12
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
13
2
11
2%
Perm

463
1700
4.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
3072
0.95
3072
0.90
514
0
514
2%
Prot
7

10
1700
4.0
1.00
0.87
1.00
1446
1.00
1446
0.90
11
60
33
2%

74
1700

10
1700
4.0
1.00
0.91
1.00
1515
1.00
1515
0.90
11
16
12
2%

15
1700

4

2
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
2
0
2
2%
Prot
3

20.2
20.2
0.23
4.0
3.0
698
c0.17

24.3
24.3
0.27
4.0
3.0
395
0.02

1.1
1.1
0.01
4.0
3.0
20
0.00

5.2
5.2
0.06
4.0
3.0
89
c0.01

0.74
31.9
1.00
4.1
35.9
D

0.08
24.0
1.00
0.1
24.1
C
34.1
C

0.10
43.4
1.00
2.2
45.6
D

0.13
39.7
1.00
0.7
40.4
D
40.8
D

2

1.3
1.3
0.01
4.0
3.0
23
0.01

31.0
31.0
0.35
4.0
3.0
1104
c0.25

0.48
43.5
1.00
14.8
58.3
E

0.71
25.0
1.00
2.1
27.1
C
21.9
C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

24.4
0.69
88.9
65.5%
15

6

16.5
16.5
0.19
4.0
3.0
294
c0.14

46.2
46.2
0.52
4.0
3.0
1646
0.22

0.76
34.3
1.00
10.5
44.8
D

0.42
13.1
1.00
0.2
13.3
B
20.8
C

6
46.2
46.2
0.52
4.0
3.0
736
0.01
0.02
10.3
1.00
0.0
10.3
B

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

0.90
82
0
0
2%

0.90
17
0
0
2%

8

C
16.0
C
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11-0448.B.281

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
8: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Throwita Way

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

35
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
39
0
39
2%
Prot
7

669
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.90
743
0
743
2%

75
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
83
22
61
2%
Perm

15
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
17
0
17
2%
Prot
3

761
1700
4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00
3157
1.00
3157
0.90
846
1
862
2%

15
1700

50
1700

2
1700
4.0
1.00
0.93
0.98
1470
0.98
1470
0.90
2
26
26
5%

25
1700

0.90
56
0
0
5%
Split
2

20
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
22
20
2
5%
Perm

20
1700

0.90
17
0
0
2%

6
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.96
1550
0.96
1550
0.90
7
0
63
5%

4

3.1
3.1
0.06
4.0
3.0
96
c0.02

27.2
27.2
0.53
4.0
3.0
886
c0.45

0.41
23.2
1.00
2.8
26.0
C

0.84
10.1
1.00
7.0
17.2
B
16.5
B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

4
27.2
27.2
0.53
4.0
3.0
753
0.04
0.08
5.9
1.00
0.0
5.9
A

15.6
0.67
51.2
56.0%
15

8

2

0.6
0.6
0.01
4.0
3.0
19
0.01

24.7
24.7
0.48
4.0
3.0
1523
0.27

4.0
4.0
0.08
4.0
3.0
121
c0.04

0.89
25.3
1.00
155.2
180.4
F

0.57
9.4
1.00
0.5
9.9
A
13.2
B

0.52
22.7
1.00
4.0
26.7
C
25.4
C

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

2
4.0
4.0
0.08
4.0
3.0
108
0.00
0.02
21.8
1.00
0.1
21.8
C

0.90
22
0
0
5%
Split
6

0.90
28
0
0
5%

6
3.4
3.4
0.07
4.0
3.0
98
c0.02
0.26
22.7
1.00
1.4
24.2
C
24.2
C

B
12.0
B
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11-0448.B.282

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Diamond Springs Pkwy & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBR

NBU

NBL

NBT

SBT

SBR

169
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
188
0
188
2%

540
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
600
455
145
2%
Perm

9
1700

462
1700
4.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
513
0
523
5%
Prot
5

184
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
204
0
204
5%

239
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
266
0
266
5%

329
1700
4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
366
263
103
5%
Perm

