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INTRODUCTION
Appendix E presents comments received on the Folsom Dam Road Access Restriction Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and responses to those comments from the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). Any text changes resulting 
from the comments are summarized in the responses and have been incorporated into the text of 
the Final EIS. 

COMMENT PERIOD 
The Draft EIS was issued on December 3, 2004. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS was 
published in the Federal Register. The Draft EIS was mailed directly to individuals and agencies 
who provided comments during the public scoping period. Federal, State, and local 
representatives for the area also received copies of the Draft EIS. 

Public hearings for comment on the Draft EIS were held on the following dates and locations: 
Tuesday, January 4, 2005, in Sacramento, CA; and Wednesday, January 5, 2005, in Folsom, CA. 
Appendix E5 includes summaries of the spoken comments, and responses. The written comment 
period on the Draft EIS ended on Tuesday, January 18, 2005.

In addition to the mailing, the Draft EIS was made available through Reclamation’s Web site. 
Copies of the document were also made available for public inspection and review at the 
following locations: 

Sacramento Public Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, CA  95814 

Folsom Public Library, 300 Persifer Street, Folsom, CA  95630 

Rancho Cordova Community Library, 9845 Folsom Blvd., Sacramento, CA 95827 

Arden-Dimick Community Library, 891 Watt Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95864 

Fair Oaks Community Library, 11601 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Fair Oaks, CA 95628 

Orangevale Neighborhood Library, 8820 Greenback Lane, Suite L, Orangevale, CA 95662 

Granite Bay Branch Library, 6475 Douglas Boulevard, Granite Bay, CA 95746 

Cameron Park Library, 2500 Country Club Drive, Cameron Park, CA 95682 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Denver Office Library, Building 67, Room 167, Denver Federal 
Center, 6th and Kipling, Denver, CO  80225

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Office of Public Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA  
95825-1898

Natural Resources Library, U.S. Department of the Interior, 1849 C Street NW, Main 
Interior Building, Washington, D.C.  20240-0001

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
During the comment period, Reclamation received both written and spoken comments from 
Federal, State, and local agencies and representatives as well as approximately 165 members of 
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the public. Each public hearing comment sheet, public hearing transcript, letter, e-mail, petition, 
note and telephone message was reviewed and substantive comments were identified.  Responses 
to each individual comment are presented in the following subparts of Appendix E.   

Following this section, the Master Responses to Comments address some of the most 
prevalent topics and issues cited in the comments. 

Appendix E1 presents comments received from Federal agencies and representatives (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA], and 
John T. Doolittle, U.S. Representative, 4th District, California) and responses. 

Appendix E2 presents comments received from State agencies (California Department of 
Corrections, California Department of Parks and Recreation [CDPR], and California 
Department of Transportation [Caltrans]) and responses.

Appendix E3 presents comments received from the City of Folsom and responses.

Appendix E4 presents comments received from the public (not including statements made 
during public hearings) and responses.

Appendix E5 presents summaries of statements made during the public hearings held on 
Tuesday, January 4, 2005, in Sacramento and Wednesday, January 5, 2005, in Folsom, and 
responses to statements made during those hearings.

Each subpart of Appendix E includes a complete Table of Contents. Appendices E4 and E5, 
which present comments in the order in which they were received, also include alphabetical lists 
of commenters.  To locate a Master Response to Comment, use the Table of Contents for this 
section to find the page number on which the response begins.  To locate a response to a 
comment from a member of the public, refer to the Alphabetical Table of Responses located after 
the Table of Contents and the Alphabetical Table of Commenters for Appendix E4. 
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MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
This section provides an overview of the most prevalent topics and issues that emerged from the 
body of comments received on the Draft EIS.  These issues (Master Comments) were identified 
by a number of commenters and are summarized and shown in italics below by topic.  Following 
each issue summary is Reclamation’s response (Master Response).   

Many issues, such as the various impacts of traffic changes, are interrelated and cannot be 
considered in isolation.  Therefore, the divisions among the comments and responses that follow 
are for organizational purposes only and do not reflect the importance of any single issue in 
relation to all of the others.

Quality of Life

Master Comment-1 
The traffic congestion that has resulted from the road closure has adversely affected the 
intangible day-to-day quality of life for Folsom residents and others who travel through the city. 

Master Response to Comment-1 
Reclamation recognizes that traffic delays and traffic congestion have increased since the 
February 2003 closure of Folsom Dam Road.  The EIS analysis presented in Section 3.1.1.2 
demonstrates that the volume of traffic had been increasing prior to 2003 due to citywide growth.
Roadway operations on some segments were already below levels deemed acceptable by the City 
of Folsom.  However, as reflected in Table 3.1-2, increases in traffic volume and further 
deterioration of operations have occurred on several roadway segments since the closure of 
Folsom Dam Road.  Roadway segments that have been affected include Folsom-Auburn Road 
between Folsom Dam Road and Inwood Road, Folsom-Auburn Road between Oak Avenue 
Parkway and Greenback Lane, Natoma Street between Folsom Boulevard and Sibley Street, and 
East Natoma Street between Cimmaron Circle and Folsom Dam Road.  Tables 3.1-5 and 3.1-9 
analyze future roadway conditions for all the alternatives in 2005 and 2013, respectively. 

As many commenters pointed out, traffic patterns in and around Folsom have changed.  The loss 
of access to Folsom Dam Road has affected the way people who previously relied on the road 
now travel. The City of Folsom’s Historic District Traffic Calming Program, implemented in 
response to Reclamation’s road closure, further redirected traffic, resulting in beneficial impacts 
to some users and adverse impacts to others.  The future impacts associated with each of the four 
alternatives are analyzed in detail in Section 3.1.2.

Several commenters have indicated that the changes in traffic patterns, travel delays, and 
increased congestion have contributed to intangible effects to the quality of life of Folsom 
residents and the residents of nearby communities who travel to or through Folsom.  These 
effects include: 

Road rage, frustration with traffic, and stress 

Speeding, particularly through neighborhood streets

Tailgating 
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Loss of sense of calm, peace, and quiet 

Loss of charm of the city and sense of community 

Sense that fear has overtaken and disrupted life activities 

Aggravation of health-related issues (asthma, headaches, and stress-related conditions) 

Opportunity cost of waiting in traffic and employee productivity  

The need to rearrange commute schedules and other daily habits to accommodate traffic 
changes

Inability to attract new people to the city (for jobs, education, recreation, and other services) 

Choices people make about where to shop and dine 

Difficulty in participating in community events and activities due to accessibility and traffic 

Difficulty in continuing to access routine services (getting to the doctor, the barber, the auto 
shop)

Difficulty in visiting friends and family members 

Decrease in the values of homes affected by changes in traffic patterns 

Reclamation recognizes the impact of these changes on the communities affected by the road 
closure. In addition, the analysis of socioeconomic effects that have occurred since 2003 (Section 
3.4.2) reflects some of these impacts. Traffic pattern changes can lead to intangible impacts such 
as choices that individuals make about where and when to shop. Although these effects are not 
singled out, they would be reflected in the net business losses that were reported as part of the 
analysis. With the selection of the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, 
impacts to quality of life would be reduced, but security would be maintained consistent with the 
purpose and need of the project. 

Business and Economic Impacts

Master Comment-2 
Changes in traffic in and around Folsom that resulted from the road closure have adversely 
affected local businesses and the economy. 

Master Response to Comment-2 
The analysis presented in Section 3.4.2 (under “Socioeconomic Effects Since 2003”) shows that 
traffic congestion has increased over time in Folsom, and that conditions on some local roads 
were below acceptable operating standards before the February 2003 road closure. The economic 
analysis showed that businesses along some of the major roadways have remained stable or have 
not been affected. Many businesses on key routes have reported declines, which some business 
owners attributed to the timing of the road closure.  Traffic pattern changes also lead to 
intangible impacts such as choices that individuals make about where and when to shop. 
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Although these effects are not singled out, they would be reflected in the net business losses that 
were reported as part of the analysis. 

Section 3.4.2.1 discusses socioeconomic impacts that would result from restoring pre-February 
2003 access on Folsom Dam Road (the No Action Alternative). The analysis shows that 
reopening Folsom Dam Road would not restore traffic to pre-February 2003 levels because of 
factors such as continued citywide growth; however, the economic output for the City of Folsom 
would likely increase. The discussion also indicates that under this alternative, the dam would be 
exposed to a greater level of security risk, which could result in widespread economic losses both 
in Folsom and downstream. 

Access to Dam Facilities

Master Comment-3 
The closure of Folsom Dam Road seems inadequate to protect Folsom Dam because it 
eliminates only one of many possible types of access to dam facilities.

Master Response to Comment-3 
As described in EIS Section 1.2, Reclamation commissioned various independent security 
assessments after September 2001 to ensure the security of its facilities, including Folsom Dam. 
Based on these assessments, Reclamation began formulating a comprehensive security plan, 
which continues to be developed and implemented. The security plan will provide additional 
safety and security for all Folsom Dam facilities. 

Several commenters have stated that restricting public access to Folsom Dam Road does not 
address potential security threats from access to dam facilities by water, air, or other means. 
Although Reclamation recognizes this issue, it is a separate issue and is not the subject of this 
evaluation. The subject of the EIS, as defined by the purpose and need (Section 1.1), is limited to 
public access to Folsom Dam Road. If, or as, other security measures are identified that are 
separate from and independent of any roadway restrictions, they would also be subject to review 
and further action. 

Other commenters have expressed the opinion that Reclamation has not imposed equivalent 
security restrictions on other dam facilities such as dikes and earth embankment dams.  
Reclamation has been consistent with respect to the level of protection afforded to all of the dam 
structures. Prior to the February 2003 road closure, temporary barriers were installed on earthen 
dikes and the Mormon Island Auxiliary Dam. The temporary barriers were positioned to prevent 
motor vehicle access to the crests of these structures but allow pedestrian and bicycle access to 
trails. Local fire departments and the California Department of Parks and Recreation were 
notified in advance of the placement of barriers. 