2

6

18.0
18.0
0.29
4.0
3.0
855
c0.18

39.6
39.6
0.63
4.0
3.0
1021
0.13

17.6
17.6
0.28
4.0
3.0
454
c0.16

0.61
19.4
1.00
1.3
20.7
C

0.20
4.9
1.00
0.1
5.0
A
16.3
B

0.59
19.5
1.00
1.9
21.4
C
19.4
B

4
15.2
15.2
0.24
4.0
3.0
383
c0.12
0.49
20.5
1.00
1.0
21.5
C
21.1
C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

0.90
10
0
0
5%
Prot
5

4
15.2
15.2
0.24
4.0
3.0
343
0.10
0.42
20.1
1.00
0.8
20.9
C

19.0
0.57
62.8
76.4%
15

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

6
17.6
17.6
0.28
4.0
3.0
386
0.07
0.27
17.6
1.00
0.4
17.9
B

B
12.0
D
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
12: Lime Kiln Rd. & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)
Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

0

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

73

0

44

40

25

0.90
49

0.90
44

0.90
24

0.90
28

705
Free
0%
0.90
783

58

0.90
0

611
Free
0%
0.90
679

22

0.90
81

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

0.90
0

None

0.90
64

None
690

0.90
1688

0.90
1663

0.90
816

0.90
1700

0.90
1683

1709
7.1

1682
6.5

739
6.2

1722
7.1

3.5
100
52

4.0
100
76

3.3
78
371

EB 1
81
0
81
371
0.22
21
17.4
C
17.4
C

WB 1
49
0
49
439
0.11
9
14.2
B
14.2
B

NB 1
44
44
0
744
0.06
5
10.1
B
0.6

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

1.6
57.1%
15

691

0.90
848

703

1704
6.5

691
6.2

775
4.1

703
4.1

3.5
100
45

4.0
100
74

3.3
89
439

2.2
94
744

2.2
97
881

NB 2
703
0
24
1700
0.41
0
0.0

SB 1
28
28
0
881
0.03
2
9.2
A
0.3

SB 2
848
0
64
1700
0.50
0
0.0

ICU Level of Service

B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak
13: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Diamond Rd. (SR-49)

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

170
1700
3.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1538
0.95
1538
0.90
189
0
189
5%
Prot
5

330
1700
4.4
0.95
0.98
1.00
3005
1.00
3005
0.90
367
18
416
5%

60
1700

225
1700
4.4
1.00
1.00
1.00
1667
1.00
1667
0.90
250
0
250
2%

43
1700
4.0
1.00
1.00
0.98
1630
0.98
1630
0.90
48
0
87
2%

65
1700
4.1
1.00
0.90
1.00
1454
1.00
1454
0.90
72
76
149
5%

138
1700

27.1
27.1
0.35
4.4
3.2
1056
0.14

2.5
2.5
0.03
3.0
0.2
51
0.01

17.5
17.5
0.23
4.4
3.2
378
c0.15

26.0
26.0
0.34
4.1
3.0
1006
c0.28

26.0
26.0
0.34
4.1
3.0
490
0.10

0.78
31.2
1.00
14.2
45.5
D

0.39
18.8
1.00
0.3
19.1
B
27.1
C

0.41
36.6
1.00
2.0
38.5
D

0.66
27.1
1.00
4.4
31.5
C
19.2
B

46
1700
3.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
51
45
6
2%
pm+ov
1
8
8.5
8.5
0.11
3.0
0.2
156
0.00
0.00
0.04
30.6
1.00
0.0
30.7
C

750
1700
4.1
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
833
0
833
5%
Split
4

12.1
12.1
0.16
3.0
0.2
241
c0.12

292
1700
4.1
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
324
141
183
2%
pm+ov
4
6
43.5
43.5
0.56
4.1
3.0
799
0.08
0.05
0.23
8.4
1.00
0.1
8.6
A

35
1700

2

19
1700
3.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
21
0
21
2%
Prot
1

0.83
23.5
1.00
5.7
29.2
C

0.30
18.9
1.00
0.4
19.2
B
27.1
C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

0.90
67
0
0
5%

26.0
0.76
77.1
66.1%
15

6

HCM Level of Service
Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

0.90
39
0
0
2%
Split
8

8
6.0
6.0
0.08
4.0
3.0
127
c0.05
0.69
34.6
1.00
14.2
48.9
D
42.1
D

0.90
153
0
0
5%

4

C
15.5
C
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
14: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & Missouri Flat Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)
Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