Recent construction activity on the earth embankment dam and dikes will (1) allow for improved 
security patrol of the earth embankments, (2) allow California Department of Parks and 
Recreation personnel (park rangers) to patrol and respond to issues that develop in the State 
recreation area, (3) allow for emergency vehicle access to attend to medical emergencies and 
grass fires, (4) allow Reclamation to more efficiently perform monthly Safety of Dam 
inspections, (5) continue to allow public pedestrian use of the established trail systems, and (6) 
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provide effective vehicle barriers that are more visually pleasing than the unattractive concrete 
barriers.

In addition to installing physical barriers on Folsom Dam Road, Reclamation has stationed 
patrols to monitor entry points. 

Perception of Risks to Dam Facilities

Master Comment-4 
Reclamation has not adequately demonstrated that Folsom Dam is at risk of a security breach. 

Master Response to Comment-4 
Some commenters expressed the opinion that the EIS overstated security risks to Folsom Dam 
facilities. The purpose and need for the action (Section 1.1) was identified based on the 
independent security assessments conducted for Reclamation and on the issues raised during 
those investigations. These security assessments are described in Section 1.2. Reclamation acted 
to ensure the safety of the facility as a top priority, based on the findings of the security 
assessments. The long-term decision associated with access to Folsom Dam Road will take into 
account the security issues as well as the environmental consequences associated with each of 
the alternatives considered. 

Emergency Access and Response Impacts

Master Comment-5 
The closure of Folsom Dam Road and the increased traffic congestion in Folsom impact the 
ability of emergency service vehicles such as ambulances to respond to emergencies in a timely 
manner.

Master Response to Comment-5 
Although Folsom Dam Road has been closed to commuter traffic since February 2003, it has 
remained accessible for police, fire, and ambulance vehicles responding to emergencies. 
Emergency response vehicles would continue to have access to the road under all of the action 
alternatives. However, congestion has increased travel times on local area roadways since the 
closure of Folsom Dam Road.  Factors contributing to local congestion include existing (No 
Action) traffic levels that were functioning at low levels of service prior to the February 2003 
road closure, the closure of Folsom Dam Road, and, on some roads, the Folsom Historic District 
Traffic Calming Program; each factor affects congestion to varying degrees depending on the 
location.

An analysis of travel times was performed for four different routes and is discussed in Section 
3.1.2 of the EIS.  The Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 would allow use of 
Folsom Dam Road for a 3-hour period in the morning and in the afternoon/evening, which would 
improve traffic conditions during that time period.  Likewise, Restricted Access Alternative 3 
would also allow use of the road, but for a 2-hour period in the morning and in the 
afternoon/evening.  Delay would be greater with the Long-Term Closure Alternative than with 
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other alternatives. The evaluation shows that reopening the road (represented by the No Action 
Alternative) would reduce travel times on the study routes compared to the Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, Restricted Access Alternative 3, and the Long-
Term Closure Alternative. The analysis evaluates only a typical vehicle in traffic; emergency 
response vehicles with activated sirens and lights could gain some advantage where other 
vehicles can yield and make way for them.     

The EIS provides mitigation measures for the action alternatives that at least partially address 
these issues.  Section 3.1.3.2 discusses measures that include adding lanes where right-of-way is 
available and implementing traffic control systems such as an Intelligent Transportation System 
Plan and an Automated Vehicle Locator system that would improve the movement of traffic and 
emergency response vehicles.
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COMMENT: MARK C. CHARLTON, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
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RESPONSE: MARK C. CHARLTON, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

USACE-1
The requested corrections were made throughout the Final EIS. 

USACE-2
The recommended addition to the description of the Folsom Bridge Project has been 
incorporated into the project description presented in Section 3.11.2.3. 



 Appendix E1 
 Federal Agency Comments and Responses 

Page E1-3

COMMENT: LISA B. HANF, U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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RESPONSE: LISA B. HANF, U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY  

USEPA-1
Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 provide a detailed description of the features of the Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3, respectively. 
Under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, the desired hourly volume for 
Folsom Dam Road is 1,500 vehicles per hour, with vehicles traveling in two directions during 3-
hour peak commute periods. In this scenario, an estimated (or assumed) 960 vehicles would 
travel in the peak direction and 540 vehicles would travel in the reverse direction. Under 
Restricted Access Alternative 3, it is envisioned that 500 vehicles would cross the road per hour, 
traveling in one direction during 2-hour peak commute periods. The desired traffic volumes for 
each of these alternatives were based on recommendations submitted by the City of Folsom. 

Under any scenario that would allow public access across Folsom Dam Road, Reclamation 
would require that a security review be conducted for every vehicle using the road. However, 
delays caused by on-site inspections would impede traffic flow. Table 2-2 demonstrates the 
inverse relationship between traffic flow and security inspections. If the average inspection delay 
for a vehicle is one minute (including reducing vehicle speeds and queuing), for example, with 
the existing two-lane infrastructure, only 120 vehicles per hour could cross Folsom Dam Road. 
This traffic volume falls far short of the traffic flow goals outlined by the City of Folsom.  

In order to meet the two sets of objectives, either multiple inspections facilities would be 
required to process a higher volume of traffic, the average time required to inspect vehicles 
would have to be minimized, or both. The exact nature and design of the inspection has not been 
defined. Therefore, the minimum inspection delays per lane for each of the Restricted Access 
Alternatives cannot be definitively stated. However, using Table 2-2 and the desired traffic 
volumes as a guide, feasible scenarios can be identified. Assuming a one-minute inspection delay 
per vehicle per lane, as in the example presented above, the existing two-lane infrastructure 
would have to be altered to accommodate 16 inspection stations in each direction.  

Under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, 30 seconds would represent a 
maximum inspection delay per vehicle per lane. At that rate, eight inspection stations in each 
direction would be required. With a 15-second delay per vehicle per lane, four inspection stations 
in each direction would be required. Under Restricted Access Alternative 3, an average of a one-
minute inspection delay would require nine inspections station lanes in one direction; a 30-
second delay would require five lanes; and a 15-second delay would require three lanes. Whether 
a 15-second inspection delay is achievable will depend on the exact nature of the inspection, 
which has not yet been finalized.  The City of Folsom has proposed an inspection system 
involving permits that would allow pre-inspected or pre-qualified vehicles to proceed with 
minimum delay (subject to inspection). (This proposed system is evaluated in the EIS under the 
discussions for the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access 
Alternative 3.) This system could increase the overall, average rate of traffic flow with the 
objective of meeting the lower rates of delay listed in Table 2-2, but would not allow for a 
physical inspection of each vehicle crossing the dam.  It would also require installation of 
inspection facilities. 

Analysis of scenarios such as those illustrated above is included in Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.1.2.3 
of the EIS, which discusses traffic impacts under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
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Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3, respectively. In each of these sections, 
impacts are described in terms of changes to Levels of Service (LOS). The LOS analysis was 
used as one of the EIS’s analytical tools to compare impacts.  The differences in LOS represent 
delays in traffic flow, including the frequency and duration of queuing, which were defined in 
Table 3.1-1.

USEPA-2
Sensitive receptors located nearby or within approximately 200 meters of affected roadway 
segments and intersections in Folsom include Sutter Middle School, a Montessori School, 
Folsom Middle School and Folsom Lake High School, and Folsom Lake High Continuation 
School.  Theodore Judah Elementary School on Dean Way is not directly on one of the primary 
roads in Folsom but is approximately two blocks from Natoma Street, which would have traffic 
effects.  One community health care facility, the Folsom Convalescent Hospital, is located on 
Natoma Street, which has been affected by the road closure.  The most current California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) guidelines established for the protection of public health indicate that 
localized public health impacts are of particular concern for sensitive receptors within 150 
meters for high-volume roadways (roadways carrying greater than 100,000 vehicles per day) in 
urban areas, or roadways carrying over 20,000 trucks per day. The guidelines also indicate that 
air quality levels return to background levels within 300 meters of high-volume roadways. As 
shown in Tables 3.1-5 and 3.1-9, the total volume of traffic on roadways affected by the closure 
of Folsom Dam Road is below 50,000 vehicles per day for every roadway under each alternative 
considered.  This does not mean that a roadway with less than the volumes used by CARB would 
have no effect on contributing vehicle emissions of concern to health; it only means that they are 
not of highest or particular concern with regard to the CARB guidelines.

Vehicle exhaust is a major contributor to air pollution.  The EIS describes the potential emissions 
and their effects on the region’s compliance with air quality standards, which focus on the 
criteria pollutants that have Federal and State standards in regards to emissions or exposure.  
Toxic pollutant emissions, also a component of exhaust, have no established regulatory standards 
and hence no quantitative threshold to determine the potential impact of increased exposure.  
Exposure to vehicle exhaust pollutants already occurs to a community with well-traveled roads, 
and congestion incrementally increases that exposure.  Components of gasoline and diesel fuels 
include pollutants classified as carcinogens, such as benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 1,3-
butadiene and diesel particulate matter, as noted in the references cited in the comment (see 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/f02004.pdf).  The impact from the changes in levels of potential toxic 
emissions from the alternatives studied would be relative to the change in congestion and vehicle 
miles traveled, which is discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS.  Table 3.2-5 provides a comparison 
of the difference in total emissions for criteria pollutants. 

Exposure to vehicle emissions could be reduced through fewer vehicle miles traveled, either by 
fewer cars on the road or shorter trips, and reduction in congestion. These measures are 
described in Section 3.1.3. 

USEPA-3
Section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS provides demographic and economic data for the City of Folsom. 
Reclamation has identified Census Tract-level data that is representative of the impact study area 
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in downtown Folsom. Based on 2000 Census data, Census Tract 84.04 is over 85 percent white, 
1.2 percent black or African American, 1.1 percent Native American, 2.6 percent Asian, 4 
percent from other races, and 5.4 percent from two or more races. In 1999, the median household 
income was $37,368 and the per capita income was $20,533. While lower than economic 
statistics citywide, the profile of the Census Tract area does not indicate that the area affected by 
the road closure is a minority or low-income area. Therefore, no minority or low-income 
populations would be disproportionately adversely affected by the proposed action for any of the 
resource areas analyzed.  

USEPA-4
The Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 may result in additional construction 
at Folsom Dam Road if new facilities are established. Reclamation would conduct the 
appropriate inventories and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer, as appropriate, 
once the location of these facilities is identified.   

Traffic is an existing fact within the city of Folsom. The transportation infrastructure and use of 
roads and highways are part of the built environment. An increase in the amount of traffic is 
associated with the Folsom Dam Road closure, but this increase is consistent with current use of 
the existing road system. 

The Folsom Historic District is a designation developed by the City of Folsom. The district has 
not been evaluated for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. The district is not a 
historic property under the auspices of the National Historic Preservation Act and, therefore, 
perceived impacts to the district cannot be addressed under the Section 106 process. 
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COMMENT: JOHN T. DOOLITTLE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES



 Appendix E1 
 Federal Agency Comments and Responses 

Page E1-13

 Appendix E1 
 Federal Agency Comments and Responses 

Page E1-14

RESPONSE: JOHN T. DOOLITTLE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Doolittle-1
The opinion expressed in the comment that limited, monitored public access would meet both 
safety and transportation needs for affected communities has been noted. In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative. For a complete 
description of the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, see Section 2.2.2. 

Doolittle-2
Reclamation shares the concern about the security surrounding Folsom Dam as well as the 
recognition of the importance of Folsom Dam Road to the regional transportation network. The 
EIS discusses the history of the road and its importance to the transportation system in Section 
1.2.3. Until such time that the risk became evident and an emergency action had to be taken, 
Reclamation continued to provide relatively unfettered access to vehicles on Folsom Dam Road, 
in recognition of the road’s growing importance to communities in and around Folsom. The only 
exceptions were intermittent closures of the road that were required for maintenance and repair 
activities. 

The February 2003 road closure has resulted in adverse impacts to local and regional traffic. The 
operating conditions of local roads prior to the closure, after the closure, and after 
implementation of the Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming program are described in 
Sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.1.1.3. Associated impacts to the local economy and air quality are 
discussed in Section 3.4.2 and Section 3.2.2, respectively.

The Folsom Bridge Project being planned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently 
undergoing environmental review and is slated for implementation by December 2007. Once it is 
operational, as assumed in the traffic analysis for the 2013 scenarios, some of the anticipated 
traffic congestion will be offset. The traffic impacts associated with continued growth and the 
Folsom Bridge Project are described in Section 3.1.2.

The Folsom Bridge Project does not address the security risks associated with public access on 
Folsom Dam Road. These are risks that have to be addressed by the proposed project. The 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 is intended to alleviate some traffic 
congestion during peak commute hours and address security needs in the near term. 

Doolittle-3
Approximately 18,000 vehicles crossed Folsom Dam Road on a daily basis prior to the indefinite 
closure that Reclamation imposed on February 28, 2003. The road closure caused changes in 
traffic patterns in the area. These changes in traffic patterns, in turn, have contributed to other 
changes identified in the EIS, including (but not limited to): the operational efficiency of select 
roadways and intersections; fuel consumption due to an increase in vehicle miles traveled; an 
increase in accidents; and business revenue losses as accessibility changes and people make 
different choices about where to dine and shop. However, these were not isolated changes. The 
City of Folsom and surrounding communities continued to grow; new businesses continued to 
establish themselves in the area; and the City of Folsom took measures to redirect traffic as a 
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response to the closure of Folsom Dam Road. All of these factors have contributed to the impacts 
that have occurred since February 2003.

Reclamation recognizes the contributing impacts of the February 2003 road closure. The 
Preferred Alternative (Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2), as designated in 
the Final EIS, aims to provide a compromise between the imminent security needs for the 
Folsom Dam facilities and the need to minimize adverse environmental impacts in the region. 
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COMMENT: CHER DANIELS, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
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RESPONSE: CHER DANIELS, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CDC-1
Reclamation notes the California Department of Corrections’ opinion that Restricted Access 
Alternative 3 would best suit prison operations without significantly compromising the security 
of the Folsom Dam or increasing the threat to public safety. In the Final EIS, Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 has been designated as the Preferred Alternative. The final selection of an 
alternative will be made in the Record of Decision. 
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COMMENT: SCOTT NAKAJI, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND 
RECREATION
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RESPONSE: SCOTT NAKAJI, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND 
RECREATION

DPR-1
As noted in the comment, the California Department of Parks and Recreation’s (DPR’s) law 
enforcement staff have been provided emergency access during the current indefinite closure. 
Under all alternatives, this access would continue. Other fire, law enforcement, and emergency 
response agencies that respond to incidents on Reclamation and DPR lands within the State 
Recreation Area would also be provided access to Folsom Dam Road. Reclamation will 
coordinate independently with agencies that would require emergency access on the road. 

DPR-2
In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative. 
Under this alternative, access across Folsom Dam Road would be permitted for 3-hour periods 
during the morning and evening peak commute times from Monday to Friday. Under the 
Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, access to Observation Point would be 
permitted during the hours that the road is open. 

The final selection of an alternative will be made in the Record of Decision. Under any 
alternative selected, access to Observation Point may be considered. 

DPR-3
Changes to reservoir surface elevations that would preclude the use of recreational facilities 
would occur in the event of a dam failure. This is described in Section 3.8.2.1 and has been 
omitted as a criterion for evaluation of environmental impacts to all alternatives in Section 3.8.2, 
per the comment. 

DPR-4
The text in Section 3.8.2.2 has been modified to reflect the information regarding impacts to 
recreation use on weekday evenings. 

DPR-5
The text in Section 3.8.2.2 has been modified to state that not all of the facilities on each side of 
the lake are comparable, and residents near the lake seeking those facilities could be affected by 
increased travel times. 

DPR-6
The assessment of impacts to recreation users who travel to the area was based on data from 
surveys performed for the Central Valley Improvement Act Environmental Impact Statement.  
That information was relatively regional and not as aggregated to smaller survey areas, such as 
that referenced in this comment.  The Draft EIS noted that the majority of users at Folsom Lake 
are from the “Sacramento River Region” (Shasta to the Delta, including the foothill 
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communities).  The data referenced by the DPR in the comment indicate that within the broad 
region referred to the Draft EIS, the majority of those users are from the more local communities 
surrounding Folsom Lake.  Those residents in the local communities, if seeking recreational use 
during peak travel times at facilities across the lake from where they reside, would be impacted 
by increased congestion associated with the road closure.  It is possible that this could induce 
people to use other facilities that do not require crossing through congested areas, or to not use 
the facilities during peak traffic periods, or to use the facilities less.  The Draft EIS notes that 
recorded recreational use at the lake has not noticeably changed after the road closure in 2003, 
although, as noted in the comment, not as much is known about specifics of where the users of 
the facilities reside.  Therefore, it is logical that increased congestion that affects local residents 
in their daily lives would also affect residents who seek recreational opportunities at facilities 
that require crossing the lake or traveling through the City of Folsom. However, this impact 
would primarily occur during the peak daily travel times, and it cannot be defined more 
specifically using existing data. 

DPR-7
The discussion about the road closure potentially increasing pressure on existing trails, as well as 
the note that this effect may be caused more by growth in the area, is a general statement not 
based on any survey data.  It is speculative and has been deleted from the Final EIS.    

DPR-8
The full road closure does inconvenience some recreation users, as noted in this comment, and 
this is stated in Section 3.8.2 under the discussions of different recreational users.  However, 
Section 3.8.2 also points out that the recorded statistical use at recreational facilities has not 
declined since the closure, indicating that the inconvenience has not deterred overall use. 

The recommendation that Reclamation should contribute to the development of recreational 
facilities proportional to the impact of the road closure is noted. The description of mitigation for 
the Long-Term Closure Alternative (the former Preferred Alternative) has been modified to note 
this recommendation. If the Long-Term Closure Alternative were to be pursued as a Preferred 
Alternative (it is no longer the recommended Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS), information 
from the DPR in visitor use changes could be considered in evaluating an actual impact. 

DPR-9
Reclamation notes DPR’s concern regarding impacts to access that may result from inspection 
facilities constructed to implement either the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 or Restricted Access Alternative 3. If either of these alternatives is selected, 
Reclamation will involve DPR in the design review of the program. 

 Appendix E2 
 State Agency Comments and Responses 

Page E2-10

COMMENT: JODY JONES, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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RESPONSE: JODY JONES, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Caltrans-1
The California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) opinion that Folsom Dam Road 
should be reopened to traffic to the maximum extent possible, with commute periods being the 
highest priority, is noted.

Reclamation recognizes the growing importance of Folsom Dam Road in a regional context, and 
the topic is discussed in Section 1.2.3 of the EIS. That a public highway was not built and that 
Folsom Dam Road was not designated as a State route were presented as factual background in a 
historical context in Section 1.2.1. The statements are not intended to undermine the importance 
of the road, which is described in Section 1.2.3 and in Section 3.1 of the EIS. 

Reclamation notes Caltrans’ opinion that the road should be kept open with the selection of 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 until an alternate route has been constructed. In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been designated the Preferred Alternative. The final 
selection of an alternative will be made in the Record of Decision. 
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RESPONSE TO CITY OF FOLSOM LETTER 

City of Folsom-1 
The City of Folsom has summarized its comments, which are individually addressed throughout 
the remainder of the responses to comments. 