WBT

WBR

SBL

SBR

350
1700
3.0
0.97
1.00
0.95
2984
0.95
2984
0.90
389
0
389
5%
Prot
5

425
1700
4.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
472
0
472
5%

180
1700
4.1
1.00
1.00
1.00
1619
1.00
1619
0.90
200
0
200
5%

450
1700
3.5
1.00
1.00
0.95
1583
0.95
1583
0.90
500
0
500
2%

2

6

11.2
11.2
0.19
3.0
0.2
576
0.13

25.5
25.5
0.44
4.1
0.2
712
c0.29

11.3
11.3
0.19
4.1
0.2
315
0.12

0.68
21.7
1.00
2.5
24.2
C

0.66
12.9
1.00
1.8
14.7
B
19.0
B

0.63
21.5
1.00
3.1
24.5
C
17.2
B

103
1700
3.5
1.00
0.85
1.00
1376
1.00
1376
0.90
114
22
92
5%
pm+ov
4
6
36.2
36.2
0.62
3.5
3.5
859
0.05
0.02
0.11
4.4
1.00
0.1
4.5
A

280
1700
3.0
1.00
0.85
1.00
1417
1.00
1417
0.90
311
117
194
2%
pm+ov
5
4
36.1
36.1
0.62
3.0
0.2
882
0.04
0.09
0.22
4.8
1.00
0.0
4.8
A

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

16.3
0.70
58.0
59.7%
15

4
24.9
24.9
0.43
3.5
3.5
680
c0.32
0.74
13.8
1.00
4.3
18.1
B
13.0
B

HCM Level of Service

B

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

7.6
B
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
15: Pleasant Valley Rd. (SR-49) & China Garden Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)
Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

WBT

WBR

SBL

SBR

103

335
Free
0%
0.90
372

458
Free
0%
0.90
509

51

34
Stop
0%
0.90
38

140
0.90
156

None

None

566

1138

537

566
4.1

1138
6.4

537
6.2

2.2
88
991

3.5
81
197

3.3
71
544

0.90
114

EB 1
487
114
0
991
0.12
10
3.2
A
3.2

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

WB 1
566
0
57
1700
0.33
0
0.0
0.0

0.90
57

SB 1
193
38
156
405
0.48
63
21.8
C
21.8
C
4.6
78.2%
15

ICU Level of Service

D
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
17: China Garden Rd. & Missouri Flat Rd.

Movement
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h)
Sign Control
Grade
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free %
cM capacity (veh/h)

1431
800
631
1431
7.1
6.1
3.5
100
184

1337
800
537
1337
6.5
5.5
4.0
100
295

611

Direction, Lane #
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

EB 1
11
0
11
488
0.02
2
12.5
B
12.5
B

WB 1
251
50
199
486
0.52
73
20.0
C
20.0
C

2010 plus Project (Mitg. for Queuing)
PM Peak

EBL

EBT

EBR

WBL

WBT

WBR

NBL

NBT

NBR

SBL

SBT

SBR

0

0
Stop
0%
0.90
0

10

45

179

0

85

0.90
199

0.90
0

0.90
106

0.90
94

550
Free
0%
0.90
611

0

0.90
50

388
Free
0%
0.90
431

95

0.90
11

2
Stop
0%
0.90
2

0.90
0

TWLTL
2

0.90
0

None
579

Intersection Summary
Average Delay
Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

5/18/2010
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

1284
484
800
1284
6.5
5.5
4.0
99
321

484

611

537

484
6.2

611
4.1

537
4.1

3.3
98
488

1295
484
811
1295
7.1
6.1
3.5
83
298

3.3
66
583

2.2
100
968

2.2
91
1031

NB 1
0
0
0
1700
0.00
0
0.0

NB 2
537
0
106
1700
0.32
0
0.0

SB 1
94
94
0
1031
0.09
8
8.8
A
1.2

SB 2
611
0
0
1700
0.36
0
0.0

611
6.2

0.0

4.0
67.6%
15

ICU Level of Service

C
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