City of Folsom-2 
Reclamation is committed to conducting a thorough review of environmental impacts associated 
with each of the alternatives under consideration for public access to Folsom Dam Road, as 
demonstrated by the EIS process.  The City’s recommendation that Restricted Access Alternative 
2 be adopted as the Preferred Alternative is noted.  Following completion of the Draft EIS and 
public review period, Reclamation has revised the Preferred Alternative to the Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 (referred to in the Final EIS as the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2). A final selection will be made in the Record of Decision.   

City of Folsom-3 
The City’s opinion is noted.  Under the alternatives that would reopen the road, the EIS identifies 
beneficial impacts such as lower traffic congestion on some streets and fewer vehicle miles 
traveled.  However, the EIS also identifies adverse impacts associated with reopening the road, 
such as those related to security risks. As both beneficial and adverse impacts are identified, 
Reclamation intends to complete the environmental review process, regardless of the alternative 
selected.

City of Folsom-4 
The EIS discusses the USACE’s Folsom Bridge Project (referred to in the Draft EIS as the 
Folsom Bypass Project) in Section 3.11.2.3 of the EIS as a related but independent project.
Planning, design, environmental review, approval of permits, and construction of the bridge is 
currently underway, with a relatively condensed schedule considering the type of project and the 
time typically required for other similar bridge projects. Partial funding has been identified.  The 
planned completion and opening date is set for December 2007 (at the time this EIS was being 
prepared).  Once the bridge is open, Folsom Dam Road would then be permanently closed.  As a 
mitigation measure for traffic-related impacts from closing Folsom Dam Road, the completion of 
the proposed bridge would not be effective in reducing any impacts until after 2007.  In 
comparison, allowing restricted use of Folsom Dam Road (e.g., EIS Restricted Access 
Alternatives 2 or 3) would have a beneficial effect in reducing traffic impacts as soon as the 
alternative can be implemented, as has been noted in the City’s comment and other comments on 
the Draft EIS.  In addition, as per Response to City of Folsom-3, above, the beneficial effects of 
reopening the road on a restricted basis would negate the need for consideration of mitigation.  
For these reasons, with the change in the Preferred Alternative to Restricted Access Alternative 2 
for the Final EIS, no further mitigation is presented. 
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City of Folsom-5 
In the letters submitted to Reclamation following the February 2003 road closure, the City of 
Folsom identified measures to increase security on Folsom Dam Road without completely 
closing the road. In Reclamation’s judgment, items identified in the letters are not true 
alternatives, but actions that could be part of an alternative. As such, many of them have been 
incorporated as features of the restricted access alternatives and are included in the alternative 
descriptions in Section 2. The City’s proposed road opening scenarios are addressed in the Final 
EIS as the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access 
Alternative 3, which are described in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, respectively.

City of Folsom-6 
The four alternatives selected for detailed evaluation in the EIS are described in the Executive 
Summary and in Section 2.2. The discussions in the EIS state that the No Action Alternative 
does not meet the purpose and need of the project.  Each of the action alternatives, however, is 
consistent with the purpose and need. In the Final EIS, following review of public comments 
received on the Draft EIS and review of the City of Folsom’s proposed operational plan (FTOP) 
that was submitted during the comment period, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been 
designated as the Preferred Alternative.

Both the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Alternative 3 
provide vehicle screening and access across Folsom Dam Road.  In that sense, both alternatives 
provide additional security, as compared to the pre-February 2003 level of access that is 
envisioned in the No Action Alternative. As noted in Section 2.2, a key element of both of these 
alternatives is that a security review would be required of every vehicle using the road. In order 
to achieve the City’s goals of traffic flow through inspection stations and across the road, the 
average time required to inspect vehicles on-site would have to be minimized.  Therefore, a key 
element of these alternatives would be the use of permits or vehicle prescreening before access to 
the road is allowed.  This proposed system relies on a one-time inspection of a vehicle with 
limited random searches on-site.  

The Draft EIS identified that with the conceptual definition of the proposed screening process, 
the restricted access alternatives would not minimize risk to the extent that would be achieved 
with full closure of the road.  Following consultation with the City and further definition of 
proposed security measures, Reclamation has determined that the risk would be mitigated to an 
acceptable level.  Tables ES-1 and 2-1 provide a comparison of the four alternatives.  In the 
Draft EIS, these tables defined Restricted Access Alternatives 2 and 3 as consistent with the 
purpose and need, but in relative terms, they do not provide the same level of security associated 
with the long-term closure of Folsom Dam Road.  They have been revised for the Final EIS to 
identify that they provide an acceptable level of security to allow restricted or controlled access 
along Folsom Dam Road. 

City of Folsom-7 
See Responses to City of Folsom-3 and -4. 
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City of Folsom-8 
The description of Folsom Dam Road presented at the beginning of Section 1.2.1 characterizes 
the road in the context of its historical origin.  It is presented as background information and is 
not intended to misrepresent the current importance of the road.  The use and maintenance of the 
road for public use, however, was not an authorized expenditure for Reclamation. Reclamation 
has borne these expenses over the years. 

Within the discussion in Section 1.2.1, the EIS also states that “growth within the City of Folsom 
and other surrounding cities and communities has resulted in drivers relying on Folsom Dam 
Road as a traffic artery,” in recognition of the importance of Folsom Dam Road to the region.  In 
addition, Section 1.2.3 further emphasizes the importance of Folsom Dam Road to the public, 
indicating that (1) the road provided the most northeasterly of only three roadways that crossed 
Folsom Lake, Folsom Dam, and Lake Natoma; (2) its importance grew substantially with the 
growth in Folsom and nearby Sierra Foothill communities; and (3) nearly 18,000 vehicles 
crossed the road on a daily basis before its closure in 2003.

City of Folsom-9 
Based on available data, additional information on the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3 has been included in the transportation 
analysis (Section 3.1)

The SACMET model has been validated to produce daily (24-hour) traffic volume projections.  
It has not been validated for peak-hour or peak-period conditions and therefore cannot be used or 
run directly to prepare peak-hour or peak-period traffic volume projections.  This distinction is 
important because the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted 
Access Alternative 3 would reopen Folsom Dam Road only during peak periods.  The model was 
run both with Folsom Dam Road open and closed to provide information regarding daily traffic 
volume shifts.  The results of these model runs were used to develop growth rates, which were 
then applied to existing volumes (both with and without the road closed) to develop 2005 daily 
roadway segment and peak-hour intersection traffic projections for all of the alternatives.  Model 
runs were used to develop magnitudes of daily traffic volume increases that were used to develop 
daily 2013 traffic projections for all alternatives.

Under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted Access 
Alternative 3, Folsom Dam Road would remain open only until such time that the Folsom Bridge 
Project is implemented. The analysis presented in Section 3.1 assumes that by 2013, the Folsom 
Bridge Project would be operational and Folsom Dam Road would be closed to public access. 
Therefore, in 2013 Folsom Dam Road would be closed under all action alternatives and the 
vehicle miles traveled for each scenario would be the same.  

City of Folsom-10 
The evaluation of air quality for Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 has been updated and revised in Section 3.2.  Emissions and analysis for all 
alternatives have been calculated and discussed in that section of the Final EIS. 
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City of Folsom-11 
The primary difference between the long-term closure of Folsom Dam Road and the restricted 
access alternatives is that under both of the restricted access alternatives, the road would be open 
to the public during peak commute hours on Monday through Friday.  Like the long-term closure 
alternative, under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and under 
Restricted Access Alternative 3, the road would remain closed during off-peak hours and on 
weekends.  While vehicular traffic would return to streets with businesses most affected by the 
closure, the hours as defined for both restricted access alternatives would be limited (Preferred 
Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 would be open in both directions for 3-hour 
periods in the morning and afternoon/evening, and Restricted Access Alternative 3 would be 
open in one direction only for 2-hour periods in the morning and afternoon/evening).  From an 
economic standpoint, because there would be less congestion during the hours that the road is 
open, the number of customers that can access local businesses would increase.  In addition, 
access for employees who used the road for commuting would improve.  However, access would 
be limited to peak commute hours.  Among businesses that depend on customers’ access to their 
establishments, only those establishments that conduct a large volume of their business during 
commute hours would likely benefit.

A number of commenters have indicated that changes in traffic patterns have affected their 
activities during off-peak and weekend hours.  Access to activities such as doctors’ visits, 
shopping, and dining may not change significantly with limited access to Folsom Dam Road.  
Given these conditions, although the restricted access alternatives would alleviate traffic 
congestion during commute times, the increase in business revenues would still be limited by the 
hours of access on Folsom Dam Road.  It is not possible to quantify how many customers may 
decide to patronize downtown businesses during peak commute hours.  The economic impact of 
the two restricted access alternatives will depend on the choices individuals make, the type of 
business, and the average time spent at a particular business establishment.  The impacts are 
characterized in relative terms in Sections 3.4.2.2 and 3.4.2.3 for each of the restricted access 
alternatives. 

City of Folsom-12 
As noted in Response to City of Folsom-11, traffic congestion on roads affected by the February 
2003 closure of Folsom Dam Road would only decrease during peak hours when Folsom Dam 
Road is open.  Based on the definitions of the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 and Restricted Access Alternative 3 in the Final EIS, these two restricted opening 
scenarios would be in place until the Folsom Bridge Project is operational.  Under these 
circumstances, long-term commercial growth patterns in areas immediately affected by the road 
closure would likely remain as they would under the long-term closure scenario, as described in 
Section 3.4.2.2 and 3.4.2.3. 

City of Folsom-13 
The City’s recommendation is noted.  In the Final EIS, Restricted Access Alternative 2 has been 
designated as the Preferred Alternative. 
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City of Folsom-14 
Security risks to the facility formed the basis for the action to restrict access on Folsom Dam 
Road. Because of the sensitive nature of these risks, they are not detailed in the EIS, but are 
described in relative terms. 

City of Folsom-15 
Reclamation notes that the City’s proposal, referred to herein as the FTOP, addresses 
information related to security of the facility and is not reproduced. Reclamation’s security staff 
have considered the details of the FTOP and believe the EIS analysis covers the range of impacts 
that would result from the implementation of the FTOP under Restricted Access Alternative 2. 
Following detailed review of the FTOP as well as public input received during the comment 
period, Reclamation has designated Restricted Access Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative 
in the Final EIS. A detailed description of the Preferred Alternative is presented in Section 2.2.2. 
This description incorporates the key features of the City’s FTOP, as summarized in the City’s 
comments. The EIS analysis reflects the impacts associated with these features. 

City of Folsom-16 
The subject of the EIS, as defined by the purpose and need (Section 1.1), is limited to public 
access to Folsom Dam Road. If, or as, other security measures are identified that are separate 
from and independent of any roadway restrictions, they would also be subject to review and 
further action. 

City of Folsom-17 
Following the submittal and consideration of the FTOP, Reclamation has designated Alternative 
2 as the Preferred Alternative.  Regardless of the designation of a Preferred Alternative for 
purposes of the EIS, risks and vulnerabilities of facilities owned and operated by Reclamation 
are evaluated individually and in depth through multiple security assessments. Actions taken by 
Reclamation to protect and secure each of its facilities are unique to those facilities, as noted in 
the comment, and may differ when compared to each other. In the example given in the 
comment, both Hoover Dam and Folsom Dam are significant Reclamation facilities. However, 
the security conditions are distinct (for example, the bridge associated with Hoover Dam was 
authorized prior to September 2001 for reasons other than security), and therefore actions being 
taken to secure each of the facilities are different. 

City of Folsom-18 
The Final EIS designates Restricted Access Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative.   

As referenced in this comment, the Draft EIS noted that “additional environmental review and 
permitting requirements would also likely be associated with these alternatives” (Draft EIS page 
2-7).  That statement was based on the conceptual plan presented by the City (and summarized in 
the Draft EIS in Section 2.2.3).  The plan involves implementation of additional security 
measures, which may involve installation of new inspection facilities or minor roadway 
modifications to accommodate the facilities.  These facilities are addressed in the Draft EIS to 
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the extent they were defined at the time, which was at a conceptual level.  If final design plans 
for the inspection and traffic management measures needed to implement opening of the road are 
consistent with the descriptions of the alternatives and their impacts presented in the Draft EIS, 
then no further work may be required.  The statement that additional environmental review and 
permitting would be required for the alternatives was deleted from the Final EIS as it is 
speculative. 

City of Folsom-19 
The need to make a decision regarding public access to Folsom Dam Road in 2003 came from 
security concerns and the safety risks to the integrity of the dam structure and to the people 
living and working in the area.  The stated purpose and need for the proposed action reflects this, 
and the alternatives analyzed are evaluated on this basis.  As stated, the Folsom Bridge Project is 
not a viable alternative to fulfill this purpose and need.  The definition of the purpose and need 
(Section 1.1) underscores the importance of security and safety above all other issues.  The 
environmental considerations, however, are not insignificant.  Each of the impacts associated 
with each of the alternatives is analyzed and described at length in the EIS, and the Preferred 
Alternative has been changed to Restricted Access Alternative 2 in the Final EIS.  See Response 
to City of Folsom-4 for further discussion of the Folsom Bridge Project as mitigation.  

City of Folsom-20 
Based on clarifications provided by the City, corrections have been made to the EIS Executive 
Summary section “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration” and 
Section 2.3.

City of Folsom-21 
The intersection level of service (LOS) analysis for the No Action Alternative/baseline 
conditions does assume that the Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming Program is in place. 
Traffic volumes for this scenario used in the analysis were estimated by applying growth rates to 
the existing (2004 post-closure with the traffic calming program in place) traffic counts to 
represent 2005 conditions. Traffic volumes were then adjusted to account for Folsom Dam Road 
being open.

Year 2005 traffic projections for the No Action Alternative have been adjusted to remove the 
effect of the City’s traffic calming program being in place, and intersection levels of service were 
recalculated. The results are presented in the following table. 
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2005 No Action Intersection Levels of Service  
(With and Without the Traffic Calming Program in Place) 

With Program Without Program
Intersection Peak Hour

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

 Folsom-Auburn Road / Folsom Dam Road 
AM 
PM

>80
>80

F
F

68
>80

E
F

 E. Natoma Street / Folsom Dam Road 
AM 
PM

42
33

D
C

49
39

D
D

 Folsom-Auburn Road / Oak Avenue Parkway 
AM 
PM

60
51

E
D

40
22

D
C

 Folsom-Auburn Road / Greenback Lane 
AM 
PM

>80
>80

F
F

>80
79

F
E

 Riley Street / Scott Street 
AM 
PM

4*
7*

A
A

47* 
16* 

D
B

 Riley Street / Leidesdorff Street 
AM 
PM

4*
9*

A
A

4*
6*

A
A

 Riley Street / Sutter Street 
AM 
PM

4*
16* 

A
B

5*
15* 

A
B

 Riley Street / Natoma Street 
AM 
PM

52* 
79* 

D
E

47* 
>80

D
F

 Folsom Boulevard / Natoma Street 
AM 
PM

25* 
38* 

C
D

23* 
17* 

C
B

 Natoma Street / Coloma Street 
AM 
PM

17* 
27* 

B
C

16* 
29* 

B
C

Source:  Fehr & Peers, 2004 and 2005. 
* Delay is higher than indicated and LOS may be worse due to queue spillback from upstream intersection. 

City of Folsom-22 
Reclamation’s traffic consultant contacted City staff prior to the start of the analysis to obtain all 
available traffic count data.  The City of Folsom provided historical traffic counts as part of the 
Folsom Dam Road Access Restriction EIS work as well as the Folsom Bridge Project on or 
before May 10, 2004, but it did not include the Folsom-Auburn Road/Greenback Lane 
intersection for pre-closure conditions. It is unclear why the City did not provide this data if they 
did indeed have it in their files. The Folsom-Auburn Road and Greenback Lane intersection was 
evaluated for existing conditions (post-closure before and after implementation of the City’s 
traffic calming program) and for 2005 conditions for all of the alternatives, as shown in Tables 
3.1-3 and 3.1-6. Therefore, it was included in the analysis. 
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City of Folsom-23 
As noted in the comment, the increase in accidents has generally kept pace with the average 
population and housing growth over the past seven years.  In Section 3.1.1.3 (“Accident Data”) 
of the Draft EIS, Reclamation states that there was an increase in accidents in 2003–2004 on 
roadways that experienced increased traffic congestion following closure of Folsom Dam Road.  
However, to establish a trend, consistent data are needed to demonstrate that the increase 
continues over a period of time.  With only two years of historical accident data, Reclamation 
had insufficient data to establish a trend at the time of the preparation of this EIS.  The fact that a 
trend cannot be established is not intended to imply that the reported increase in accidents is not 
of importance. 

City of Folsom-24 
The intersection of Folsom-Auburn Road and Greenback Lane is included in the analysis, as 
presented in Tables 3.1-3 and 3.1-6. 

City of Folsom-25 
This correction has been made throughout the EIS. 

City of Folsom-26 
Tables 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 present information on other roadway segments and intersections that 
have been affected by the road closure. While other roadway segments and intersections were 
clearly affected by the closure, only those that would most be affected by the alternatives were 
included in the analysis to compare their relative traffic impacts. 

City of Folsom-27 
The location of one of the turn restrictions at the Sutter Street/Riley Street intersection was 
incorrectly identified in the Draft EIS. The figures have been corrected in the Final EIS. Vehicles 
were observed making the restricted movements during the traffic counts. The intersection 
operations were evaluated based on the counts, with vehicles making the restricted movements. 
Therefore, the error on the figures does not affect the analysis results. 

City of Folsom-28 
See Response to City of Folsom-8. Segments of this roadway were evaluated in the Draft EIS.
Year 2005 and 2013 roadway operations impacts are presented in Tables 3.1-5 and 3.1-9, 
respectively. Roadway segments on Folsom-Auburn Road/Folsom Boulevard are shown 
degrading from LOS D to LOS F under the Long-Term Closure Alternative and are identified as 
a noticeable, adverse impact in Section 3.1.2.4 (“Roadway Operations”). In the Final EIS, 
Restricted Access Alternative 2 is designated as the Preferred Alternative. Tables 3.1-5 and 3.1-9 
demonstrate that under this alternative, operations deteriorate from LOS D to F (similar to the 
Long-Term Closure Alternative) in all cases except on Folsom-Auburn Road, between Folsom 
Dam Road and Inwood Road in 2005. 
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City of Folsom-29 
Reclamation believes the statements made in Section 3.1.1.3 (“Folsom Historic District Traffic 
Calming Program”) to be correct with respect to the Traffic Calming Program.  The Draft EIS 
did state that the City’s Traffic calming program was implemented in response to the traffic 
pattern changes that followed the closure of Folsom Dam Road (see first paragraph under 
“Existing (Post-Closure) Traffic Conditions,” Section 3.1.1.3). 

City of Folsom-30 
Reclamation notes that the February 2003 closure of Folsom Dam Road resulted in the loss of an 
important crossing of the American River. The significance of the impact is described in Section 
1.2.3 of the EIS.

City of Folsom-31 
The City’s street LOS policy was incorporated into the Draft EIS. Section 3.1 (“Traffic Level of 
Service Descriptions”) states, “The City of Folsom’s goal is to achieve or maintain LOS C 
operations throughout the city. In this analysis, levels of services that are worse than ‘C’ (i.e., 
LOS D, E, and F) are noted as functioning at a level that is below the locally established 
criterion.”  Regarding the NEPA citation, it appears to apply to the decision to prepare an EIS, 
which has been accomplished.  Furthermore, the impacts of traffic congestion noted in the 
comment have been identified in the EIS as exceeding local criteria, with resulting adverse 
impacts (discussed in Section 3.1.2). 

City of Folsom-32 
The City indicates that the rerouting of traffic through sensitive areas violates Policy 1.6 of the 
Folsom General Plan, stating: “Folsom’s historic district shall be enhanced and maintained 
through the improvement of public facilities.” The EIS identifies in Section 3.1.1.3 that traffic 
congestion will increase on road segments that were congested prior to the road closure. 
Approximately 9,000 more vehicles per day have been diverted to the Rainbow Bridge and Lake 
Natoma Crossing. The added congestion from these crossings will increase volumes on Folsom-
Auburn Road and Riley Street through the center on the Folsom Historic District, reducing the 
ease of traffic movement. It is important to note that the levels of service for the road segments 
studied in downtown Folsom (at LOS D or F) were below the City’s stated goal of LOS C prior 
to the road closure. With the limited level of traffic data prior to and after the road closure, it is 
difficult to determine whether impacts caused by through traffic are occurring solely due to the 
road closure.  Additionally, there is no quantitative method for determining the negative quality-
of-life effects of added congestion upon the goal of maintaining the uniqueness and identity of 
the downtown area.  However, a large number of commenters on the Draft EIS expressed this 
concern and effect. Reclamation has noted this “qualitative assessment” of conditions in the 
discussion of impacts to economic and social conditions (Section 3.4.2). 

City of Folsom-33 
Section 3.10.2 of the EIS discusses the impacts of the proposed alternatives on public service and 
safety. In regard to the example cited in the comment, the EIS states that, under the Long-Term 
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Closure Alternative, “emergency vehicle access provides a response route between Folsom-
Auburn Road and East Natoma Street generally equivalent to that available under the No Action 
Alternative.” This statement refers specifically to the route in question, Folsom Dam Road, and 
not to the larger issue of traffic circulation changes resulting from the road closure. The EIS 
describes the observations of the Folsom police and fire departments about emergency response 
effects following the road closure in Section 3.10.2.2, including an increase in accidents (detailed 
in Section 3.1.1.3); a reduction in average emergency response times; and staff overtime spent 
responding to additional calls, incidents, or traffic management needs.   

The EIS also states that, apart from other factors such as congestion that existed before the 
closure, congestion related to the Folsom Historic District Traffic Calming Program, and 
congestion related to land use development, a long-term closure of Folsom Dam Road would 
continue to impact some project area roadways. An analysis of travel times was performed for 
four different routes and is discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS.  The evaluation shows that 
reopening the road (represented by the No Action Alternative) would reduce travel times on the 
study routes compared to the Long-Term Closure Alternative and both restricted access 
alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2.  The analysis 
evaluates only a typical vehicle in traffic; emergency response vehicles with activated sirens and 
lights could gain some advantage where other vehicles can yield and make way for them.  Under 
congested conditions, however, delay would still be greater with the Long-Term Closure 
Alternative than with either the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 or 
Restricted Access Alternative 3.  The Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 
would allow use of Folsom Dam Road for a 3-hour period in the morning and in the 
afternoon/evening, which would improve traffic conditions during that time period.  Likewise, 
Restricted Access Alternative 3 would also allow use of the road, but for a 2-hour period in the 
morning and in the afternoon/evening.

Reclamation has determined that the No Action Alternative would pose an unacceptable risk 
with respect to public safety. Failure of Folsom Dam would create substantial impacts to public 
services and facilities, both short-term and long-term (until the facility could be restored). These 
impacts would extend to both emergency services and public facilities/services.  

Reclamation notes the other emergency response issues cited in the comment. The impacts of 
each alternative, and their relative magnitude, are being taken into account in Reclamation’s 
decision-making process along with the security issues at hand. Following the February 2003 
road closure, Reclamation coordinated with the City of Folsom on procedures for emergency 
vehicles to use Folsom Dam Road for emergency situations. Security guards have been available 
to facilitate such a need (under any action alternative). The Department of Parks and 
Recreation’s law enforcement personnel have accessed Folsom Dam Road on several occasions, 
but Reclamation is not aware of any use by the City or specific issues with respect to access not 
being made available to emergency response providers.

In regard to the statement that the road closure interferes with Policy 16.1 of the Folsom General 
Plan, it is Reclamation’s understanding that the policy pertains to the planning and development 
of new fire and police department substations.  The increased congestion associated with the 
closure of the road and with each of the alternatives evaluated would affect those response times 
during peak periods of traffic in the City. Reclamation’s designation of Restricted Access 
Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative provides the greatest traffic capacity of the alternatives 
studied during peak traffic periods, except for full reopening of the road (the No Action 
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Alternative).  Allowing emergency response access to Folsom Dam Road recognizes the need to 
conform to the General Plan by maintaining a maximum emergency response time while 
protecting the public and downstream resources by providing security to Folsom Dam facilities.  

City of Folsom-34 
The impact assessment methodology for emergency response times accounted for a number of 
factors in addition to traffic counts, as described in Response to City of Folsom-33.  Traffic 
counts address vehicle movements through intersections by measuring both the level of service 
and delay times associated with the intersection. Intersections where delay times may be greater 
due to queue spillback (or “stacking”) from upstream congestion were identified as part of the 
transportation analysis and are indicated in Tables 3.1-3 and 3.1-6 of the EIS.

Although traffic counts do not consider widths of the rights-of-way and the ability to yield to 
oncoming emergency response vehicles, as the comment points out, the EIS identifies mitigation 
measures that at least partially address these issues.  Section 3.1.3.2 discusses measures that 
include adding lanes where right-of-way is available and implementing traffic control systems 
such as an Intelligent Transportation System Plan and an Automated Vehicle Locator system that 
would improve the movement of traffic and emergency response vehicles. 

City of Folsom-35 
As discussed in Appendix B.2, the Folsom/Sacramento area has recorded violations of ozone and 
particulate matter and is a nonattainment area for those pollutants.  The region is in attainment 
for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide (i.e., no violations of the standards 
have been recently recorded). The air quality analysis presented in Section 3.2.2 concludes that 
the closure of Folsom Dam Road is not expected to cause an exceedance or add to an exceedance 
of the ambient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and ozone. 
Emissions under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2, and each of the 
other alternatives evaluated, would be within the State Implementation Plan budget surplus for 
all three pollutants, and the emission estimates for ozone precursors for all study years are below 
those used by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District for determining 
whether further analysis is warranted. 

City of Folsom-36 
The 2013 study year included in the EIS was chosen, among other reasons, to represent a 
reasonable future date by which the proposed Folsom Bridge Project would be completed and 
open. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), responsible for the planning and design of 
the project, has estimated a completion date of December 2007 at the time the studies for this 
EIS were prepared. Most major transportation projects for roads and bridges proceed with 
planning and environmental review, even though they may be only partially funded or designated 
for funding during the planning process. The 2013 date used provides an extended period beyond 
the USACE’s schedule to reasonably account for potential unknowns in the completion of the 
Folsom Bridge Project.  See also Response to City of Folsom-4. 
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City of Folsom-37 
The EIS evaluated localized carbon monoxide (CO) impacts related to future projected traffic 
levels for each of the alternatives. The concentrations of CO are higher with the road closed, but 
even when the modeled levels are added to existing monitored CO levels that already exist in the 
project area, the totals are well under State and Federal air quality standards for all alternatives. 
This is discussed in the EIS in Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2. In performing the CO modeling 
assessment, two worst-case traffic intersections were evaluated that represent the highest 
potential impacts because of the high traffic levels and the location of homes and other land uses 
nearby where people might be affected. These locations were the intersections of Riley Street 
and Natoma Street, mentioned in the comment, and Folsom-Auburn Road and Greenback Lane. 
“Receptor” locations were designated in the model to represent homes and other land uses where 
people might be exposed to elevated CO emissions related to traffic congestion. Carbon 
monoxide is a pollutant that disperses with distance from its source (e.g., roadways carrying 
traffic), and therefore the closer to a congested roadway, the higher the expected exposure. 
Modeled receptor locations were selected along or adjacent to the intersection roads modeled, 
which would be expected to receive the highest concentrations. The model also creates worst-
case (highest concentration) conditions by accumulating CO over the length of the roadway, or 
modeled “link.” Locations such as the Montessori School, Sutter Middle School, and Folsom 
Lake High School (all on Riley Street) are at levels at or below those modeled for the busy 
intersection of Riley Street and Natoma Street, and would be below the State and Federal 
standards. The intersection of Coloma Street and Natoma Street has similar conditions and traffic 
levels, and concentrations would be the same. Air quality concentration standards are based on 
exposures that protect the health of the most vulnerable populations, such as children and the 
elderly.

In conclusion, the modeling and impact analysis of traffic congestion under the different 
alternatives showed a change of less than 1 part per million for CO between the No Action 
Alternative and the most congested of the alternatives (the Long-Term Closure Alternative). 
When the predicted CO concentrations from the traffic conditions are added to monitored 
background levels of CO to yield total concentrations that a person might be exposed to, those 
concentrations are well below the limits established for health protection under Federal and State 
standards. 

City of Folsom-38 
Section 3.4 identifies that businesses on key routes affected by the road closure have reported 
declines.  A number of businesses located on roadways that were affected by changes in traffic 
patterns following the February 2003 road closure were surveyed for the EIS analysis.  As 
emphasized in Section 3.4.2, changes in traffic patterns caused by the road closure was cited as 
one of the contributing factors for a number of businesses that experienced a decline in revenues.  
However, the exact economic impact of the road closure on business revenues will vary from 
business to business.  In order to isolate this impact, the analysis would have to control for 
factors such as ongoing commercial growth in the area and business competition, industry-
specific trends, changes in demand, cost of goods and services, and other business-specific issues 
such as cost of property rental or the retirement of an owner/operator. These factors cannot be 
accurately quantified, but they would be reflected in the net business losses that were reported as 
part of the analysis. 
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Section 3.4.2 (in “Socioeconomic Effects Since 2003”) provides a detailed discussion of the 
range of impacts reported by individual businesses.  These impacts are summarized in Table 3.4-
9.  The sales impacts identified reflect loss of projected sales revenues. Therefore, they account 
for reduction in business size and lower-than-anticipated growth. The information provided by 
businesses was correlated with data provided by the City of Folsom. 

Section 3.4.2.1 discusses socioeconomic impacts that would result from restoring pre-February 
2003 access on Folsom Dam Road (the No Action Alternative). The analysis shows that 
reopening Folsom Dam Road would not restore traffic to pre-February 2003 levels because of 
factors such as continued citywide growth; however, the economic output for the City of Folsom 
would likely increase. The discussion also indicates that under this alternative, the dam would be 
exposed to a greater level of security risk.

City of Folsom-39 
Section 3.4 acknowledges that revenue declines reported by interviewed owners of businesses in 
the affected area ranged from zero to 60 percent and averaged 21 percent (Section 3.4.2.).  The 
socioeconomic analysis also states that revenue declines in any business may be attributable to 
many factors other than relative inaccessibility to customers, including competitive conditions 
and industry trends. 

Section 3.4 notes that for the City of Folsom, overall revenue declines among businesses in the 
area most impacted by closure of Folsom Dam Road (in late February 2003) may have been offset 
by revenue increases among businesses in other parts of the city (Section 3.4.2).  However, 
acknowledging some impacts on businesses in the affected area, it is not possible to estimate the 
overall economic impacts on Folsom without detailed data on the effects in each part of the city.
Further, taxable retail sales in Folsom increased by 8.2 percent between 2002 and 2003, the latest 
years for which data are available (see http://www.boe.ca.gov/news/tsalescont.htm; data for later 
periods are not available, but 2003 includes 10 months during which the road was closed).  For the 
same period, taxable retail sales for all of California rose 6.2 percent.  Moreover, the number of 
retail permits in Folsom rose from 717 in 2002 to 794 in 2003, and the total number of permits 
rose from 1,501 to 1,632 (see http://www.boe.ca.gov/news/tsalescont.htm).  Thus, while 
acknowledging impacts of the closure of Folsom Dam Road on businesses in the affected area, the 
data do not suggest either that overall retail sales for the City of Folsom have been severely 
affected or that on net, numbers of businesses have declined. 

The commenter also reports that specific sales and revenue data were readily available to 
Reclamation. However, as noted in Section 3.4.2 (“Data Limitations”), accurate assessment of 
the impacts of closure of Folsom Dam Road, exclusive of the other factors mentioned, would 
require extensive financial data on individual businesses inside and outside the affected area, 
before and since February 2003.  Some businesses provided partial data to the City of Folsom, 
which were in turn provided to the preparers.  However, data were provided for only a few 
businesses in the affected area and for different time periods.  Regardless, the information that 
was collected during the preparation of the Draft EIS and used to describe the economic effects 
occurring within the City of Folsom was consistent with the list of example businesses detailed 
in the City’s comment.  The Draft EIS identifies in Section 3.4.2 that businesses along congested 
routes have reported declines in sales or revenues, and that information was used in assessing 
impacts.   
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City of Folsom-40 
An input-output (I-O) model is used to measure the interrelationships among sectors in an 
economy.  To analyze the impacts of the No Action Alternative in this study (specifically, the 
effects of the loss of Reclamation’s Folsom facilities), an I-O model was developed for 
Sacramento County (as discussed in “Data Sources” in Section 3.4.2).  It was determined that 
this geographic level was appropriate in order to measure the potential impacts of breech of 
failure of Folsom Dam, since those impacts would occur throughout the county.  In contrast, the 
use of a Sacramento County I-O model to assess the impacts of closure of Folsom Dam Road 
would have been inappropriate, as noted in this comment, and was not used to assess the 
business impacts from the road closure (and alternatives) within the community of Folsom.  
Whether the road is open or closed (or any other variation or configuration of access across the 
road) does not affect the independent evaluation of downstream losses, which were estimated 
using the assistance of the model.  It would be logical to assume that many people who would 
patronize businesses in the affected area, but who avoid the area because of traffic congestion, 
would shop elsewhere in Sacramento County or, possibly, El Dorado or Placer Counties.  Thus, 
the business declines in the impacted Folsom area would be offset partially or totally by 
increased revenues for comparable businesses located in other parts of the county or in other 
counties. The use of an I-O model for Folsom itself (i.e., zip code 95630) to estimate the impacts 
of the closure of Folsom Dam Road would not be appropriate for comparable reasons and 
therefore was only used to support understanding the possible magnitude of losses associated 
with an impact to Reclamation’s facilities. 

City of Folsom-41 
The EIS evaluated mitigation measures for short- and long-term impacts, regardless of the fact 
that the road has already been closed.  For example, the mitigation measures considered potential 
options to improve traffic flow through intersections, noting that most intersection improvements 
that can readily be implemented have been carried out by the City. It does identify an 
intersection that can be further improved (by adding a turn lane at Folsom-Auburn Road/Oak 
Avenue Parkway) and intersections that cannot be readily mitigated without installation of major 
interchange-style structures within residential areas, creating substantial indirect impacts at 
significant cost.  Measures for noise abatement are likewise identified.  The impacts associated 
with these potential mitigation measures are also noted as already existing, and being 
incrementally contributed to by the closure of the road.  Alternatives to the closure of the road 
were evaluated, and ultimately the Preferred Alternative was revised to be the Restricted Access 
Alternative 2, which reduces or avoids many of the subject impacts. 

City of Folsom-42 
Partial opening of Folsom Dam Road is evaluated in the Draft EIS as Restricted Access 
Alternatives 2 and 3, and the Final EIS designates Restricted Access Alternative 2 as the 
Preferred Alternative. The Folsom Bridge Project as a mitigation measure could not be 
constructed for years (scheduled for December 2007), and therefore would be ineffective in the 
short term at addressing the issues raised in this comment. See also Response to City of Folsom-
4.  The recommendation for a measure to promote expeditious construction of the bridge is 
noted, and the USACE is proceeding with it as a high-priority project.  Any measure to 



 Appendix E3 
 Response to City of Folsom Letter 

Page E3-57

accelerate the USACE’s current schedule for the project would have to be implemented by the 
USACE. 

City of Folsom-43 
The potential grade separation of the Folsom-Auburn Road/Greenback Lane intersection as a 
mitigation measure was discussed with Mark Rackovan, City of Folsom Traffic Engineer, on 
August 2, 2004. At that time, the City was not considering a grade separation at this location, and 
such a separation was considered infeasible due to the amount of right-of-way required and the 
resulting encroachment of the structure on the adjacent properties.  For these reasons, this 
measure was identified as infeasible in the Draft EIS. 

City of Folsom-44 
The mitigation measure identified for signal coordination and timing optimization is in support 
of the City’s Intelligent Transportation System Plan. 

City of Folsom-45 
The Response to City of Folsom-43 discusses the example mitigation measure discussed in this 
comment and why it was determined to be infeasible. The rationales for why certain measures 
were not considered feasible have been included in the discussion of mitigation measures.  In 
addition, Reclamation has identified measures that might require the responsibility of entities 
other than Reclamation, and these measures are included in the discussion of mitigation.  
Selection of Restricted Access Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS 
minimizes adverse impacts and the need for mitigation.

City of Folsom-46 
Rubberized asphalt is a potential measure that can reduce noise from traffic, and a discussion of 
the benefits and limitations of its use were added to the end of Section 3.3.3.2.  Rubberized 
asphalt can produce benefits of short-term reductions in noise levels, depending on the surface 
condition of the existing road.  Rubberized asphalt is not commonly used because it has a higher 
installation cost and a shorter lifespan than other roadway surfaces.  Noise reductions gained by 
the use of this material decline with time, especially on high-traffic roads. 

City of Folsom-47 
An Automated Vehicle Locator system, a tracking and response recommendation system that 
works in conjunction with dispatch software, could further improve the movement of traffic and 
emergency response vehicles when implemented jointly with an Intelligent Transportation 
System Plan. This mitigation measure has been incorporated in the Final EIS in Sections 3.1.3.2 
and 3.10.3. 

City of Folsom-48 
Cumulative impacts associated with past, present, and future projects and build-out envisioned 
by the Folsom General Plan are built into the analysis of the four alternatives. For instance, as 
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stated in the evaluation criteria in Section 3.1.2 of the EIS, the increases in traffic attributed to 
population growth (based on local land use planning assumptions) is factored into the traffic 
impact analysis. The transportation analysis in turn is used as a basis for the determination of air 
quality, noise, and economic impacts. Because the closure of Folsom Dam Road (Long-Term 
Closure Alternative in the Final EIS) does not include any physical modification or development 
of infrastructure, the closure would not result in impacts associated with increasing impervious 
surface areas, loss of vegetation or wildlife habitat including Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
habitat, loss of wetlands, loss of heritage and landmark trees, increased urbanization in 
viewscapes, or increased impact to historical and cultural resources that have been identified for 
other projects or impacts.  Likewise, the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 
and Restricted Access Alternative 3 may be feasibly implemented with minor changes related to 
security review of vehicles using the road.  No adverse environmental impacts have been 
identified for those alternatives based on the conceptual proposals developed to date, and 
therefore they would not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts.   

City of Folsom-49 
The projects identified in Section 3.11.2 are projects that would require construction or 
modification of facilities, as identified in the Draft EIS. The analysis cannot be further quantified 
because timetables for all construction and operation of the projects identified in this comment 
have not been established at the time this Final EIS was completed. Therefore, the cumulative 
evaluation that was performed considered the potential for whether the projects could result in an 
adverse impact that would contribute to or overlap with any impacts caused by the alternatives 
for restricted access to Folsom Dam Road.  

City of Folsom-50 
The study area includes roadways in the vicinity of Folsom Dam Road most affected by the 
proposed alternatives to provide information about the relative effects of each one. Regional 
effects including vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours traveled, and vehicle hours of delay for 
each alternative are presented in Section 3.1.2. The following table presents a comparison of 
2013 daily traffic projections and their levels of service for several roadway segments outside of 
the study area under the No Action and Long-Term Closure Alternatives, which represent the 
best- and worst-case scenarios. Existing volumes obtained from counts are also presented. The 
projections show very little volume change between the No Action Alternative and the Long-
Term Closure Alternative. Where there is a small change in traffic volumes, the effect is 
negligible. Under the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 and Restricted 
Access Alternative 3, traffic volumes would be within the range presented in the table. Based on 
this information used to define the potential impact area for the Draft EIS, the study area 
contains a sufficient geographic area to assess the relative effects of all alternatives. 
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Roadway Segment Daily Traffic Volumes 

Existing 
2013 No Action 

Alternative 
2013 Long-Term 

Closure Alternative 

Roadway Year

Daily 
Volumes 

(vpd) 

Daily 
Volumes 

(vpd) LOS

Daily 
Volumes 

(vpd) LOS
Hazel Avenue (North of 
Curragh Downs Drive) 2004 58,900 55,000 F 55,800 F 

Hazel Avenue (North 
Greenback Lane) 2004 35,400 36,300 F 37,000 F 

Hazel Avenue (South of 
Greenback Lane) 2004 41,100 37,000 F 37,400 F 

Hazel Avenue (South of 
Madison Avenue) 2004 48,300 56,600 F 57,300 F 

Hazel Avenue (North of 
Madison Avenue 2004 43,100 36,900 F 37,300 F 

Hazel Avenue (North of Oak 
Avenue) 2004 32,200 46,300 F 46,700 F 

Barton Road (between Eureka 
Road and Douglas Boulevard) NA 7,700 3,900 C 3,700 C 

Douglas Boulevard (between 
Barton Road and Folsom-
Auburn Road) 

NA 35,400 27,300 D 27,500 D 

Greenback Lane (between Main 
Avenue and Madison Avenue) 1994 19,200 25,900 D 26,000 D 

East Bidwell Street (Blue 
Ravine Road to Oak Avenue 
Parkway)

1994 11,600 25,200 C 25,900 C 

Bidwell Street (Folsom 
Boulevard to Sibley Street) 

2003 
1999 

1,100 
2,250 

1,200 C 1,300 C 

Blue Ravine Road  (Sibley 
Street to Riley Street) 

1994 
2003 

15,300 
2,800 

29,900 D 30,200 D 

Blue Ravine Road  (Sibley 
Street to Folsom Boulevard) 1996 16,300 24,500 C 25,100 C 

Iron Point Road (between 
Folsom Boulevard and  
Ingersoll Way) 

2002 19,900 11,300 C 11,400 C 

Sibley Street (between Bidwell 
Street and Lembi Drive) 2003 5,100 14,500 F 14,300 F 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2005. 
NA = Date not available.  
Vpd = vehicles per day

City of Folsom-51 
Several methods of analysis were performed for the traffic evaluation, including evaluation of 
the levels of service/volumes of roads and intersections, and comparison of several measures of 
traffic performance including vehicle miles traveled, hours traveled, and hours of delay.  A 
traffic model was used to assist in the evaluation of these measures by projecting growth to 2013, 
which was applied to the key roadways studied.
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Conclusions regarding the operations of the study intersections were derived from the roadway 
segment analysis results, which showed many of the key roadway links operating very poorly 
(LOS F).  Peak intersection operations are worse than daily roadway segment operations, since 
intersections are the location on the roadway system that are most constrained from a capacity 
standpoint and peak-hour conditions occur during the morning and evening peak commute 
periods.  The 2005 analysis of roadways and intersections showed many of the intersections 
already operating at LOS F.  With the modeled future conditions showing continued growth in 
traffic on the City’s streets, the conditions would be worse in 2013 than 2005.

Thus, although the 2013 conditions were not modeled the same way as 2005, the evaluation used 
methods of traffic analysis to derive the future conditions.  Intersection operations and impacts 
are included in the evaluation of 2013 impacts in Section 3.1.2, and there is no absence or failure 
to quantify impacts of intersections in the study area. 

City of Folsom-52 
As stated in Response to City of Folsom-48, the analysis in the EIS addresses impacts to 
transportation from future projects and population growth in the community.  Appendix B 
includes an explanation of the basis for land use and population changes included in the study for 
the forecast year 2013.  Folsom is projected to add 17,220 new residents and 9,200 jobs between 
the years 2001 and 2013.  As a relative measure of growth, this represents a 37 percent increase 
in population and a 44 percent increase in employment.  Thus, a substantial amount of growth 
was factored into the analysis to represent future cumulative impact conditions. Also, as stated in 
Section 3.1.2 of the EIS, the model was modified to incorporate planned and funded 
transportation network improvements anticipated for completion by 2013. These projects are 
listed in Table 3.1-7. 

City of Folsom-53, -54, and -55 
Additional traffic modeling and analysis of air quality impacts was performed and is included in 
the Final EIS in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, respectively.  Impacts are quantified for all four 
alternatives. The comment refers to the Draft EIS’s use of total emissions from all vehicle traffic 
in the regional area as a method of comparing impacts of each alternative on traffic circulation 
and consequently the amount of vehicle emissions of pollutants.  The method serves to show (or 
indicate) how different levels of congestion can impact air quality.  It also accounts for 
cumulative changes in traffic, and consequently compares cumulative transportation-related air 
quality impacts.  Table 3.2-5 provides the total daily traffic-related pollutant emissions for all 
traffic in the study area.  Because the totals for each pollutant are relatively high (because of 
existing and future traffic that occurs regardless of the Folsom Dam Road), showing the totals for 
each alternative, once rounded, do not reveal any change, and differences are difficult to discern.
Therefore, the difference with respect to the No Action Alternative was computed and shown in 
Table 3.2-5 for each of the action alternatives (Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access 
Alternative 2, Restricted Alternative 3, and the Long-Term Closure).  This allows comparison by 
pollutant for each alternative.  The additional information does not alter the ultimate conclusions 
on air quality impacts that were presented in the Draft EIS. 
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City of Folsom-56 
An action is being proposed to reduce the security risks to Folsom Dam facilities that accompany 
uncontrolled public access to Folsom Dam Road. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate 
environmental impacts, including traffic impacts, but the purpose of the action is not to relieve 
traffic congestion as the comment suggests.  Alternatives and mitigation that might reduce traffic 
impacts and congestion as a result of the road closure are identified and evaluated in the Draft 
EIS and Final EIS.  In particular, Restricted Access Alternative 2 (the current Preferred 
Alternative) and Restricted Access Alternative 3 provide varying degrees of traffic congestion 
and impact reduction and are evaluated in the documents.  These alternatives were identified 
(based on input from the City) during the EIS scoping process.  An Alternative 1 was also 
developed conceptually by the City but rejected by Reclamation due to security concerns, as 
discussed in the Draft EIS.  The Folsom Bridge Project (referred to in the Draft EIS as the 
Folsom Bypass Project) is considered as an independent action. Even if the Folsom Bridge 
Project was evaluated as an alternative and if the purpose and need of the EIS was amended to 
include relief of traffic congestion as a stated purpose, the Folsom Bridge Project would not meet 
that objective because of the length of time required to plan and construct it. Once the Folsom 
Bridge Project is completed, access to Folsom Dam Road under the Preferred Alternative—
Restricted Access Alternative 2 or Restricted Access Alternative 3 would be discontinued (as 
described in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3). The new Folsom Bridge would serve as the requested 
connection between Folsom-Auburn Road and East Natoma Street. 

City of Folsom-57 
The conditions referenced in the comment apply to all action alternatives. However, as a 
practical matter, if the road is permanently closed (under the Long-Term Closure Alternative), 
the conditions would not apply because there would be no public access to Folsom Dam Road. 
The No Action Alternative, by definition, assumes that pre-February 2003 conditions would be 
restored. Because the definition of the No Action Alternative precludes additional security 
measures from being incorporated, the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project. The conditions would apply and could be carried out under both restricted 
access alternatives. 

City of Folsom-58 and -59 
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 may result in 
additional construction at the Folsom Dam Road where new facilities would be established.  
Reclamation would conduct the appropriate inventories and consult with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, as appropriate, once the details of the nature of and location of these 
facilities are identified.   

Traffic is an existing fact within the city of Folsom. The transportation infrastructure and use of 
roads and highways are part of the built environment. The closure of the Folsom Dam Road 
during nonpeak and weekend hours would increase the amount of traffic, but this increase is 
consistent with current use of the existing road system. 

The Folsom Historic District is a designation developed by the City of Folsom, and the district 
has not been evaluated for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  The district is 
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not a historic property under the auspices of the National Historic Preservation Act and, 
therefore, perceived impacts to the district cannot be addressed under the Section 106 process. 

The City of Folsom and Reclamation worked together on the American River Bridge Crossing 
Project. This project is very different from the Folsom Dam Road Access Restriction. The bridge 
project involved extensive construction-related impacts that affected historic properties. The 
minor construction associated with the Preferred Alternative—Restricted Access Alternative 2 
may be subject to Section 106 compliance after the exact nature and location of facilities are 
identified.




